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Introduction

It is rather embarrassing for the citizen of one of the smallest
European nations to take part in the proceedings of this symposium, the
sphere of which encompasses two continents. The Swiss who is addressing’
you is very conscious of the honor done to him in enabling him to expound
the somewhat special views that one can have in a country situated in the
center of Europe. Switzerland has long since practised at one and the
same time a policy of neutrality towards two groups of powers dominating
the world, and a policy of solidarity on the human plane with all countries
without distinction, Allow me to express what are strictly my personal
opinions on these subjects, committing myself alone.

If I were to search for some plausible motives for my
participation in these debates, I could mention threes

-First of all, on three of our frontiers, Switzerland is

enclosed and even encircled by NATO nations :

France, Italy, Germany, OQOur country is thus directly

interested in the political as well as economic evolu-

tion of its near neighbors, and,. through them, in that

.of the Atlantic Alliance.

Switzerland is a member - together with six other

European nations - of the European Free Trade

.Association (EFTA),

Geneva, one of its towns, has been honored with the .

privilege of housing numerous associations and inter-

national organizations (UNO, ILO, etc.)} which foster

a great many occasions for world-wide contact.

The Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva, at which

I have the honor of teaching, is maintained by the Swiss authorities and also



by the Rockefeller and Ferd Foundations, and contributes to this promotion
of international understanding. The hiéhly select young people who come
from five continents to study there é.re trained to be the future political
and economic ''cadres' of their countries or of the great international
organizations.

That is the reason why Switzerland, although neutral, is not
isolated and does not isolate itself, On the contrary, it neglects no
opportunity of participating energetically in international activities, within
the limits_of her fundamental policy.

But I can evoke a further motive, a rather épecial one, for my
@articipation in the Symposium. This is that, in effect, for the la.st 150
years, Switzerland has, in the sphere of national defense, carried out
a deterrence policy which has successfully withstood the ordeal of the
last two world wars.

If, while for nearly 400 years our country has supplied all the
great European Powers with professional infantry which have woﬁ fame
on numerous battlefields at the price of more than a million dead, Switz-
erland has, for the last century and a half, taken no part in any modern
war, but on the contrary has had a practical experience of a deterrent -
policy.

We find ourselves, in that respect, in the reverse situation
of that of the present Powers; these, alas, have a tragic and repeated
experience of world wars but conceptions of the deterrent policy, which,
since 1950 or thereabouts, has become the foundation of the policy of the

Alliance, which are on the whole theoretical and quite recent - and not



as yet proved by experience. Ambassador George Kennan, in a seriels
of remarkable lectures given in Britain some years ago, has mentioned
the desirability for NATO of a study of the Swiss militia system in bot_h
the case of a classical war and of subversion,

Will you therefore allow me to explain on the basis of our

practical experience what appears to us as the essential characteristics

of the deterr ent.
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Conditions for an effective policy of deterrence.

Switzerland is not in a position to threaten a potential opponent
with extensive devastation of its territory because it does not possess
the material means to intimidate any great Power to that extent.

The aim of the swiss deterrence policy is more modest but
quite as effective : the objective is to prove with irrefutable evidence
that an assault against our country would be infinitely more costly than

b ' ) :
the stake it represents, or in other words, the military advantages to

be derived from the occupation of its territory.

Deterrence thus rests here on the notion of 2 maximum defense

effort and is not a function of the importance that Switzerland might

have in the eyes of a great Power. This sort of bargaining with oneself |
represented by the conception of a proportional counterstroke is re-
jected, because the freedom of a people and the independence of a nation
have an intrinsic and absolute value and are not to be negotiated.

This maximum defense effort translates itself into the establish-
ment of a land army and air force (more than half a million men organized
in some thirty divisions or its equ_i‘va.lent), which are based upon widely and
strongly fortified zones screened from atomic fall-out. The 'indispensable
invulnerability of a retaliatory force is acquired thanks to these fortifi-
cations and to the mobility and dispersal of thé means of reprisal. Finally
the designation of an operational reserve of the army is considered as an

essential element of the defense organizatiéns, securing at one and the




same time the indispensable freedom of manoeuvre and the material
possibility of prelonging the struggle.

For the simple citizen, all these steps are achieved by
the obligation to serve personally and moreover to pay a part of jthe
military expenses which, as elsewhere, constitute the most important
item of national expenditure.

But beyond these material steps, it is essential that the
organization of the armed forces be effected in such a way as not to
leave the slightest doubt in the minds of foreign authorities as to the
determination of the country to hold out to the bitter end. This implies
that the greatest importance is attached to the p5ychologicél factor of
the credibility of our intentions, and that no steps are néglected to
reinforce it. Here are a few:

- General mobilizatiOn_is organized so as to last only a few
hours for the operational forces.

- Each soldier has his own weapons and equipment at home.
In this way, more than 300, 000 modern rifles and 30, 000 automatic
arms (light machine guns) are kept in the apartments, farms and
chalets of our soldiers : with each fire-arm, every man has at his
disposal 24 I%Tlicrllﬁs of ammunition with a written order to use them if,
in case of a war mobilization, he comes upon the enemy oﬁ the way to
the assambly' point of his unit, This measure is deemed indispensable

in an era of subversive warfare and mass parachuting,.



From the point of view of the deterrent, it has the peculiarity
of being in a way irreversible because during the crisis of a mobiliza-
' tion,. the enemy knows that neither the order rﬁentioned above nor the
10 million roundé thus distributed throughout the whole country can
be withdrawn.

; Owing to a well prepared demolition program, we are
able, without delay, to destroy all bridges, viaducts, tunnels, etc. or
installatioﬁs 1o§ated on the lines_of communication, foads, railroads,
telephone, radio, airfields, etc. The paralysis of all industries is
simiiarly prepared whether it be heavy industry, chemicals, textiles,
clock and watch making industries or hydro-electric ingtalla.tions.
Devoid of the means to devastate enemy military or industrial centers,
we prepare the destruction of our own, along the lines of a scorched-
.ea.rth policy, in order that the conquest of our territory might give no
advantage to the adversary for the conduct of his later operations.

- The law provides subsidies for the equipping or construct-
ioﬁ of concrete fall-out shelters in.all medium or impor;tant population
centers. These Iﬁrovisions have been endorsed without consideratioﬁ
(as has been the case in other countries) of their possibly provocative
character.

- f‘inally, in two recent and successive referenda, the Swiss
people have subscribed, in principle, to the furnishing of atomic arms

to the army and have delegated to the Government and Parliament the
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competence to decide thereupon as they think fit. It is obvious that there
is, at present, no practical possibility of implementing these provisions for
we possess neither the means to build up an atomic industry nor the possi-
bility of acquiring nuclear explosives abroad. It is nevertheless inter-
esting to note that the Swiss are the only people in the world to have been
consulted on this very controversial question, and that, in spite.of the
campaign led by the pacifists and fellow-travellers, they showed a
thoroughly positive attitude to the equipping of the army with atomic
weapons., It can thus be seen that these defensive measures, apparently
purely material ones, are all meant to show publicly our unwavering
resolution to resist so that their psychological implications are greater
still since they must convince the enemy of the earnestness of our prepara-
tions. This is not a question of presidential or governmental disposition,
liable to political hazards, but rather a décision stemming from the popular
assent of a whole nation. Thus our deterrent, far from being a passing
phase, is a stable conception anchored in the mind of every citizen. On
the other hand, these steps are taken as a function of our statute of
neutrality so that the deterrent comes into play no matter where the
assailant comes from.

We reject subtle distrinctions, ambiguous attitudes, alternatives,
reservations, because they might arouse the suspicion of a hesitation of
which there is not the ghost of a chance.

Our defensive system is therefore based upon an armed force,
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partly invulnerable, commensurate with our means, and the organiza-
tion of which requires the indispensabie strategic reserve of deterrence.
We attach even more importance to measures of a psychological
character capable of convincing a potential enemy of our resolution,

!
rigorously eschewing any inopportune declaration likely to weaken if. ’\}\



I. The defense policy

of the Atlantic Alliance.

Before broaching the question of the current aspects of . _
defense, it seems expedient to pointito the political framework in .which
they appear to be confined, because the following rather unorthodox
appraisal can explain - if not ju;stify - particular opinions on the
military doctrine of the community.

It does not bﬂétl%vé:?e us to make a thorough review of the
political- horizon of NATO, especially as the special cases of certain
great countries such as France and Germany will have already been
contradictorily expounded by particu].arly competent personalities. It
is from é personal and unorthodox point of view that we shall look to
the near future of Europe and the problem of its atomic defense, and
that we shall endeavor to state the views that can be entertained in
Europe on the USA and the USSR,

. In his irnpressivé speech at Frankfort (Germa;nf) in July,
1963, President Kennedy emphatically declared that it was in the
United Sta.tes.' interest that Europe should be strong and united, and that
" her security depends upon her defense within the framework of NATO.
We-can conceive of the unificgtion of a continent over different stages
which can go as far as a fusion or assume less strongly marked features

which are just as effective, such as the United States of America built-up
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in stages from East to West, and the Swiss Confederation slowly forged
in the course of seven centuries of strife and ef_foft.

‘In the state of weakness following the second world war, and
under thé Soviet threat, Europe grouped herself within the compass of
NATO, whereas a great many organizations or associations, particu-
larly economic, fincancial and cultural ones have closely woven a
network of bi- or multi-lateral relations which are partly super-
imposed upon NATO, and semetimes exceed it territorially,

. It is obvious and understan&able that the leading State of NATO
with its crushing world-wide responsibilities would like the Alliance to
be more closely Kritted on a political plane and to be militarily more
consistent for very justifiable motives of security.

- Now the realization of such a project is beyOnd our control
and cannot be imposed.

| Europe has currently reached a somewhat surprising stage of
regrouping considering the abiding inveterate national susceptibilities,
the historical rivalries and dire memories of bloodshed, the dive_rlgent
tra.diﬁons and étill impervious cultures, It is pessible that coming
generations will break free from this ballast which still dra.gs on their
predecessors, but we think it would be laboring under a delusion to
imagine that Europe will, in the next hundred years, attain the degree
of integration that some hope for, if, indeed, it ever does. If, by reason

of the rivalries in the communist world, the tension between NATO and
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the USSR were to decline, it is not unreasonable to imagine that the
Atlantic Alliance would flag ti) a certain extent. Moreover, it is even
doubtful if the principal interested parties in EufoPe are reaily keen
on the establishment of closer ties among themselves. One of the
" strengths of Europe is this kind of national individualism which refuses
to be submerged in this magma of political constructions all the more
inconsistent as they are vast.

Although NATO has been in existence for 15 years, one fails
to discover anywhere a vestige of European or Atlantic patriotism.

The bonds of NATO have remained in the world of ideas without pene-

trating into that of feelings. There are no methods of c

reating artificial

S

i_rggpl_:_ses of sentiment which can only sf;ring forth spontaneously. | : The
United States of Europe do not exist in the hearts of contemporary
Europeans, and there is nqthing to make us believe that they desire it.
They no doubt sincerely hope that they will no longer fight against one
another - this would be sheer madness - but they mean to keep intang-
ible the distinct personalities of their States, If in particular the fore-
most authority of a State of this continent rejects any form of integra-
tion other than a purely negative manifestation in respect of his allies -
then this attiltude may be simply the rea.lis';tic acknowledgement of the
state of things and of a physical impossibility,

It would doubtless be easier, and in any case more fashionable
to advocate a closely united Europe in the future. However, we do not

want to delude ourselves with empty words. We have to make do with
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present circumstances. The Atlantic Allié.nCe is viable only because its
bonds are loose,

It is ‘in this perspective that certain characteristic military
aspects of the Alliance will be examined.

Owing to the fact that two world wars have exhausted her, E'urope
is to a certain degree demoralised whereas in the formerly marginal
zones of the eastern parts of Eurasia, and on the American cdntinent,
two large States, now World Powers, are contesting the hegemony of the
rest of the globe. Europe has fully grasped this degredation in geo-
strategy, but everything points to the fact that she has not yet accepted this

Ao
role of second fiddle as ineluctable.

Thisfmi:-norl role that has been imposed upon‘the European
nations makes them suspicious with respect to rllegotia.tions and decisions
in which they do not participate although they are the parties concerned.
They are particularlyl sensitive about the discriminatory treatment to
which they are sometimes subjected. That the cohesion of the Alliance
should be affectéd by -this is in no way éurprising.

The most striking and typical of those measures is the exclusive-
ness of the atomic club to which Brité.in has been admitted after a good )
deal of hesifation, as, it seems qﬁite recently, has Frrance, but in a more
or less forced manner.

The known motives for this ostracism are not easy to justify,

and politically they are the expression of a craving for hegémony which

has but little valid foundation. There are no grounds for supposing that
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fhe heads of non-atomic countries hé,ve not as keen a sense of their
political and human responsibilities, or as good a knowlfedge of the
political situation as those of the great atomic states. In the realms of
politics, the Moscow agreements (August 1963) have patently proved the -
arbitrary choice made between States, on the basisr of thei‘r nuclear
caﬁacity. --While there is a %, sometimes a disorderly %@bﬁ?&%ﬂg}fﬁé&
help the underdeveloped countries, the scientific and industrial flower-
ing of these developed countries, not pc.awerful enough to follow the rate
of progress of the large States, has been slowed down. If there was
some question of the high administrative cost of the atomic pqiential,
_those who still pessess but a mere fraction o/f~the world nuclear strength
cannot béar the blame,

The military arguments which justify the enlargement of the
- atomic club are too well known and the subject of too many discussions
to need recapitulation here. They have been expressed - especially
in France - with a particularly convincing vigor, but they should be
just as valid for other countries.

This problem of the '"Nth Country”-ha.s troubled the Europeans
much more than is realized in the United States on account of the |
psychological aspects - of the discrimination - not to say segregation -
which is its basis. It seemé it would be in the well-founded interest
of the United States, and consistent with their tradition, to approach this
problem with a more generous solution aimed at helping and not hamper-

ing the realization of justifiable and national aspirations,
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As a consequence of the line of action adoptéd up to now b& the
United States, it is not surprising that doubts should be expressed as
to the present value of NATO and, therefore, that - if the Allia.nce‘ it-
self is not to be questioned - revision of the treaty should be proposed.
In the meantime, national forces are withdrawn from the operational
command of NATQ, the United States are dismantling their rocket
sites in Anatolia and Italy after having dropped the idea of supplying
Skybolt to Britain.

A feeling of critical analysis by the Europeans is being applied
to these various aspects of the evolution of the Alliance without accept-
ing blindfold the explanations that are being given. Public opinion is
rather prone to discern the signs of a temporary \k(eakening of European 7
deferis_e, ‘of the capacity for xeprisal - i. e. deterrence - of the organi-
zation since the means that have been withdrawn will not be replaced 6r‘
will only be so later on.

Dissatisfied with its minor part, disturbed with respect to its
national defense, it is no wonder that early in 1963, Europe had shown
a certain amount of ilJl-humor, a2 moderate manifestation of therat-
mosphere of unrest which then prevailed. It is, moreoverl, the
eternal fate of political alliances to be inflicted with these congf.ant
variations in their internal relationg. It is highly desirable that this
process of relaxation should not become more pronounced nor continue,
and that the somewhat shaken faith in the will of the United States to par-

ticipate in all circumstances with the whole of their conventional atomic



- 15 -

forces in defense of this continent should be reaffirmed.

It was just at this point that P"resident Kennedy undertook his
highly significant journey in Europe in the early summer. His dec-
larations 11;1 Frankfort and Berlin have had a considerable effect because
no such clear and straightforward 1anguége had ever been used to Eurd-
peans : ''Any threat against the freedom of Europg is a threat against
the freedom of the United States who will risk their citiés to ‘c'ilefend the
cities of Europe because we need the liberty of Europe to defend the liberty
of the United States". |

It was just as indispensable to recall the last 18 years since the
end of the last world war during which the United States have given so
many proofs of the interest they take in Europe, an interest displayed. in
such striking manner by the presence, as a pledge of their intention, of a
powerful army in Europé. It was also fair to declare that tﬂe Power who has
shouldered the biggest burden for the security of western freedom has a
right to the leading part consonant with the magnitude of its responsibilities.
Again with the same frankness, we can truely say that this leading role will
be exercised with a deliberate discretion so as not to awaken unneceésarily
'tho%;mtlional susceptibilities so prevalent in Europe.

Many Europeans have turned a deaf ear to on.e particular declara-

- : ;
tion of the President. It is the assertion that "no" American government
could tolerate a different attitude, dictated as it is by the direct interest of

the United States in the up-holding of a free Europe.
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It seems to us that no one can engage or gua.rantee the remote or
even the near future. No one can know beforehand - Americans no more
than Europeans - the conditions in particular circumstances which would
justify and provoke an intervention on the part of the United States, the
kind of intervention or its degree. As a matter of fact, since the end of
the war in 1945 to date, the policy of the United States has wavered. It
was even taken to be arbitrary, vacillating, sometimes incoherent and
ambiguous, When we think that - granted certain technical and financial"
conditions are fulfilled - fifteen or twenty years must€lapse before a
country is able to create a modest atomic force ensurin-g a certain degfee
of independence in the preparation of its national defense, it is obvious
that this delay is the equivalent to the duration of four or five presidential
terms in the United States. It would be rather bold tc make a guess as
to the likely attitude towards Europe of the third, fourth or even fifth
President to succeed the one currently in office. With this in mind, it
seems easier to understand that the European S?:ates are unable fo consent
today to depend entifely on the United States to guarantee their security, in
15 or 20 years' time, since an effective defense is no longer conceivable
without atomic weapons. Did not Machiavelli write that "there is no re-
liable support except in one's own arms'? b Furthermore, the possess-

ion of its own

1) Machiavelli, The Prince and other texts, Union gé’ne"ra.le
d'éditeurs No 29, Paris 1962, p. 92.
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weapons has enabled Britain to participate in the Moscow agreements.
Nuclear power alone provides modern national defense with a quality |
which can be considered as the expression of a nation's sovereignty.

We cannot endorse the opinion which imputes to the United
States the maleficient intention of preparing their disengagement in
Europe because of the alleged fundamental contradictions of their present
policy. Indeed, the many interpretations of the Nassau agreements,
their ambiguaitgr; and the discussions which have been going on for
months to analyze their significance, the improvis’a:é(;ior; which they
indicate in the realm of European defense, could not fail to trouble,
1egitiméte1y, the most convinced upholders of a close collaboration
with the United States. Nevértheless, we consider that we should have
every confidence in the solemn assertions of President Kennedy, and that
they should be regarded as an extremely effective strengthening,
especially psychologically, of the deterrence policy of the United States.
We have already pointed out at the beginning of this discussion the
importance of the moral factor of the deterrent besides the purely
materialrasp‘ect. The implication is particularly striking in this case.
All the same, it should be admitted that if Europeans are worried about
the future, it is proof of their wisdom, and that instead of blaming them
more or less openly, they should be admitted as full members of the

atomic club.
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In order to complete .this survey of the mést prominent political |
aspects of We‘stern defe?nse,l We'shall endeavor to place them in their
psychollogical, or even emotional setting, by a succintdescription of the manner
in which Europeans visualize the respective attitudes of the United States aﬁci
Russia towards our Continent.

Thé unfavé;ra,ble and sometimes harsh judgment passed in Europe
upon the political and strategic doctrines of the United. States should not hide
the imd:eniable fact that Americanugeneros;ity is, in the eyes of most Europeans,
thé most evident characteristic of their behavior towards the other nations of
the free world.

The generosity displayed in the Marshall plan is second to none in
-his.toryl. How can one fail to admire that American citizens consented to t-he
expenditure of such enormous sums during sc many years to help in the reco-
very and survival of countries situated beyond the Ocean. The sacrifice of
so many young men for the defense of Korea, one of the frontiers of the free
world, is another token that Euroﬁe appreéiates on its human merits because
she knows the price of blood. The presence of a large army in Europe is, at
t his very moment, a new proof of the extensive participation of the United
States in the protection of the Old Worlld.

In point of fact, the terms and conditions of this assistance have not
always been very pleasing but this was often due to tactless subordinates. The
campaign of ”?anks go home!" finally collapsed because of its blatant injustice.
At the present time, the dispute concerns the right to use atomic arms stationed
in Europe or destined for use there the utilisation of wh:.ich is reserved ex-

clusively for the President of the United States.
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It has been understood, without being explicitly admitted, that no solution
relating to a bilateral, multilateral or Atlantic "force de frappe' would bver-
ride this principle which is considered to be excessive and politically speak-
ing barely admissible., This new attitude is a proof of European recovery,
and of fhe confidence which the nations are acquiring lit‘tle_ by little in their
re_constitute(i'forces.

Another typical point is that one takes very seriously - and
certainly too seriously - all that is said or writfcen in the United States in
connection with the deterrent doctrines. For want of better information,
credence has been gradiually attached to all the systems elaborated in this
matter, and their proliferation, a sign of a real intellectual extravagence,
has confused and mystified the concept of defense by lessening the reliance
that could have been placed upon the successive thes es that the Administra-
tion has held to be valid. A score of doctrines have thus been elaborated
in about ten years (since 1954). They sometimes Vdiffer only very slightly
in their nuances or .sometirnes because the author takes care to make
himself different.

American controversies, abstract and often sophisticated; have,
however, no far-reaching effect since in case of a crisis, the important
decision would be currently taken by the United States without bothering about
the advice of the Allies which could only be put on the record. Moreover, a
certain time must be allowed for the preparation of military measures. The |
doctrines must needs have a certain minimum stability, otherwise their

implementation will be #fatally blemished with superficiality.
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There is no doubt that this uncontrolled exuberence does not
suit the rigorous and rational European mind, which would prefer simpler,
clearer and unequivocal solutions.

If, in Europe, we are prone to take too seriously all the United
States' theories, we contend that, on the other hand, the eofficial Russian
declarations - perfectly clear and unequivocal - in respect of their military
intentions and strategic doctrine are underrated. We shall refer to this again.

More importance should be attached to them especialls; to
planning. Too often, doctrinal analysis seems to be undertaken with regard
to an hypothetical and almost unreal enemy. Many irreparable defeats have
been due to the fact that the enemy was ignored, <;1espised or under-estimated.
Moreover, on thé strategic plane, there is no reason why we should have any
doubt about the sincerity of the declared intentions of the USSR, and we know
of their ability to implement them, of their quality and of fheir position. ' It
would be inexcusable not to exploit thoroughly this precious knowledge and
just as dangerous to imagine that the Russians will docilely act according
to the plans that one lays down expressly for them and ingenuously dictates’
to them (for instance : the pause for reflexion). Concerning the consequences
of a total nucle;r war, it would be fitting to remember that, until recently,
ther Russians rejected the idea that it would b?s(i:'ng about the annihilation of all
civilization but that in theifhopiniOn only the capitalist system would collapse.

‘Ra-rely indeed, have American works on doctrine envisaged the
pOSSibi'%ity of an entirely subversive War which would be generalized. This

could be sustained clandestinely by some 150 divisions stationed east of the
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iron curtain where they constitute a well .tried- pressure group for which no
means of spé;ific and effective deterrenv;’:e has yet been fox‘%_?\d

The signatory Stétés of the recent Moscow agreement must not
delude ther-nselves concerning the end of the cold war. It reminds us in certain
respects of how we deceived ourselves so tragically and naively over the
Briand-Kellog pact in 1929, or the Baruch plan of 1946, which although more |
realistic, was rejected by the USSR because it perpetuated the American
atomic monopoly at that time. On the other hand, Russia stands in dread of
a war on two fronts like all the continental powers - especially Germany -
~who have no oceans to provide a means of escape. Owing to the aggravation
of the tension with Peking, it seems that General de Gauile was right when
he predicted (77.l29. 63) that "The Russians would return to Europe because
of China'. The declaration of President Kennedy in Washington acc'ording to
which it would be expedient "to re-examine the po'licV with regard to Russia"
Twas ‘echoed significantly throughout Europe because it falls in with the
preoccupation not so much of an unconditional 'rapprochement® with the
USSR, but rather with a more discriminating and realistic appreciation of
the intentions and possibilities of the USSR, which deserve more examination

and more attention,.
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A. Curre.nf Political Aspects of the Deterrent

If, for purposes of ana.-lysis, it is useful to examine the current po‘liticai
and military aspects of the deterrent separately, it is clear that this is an arbit-
rary distinction as, in the case of atomic defénse, the-se .two spheres are con-
stantly interacting, although they will still easily distinguishéble-‘in the recent
pa.st when it was a question of cdnventional forces.

‘ Indeed, the enormous powe;r released in a nuclear explo_sion has more
than a mere quantitative aspect. The difference of degree from a conventional
explosion is so accentuated that it becomes a difference of kind. '' A very great

I) '
quantitative change becomes, in the end, a qualitative change'’

That is why if, previouslyh, norfnal strategic preparations were

essentially a military problem, the forecasting of an atomic war has now become
a major political preoccupation to the extent that, in the future, the role of politics,
even in the conduct of military operations, will be greartly accentuated. The
conselquence of this new relationship, which is lalready consiaerable, is that this
former ‘military preserve has passed entirely under the‘ control of the representa-
tives of the political and academic worlds. These shed the light of their tEoughts

on the subject, but sometimes they get lost in dialectical obscurities, far from

reality.

1) Labroussee : Introduction to Political Philosphy, Riviere, Péri_s 1959, p. 34.

The policy of "containment'' remains the fu.ndamentél doctrine of NATO,
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itS‘pu'rpose being to prevent th'e spread of communism i'n‘lEurope. -It is through
the det;errent - the effects of an'al;othic war being castrophic‘- that the inclination
to spread the hold of cornmu.ni'sm_s'hould be discouraged in g.'dva.nce. However, in
order for it to be effective, this polli‘cy must have a certain‘degree of stability,
Furthermore, and this is more .important, signs of hesitatioﬁ appear in the eyes
of a potential enemy as an indication of political weakness since the primary
function of atomic weapons is to be a: f{h;‘eat and, as such,. a politic-a.l argument.

VIt is ver;} piduanti - but also t;‘agic - to observe that the atomic
deterrent which has, to da.té,. saved Europe and the world from a general atomic
) war is at one and the same time ti';e cause of the- dissensions which are rife be-

tween the members of the Atlantic Alliance. At present, these assume a greater

importance as the cold war seems to ble, momentarily abating.

'I‘his new intermal crisis in NATO, Whidh has dangerously weakened
it to the point at which some writers are Ialrea.dy envisaging the possiblity of its
break up, is sufficiently disquiéting to justify the investigatiOnrand éroposal of
a poésible replacement.

Three of these possibilities rr:Lerit' examination as, in toto, they more’
or less cover the complete range of alternatives.

-According to the first viéw, a substantial reinforcement of con-
vential ground forces inrEurope, such as is being‘ceaselressly demanded by the
United States, whilst it would notlbe 'the equivalent of an atomic deterrent,
would mnevertheless permitrs‘ucce‘ésful resistance to a 1ar~gre—sca1er frontal
attack by the Solviéts in the highly.e'x.]_:)osed central European sector rwithout

inevitably setting nuclear escalation in motion in the process. In this conmection,
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former Secretary of State Achelson L enj&rzisa,ge's la frpnt line of thirty NATO
di'vi‘sions to be sigrengthened, in thirty days, with thirty mqre divisions, At
first glance this concept is attractive in that it would in this way eliminaté
or damp down the disagreement cqncerning the control of U.S. nuclear
forces in Europe and the autonomy of certain States in atomic affairs.
Nevertheéless it seems that for several feasons this hope is ill-founded.

The West would not be able to ward off a Soviet attack by the
150 front line Soviet divisions stationed East of the Iron Curtain as far as
the frontier of White Russia, Witﬁout recourse to tactical atomic weapons,
with the pfesent 24 divisions of NATO or even if they were increased to 30,
The 30 supplémenta.ry reserve divisions would not seriously alter this ratio
of forces for two reasons. The.first, :whic‘h is strangely ignored, is that
during this same period of thirty days‘the Russians will be able to call upon
new forces, whose mobilization is already prepared, of the order of 200
division.s. The second is more complex, Until the advent of the atomic era,
all military orga.nizationé anticipa.t.e‘d that, after the onset of hostilities,
not onls; woulrd there be the orgé.niza.tion of new reserve forces but that there
would also be the implementation of vast iﬁdustria.l programs for armaments
and a large sca.lg developm:ent of trans—océanic transportation.  With the
advent of atomic weapons and the somlewhat problematic eventuality that a
new world war might be over in only a few days or weeks after an initial

nuclear exbha.nge, the Western Powers no longer seem to place the same

importance as previously on measures to prolong the war (until victory).

1} Dean Acheson : "The Practice of Partnership', Foreign Affairs,
January 1963.
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It even-seems that these measures have been neglected due to
the great effort that atomic weapons require. It is very likely, if .not certain,
that the Russians have, on the contrary, fully maintained these traditional
preparations, so that in the case of a conventional war their advantage, which
would already be considerable at the beginning, would only grow with time.

In such a situation, implying the immediate and simultaneous
engagement of a minimum of about 100 Western and Soviet divisions in Central
Europe,; it would be incor;ceivable that in resisting this avalanche NATO would
not at least use its tactical nuclear weapons. As the Russians have never
hidden their skepticism in regard to a limited atomic war and as they do not
believe in the possibility of escaping froml the phenomenon of escalation, then,
for their part, the Americans will be forced to admit that when it is a question
of a major attack total atomic war will be me?:;;l%tcause inadequate means
have been used to forestall it. A credible method of deterrence against a large-
scale conventional attack supported ]‘:)y tactical nuclear weapons thus does not,
as yet, exist.

Recently, Senator Frank Church (Idaho) 1), has proposed two
original alternatives, which are as attractive for the USA as they are un-
attractive for their partners in the alliance. They-present, moreover, the
exceptional advantage of very sincerely and frankly stating some precise ideas |
in clear terms, something to which we are hardly accustomed. It was these

same qualities which made President Kennedy's speech in Germany this

summer so resounding.

1} Frank Church : "Europe and the future of the Atlantic Partnership",
Europa-Archiv 15/63, especially pp. 549-550. ‘
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Certainly Senator Church has little affection for Europe; his

appraisal is disillusioning. He feels that President Kennedy's declarations

in Germany have not proved convincing to all Europeans. Thus, with cir-
cumstances having changed, it is necessary to modify or abandon the Alliance,
Whilst the United Stafes maintain an army-in Europe; the national atomic forces
constitute a considerable risk for them in tha.f any finger other than an Amer-
ican finger on the trigger can send a number of Americans to their death.

It is too much to ask of the United States that each couﬁtry should have atomic
forces at its digposal when they all bave different opinions. This tendency
towards atomic decentralization will, sooner or later, force the United States
to withdraw from Europe. But so long as they remain the Americans must
control the risks that they run.and the ultimate atomic decisiop must be theirs
alone.

In order to escape from this dilemma, Senator Church proposes
either that Europe. should make a common effort to obtain a community atomic
deterrent which would be really credible and not merely symbolic or that
Europe should decline all atomic arms and rely entirely on the United States
with their nuclear det.:.elll're.nt in case of a Sovi.et attaclk on the contine_"n'»t; We
find ourselves faced here with an insoluble paradox as the stubborn particular-
iém of the European nations makes a common nuclear effort a total‘myth.
Then, as we have seen, bec.ause of their anxiety concerning their future
security (in ten or twenty years), certain European states do not wish, at-
present, to leave the rﬁatter-to the United States. '""The Alliance and sov-

ereignty are, thus, incompatible if sovereignty includes the possession and
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the control of nuclear weapons', 1) Senator Church's alternatives, each of
which presupposes a miracle, are unilateral and demand an answer as clear
'a.s were his proposals.

The milité.ry presen’cé of the United States does not signify thaf
they are '"nuclear hostages'' any more than it signifies that they are guests
or even invaders, nor does it mean that fhey are undertaking a rescue action.

They are there because in the nuclear age their own seéurity
needs make it imperative that they should be there. Happily circumstances:
are such that their interest in this matter coincides closely with that of the
Europeans. President Kennedy's eloquenf language at Frankfort leaves
little doubt on this score. This is why they will remain just as long as the
cold war between the United States and Russia continues. Europeans are not
unduely alarmed over_the possibility of the withdrawal of US forces which is
periodically envisaged and which Senator Church has just re\}ived.. The United
States need this European -gfﬂac?is, this _'d‘eep zone of ouf»pOSts which covers
the shores of the Atlantic. If the Russians reached the Atlantic owing to the
fact that Europe had been abandoned with enly conventienal arms, then their
presence there would be quite a different kettle of fish from 1940 when the
Germans rnarsha.lléd their forces from the North Cape to the Pyrenees. The

latter were there with the object, from a defensive point of view, of cutting.
off access to Eurepe. The Russians, on the contrary, would be there to seek |
access to the American continent. If the presence of a quarter of a million of

the best equipped and best armed men in the world in the proximity of the iron

i

1) Frank Church, op.cit. . p. 548.
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curtain has not been able to prevent communism from digging itself in deeply
~in Cuba, what perspectives would not be epened by a veluntary renunciation
of participation in the defense of Europe? What is more, given that it has
only recently become possible to bombard US territory with atomic weapons,
then the evacuation of Europe would only aggravate still further the prospects
of a total war which the Russians intend to wage with nuclear a.nd conventional
means simultaneously.

On the other hand, it is right to ask whether the risks that the
United States may run due to the inevitable extension of the atomic club are
not exaggerated. This is only setting ﬁp strawmen. Senator Church is surely
right to insist upon the United States' expectation of more loyal behaviour by
Euvuropeans and more confidence and understanding on their part. But the Euro-
peans in their turn should be able to raise similar preoccupations discreetly
e. g. as to the degree of certitude in the functioning of the alliance.. They know
that, if it was not with the aid of the United States, it was at least with their
acquiescence that Britain became an atorﬁic power. It is difficult for Europeans
to understand why other nations, in particular France, should be prevented
from doing the same,

The views of Professor Henry Kissinger expressed in a much-
read stud&- published this spring b seem to take much greater account of the
real and the possible, In this connection the politica.l aspects of the nuclear

problem are considered in a perspective that is more accessible for Europeans

1) Henry Kissinger : "NATO's Nuclear Dilemma', The Reporter, March 28,
1963,
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and, indeed, one fha.t is more acceptable to them. It shows a great deal of
ﬁnderstanding of their point of view and of the goal for which they are tire-
lessly striving, i.e. for a greater influence over the political control pf
the alliance and for a say in the use of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless,
for reasons stated above, the quest for a solelly European solution, Whiéh
was proposed in his study, seems premature, given the 1ack of political
cohesion in the Old World. |

As it is the United States that are currently directing the
policy of NATO and which exclusively dispose of atomic weapons, then they
alone can make concessions in lrelinquishing in part that which they alone
possess and rather arbitrarily res\erve for themselves, The Europeans can
only ask for what they were de‘privgd of when they were weak and of which
they are still being deprived although they are no longer weak.

This state of affairs eliminates any basis lfor intérnal negot-
iation based on mutual concessions since Europe is a.ls;king for unila.tera.i
concessions. What she probably expects of the United States is one ﬁf those
acts of generosity which have become the custom of that great state. Itis
certainﬂ that1f thﬁ equality of.the members of the Alliance were established,
or at least if a step might_( be made in this direction, then present tensions
would be largely abated. The mutual confidence that is required would find
more propitious grouhds for revival. The worm that is undermining the
alliance is the reciprocal mistrust of real inteﬁtions. The most urgent and
decisive task is to eliminate this element of erosion as the persuasive force of

the deterrent is a direct and immediate function of the cohesion of the alliance
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and of the image it presents from the other side of the iron curtain. . However,
equality can not be sought in an equilibrium between the European bloc and

the American bloc as this is, at fhe moment, impossible to realize as these
blocs do not yet constitute two equal but autonomous and distinct entitiés.

This can only be the long-term goal of an evolution through successive stages,
barring a very grave crisis precipitating the process.

‘T%fe anticipated outcome at the moment is much more modesi‘:‘
but it is the vefy foundation of a later restoration of the structure of the
alliance. As the framework of NATO seems to be completely viable, it is
within this framework that the quality of its relationships must be modified
in accordance with and in recognition of the rights of the European states which
stem from the fact that they have attained their majority.

It is in the concession of nuclear equality that resides both the
first step and the remedy of the political ."malaise“ which is being fostered by
the current doctrine of deterrence, stamped, as it is, with the seal of Amlericlan
hegemony, Senator Frank Church himself writes that/“a.n association becomes .
illusor\} when one‘bf its partners dominates the others’ 1), It rests with the
United States alone to make the decisiong which would guarantee its realization.
The present political climate in Furope does not allow any further planning

without abondonning oneself to the fantasies of the imagination.

1) Church, op,. cit. p. 549.
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Of course it is possible to envisage that natural evolution would
lead in the end, to the "rapprochement' of the European nuclear powers in a
framework that would not exclude the participation:.of other continental states.
This entente would have more chance of developing with the collaboration of
the United States and even under their aegis, providing that it is discreet, but
it is no longer possible under their authoritarian direction. For the moment
this Atlantic solutioniis only a glimpse of the future. If certain theories seem
to be lacking in realism it is because they clearly depi;:t this problematic and‘

distant outcome whilst they only outline the difficult and pressing first step.

B. Current Military Aspects of the Deterrent.

The military doctrine of reprisals has constantly evolved and is
still evolving as a function of the technical developments of the nuclear arsénal.'
This suppleness and-capa.city for adaptation are a clear proof of the quality of

‘the many brains consecrated to the study of these delicate question® and to the
preparation of consequent decisions. These inspire confidence to the limited
extent that this research does not become an intellectual exercise and that its
purpose fully meets real existing needs.

The massive retaliation of the era of Secretary of State Foster
Dulles had the advantage of being unconditional and of not leaving a,-ny alterna-
tives open. Thus its deterrent effect was maximised as it left no doubt as to
the unlimited severity of an American retaliatory blow.

Because of the loss of the atomic and therme-nuclear monopoly
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and the entry into service of intercontinental missiles, Europeans have had
no difficulty in understanding the reasons for the modification of Anerican
deterrent doctrine and the adoption of more subtle formulas. (proportional
retaliation, graduated deterrencé.) Nor has it escaped them that the guar-
antee became all the less certain. This is one of the surest and most
justified motives for the search for compensation by means of nuclear
autonomy, The notion of immediate but proportional retaliation has
evolved anew through the temporal s%’?gé'ring of the retaliatory blow into
two successive phases separated by a pause (first and second strike), with
the object of avo_iding, if possible, the general destruction of the towns ‘and
the civil population,

Certainly the loss of human life in a new world war would be
considerable. Not only would this be due to the increase in the destructive
power of weapons (new weapons have always been more deadly) but also, and
let us not forget it, it would be due to the impressive, if not digﬁrgs‘é/{_ﬁg growth
in the world's population 1),  This concern to save the urban centers, should
that be possible, because the instantaneous deaths would number in the tens
of millions, is, in itself, an indication of a qualitative evolution in the notion
of the deterrent, . Its initial and constant purpose remains the avoid;a.nce by a
threat of a destructive atomic war. It is increasingly clear that a further

concern must be added to this, that of limiting the havoc should the cataclysm

ever occur,

1) According to UN demographic studies (No 28) published in New York in 1958,
the world's population of 2.5 billion (US) will increase to about 4 billion in
1975 and 6.5 billion in 2000,
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Thus a very‘lively. interest has been shown in Europe in conse-~
quences for the Old World of the thesis of ''flexible response’; this more
subtle solution would not be displeasing to Europeans in so far that it con-
tained no element of ambiguity.

The point of departure of these comments is the important
speech of Secretary of Defense McNamara at the Universify of Michigan,
June 16, 1962, It should be seen, of course, ir; the definitive political
framework expounded by President Kennedy during his visit to Europe in
the summer of 1963,

The new element, !which has struck Europeans, is this hope
that atomic war need not ineluctably result in general devastation and‘ that
it should be possible to wage wa1.r with a certain restraint, thus keeping open

!
the possibility of noet going to e:f:tremes at the beginning. The problem is,
then, to endeavor to win with(.)ut total blind destruction. A strategic force
capable of survi.ﬁng a major enemy attack must be conserved in this cﬁse
as it is held that the use of tactical atomic weapons in support of conven-
tional forces would not necessarily set off a fatal escalation which would
immediately lead to general \nuplear war. As a consequence of the above
we-come to the rather surprising theory that while actual hostilities are
taking place the deterrent would still operate on the strategic level just so
long as systematic attacks against cities had not been launched.

!

In European eyes judgment of such a conception must be made

in the light of what we know of Soviet intentions in case of world conflict or



- 34 -

what we can reasonably expect them to be. The opinions of Russian leaders
have never varied on this point. Recently they have been presented in ex-
tended form for the first time in a book entitled "Military Strategy'. This
book is the joint product of fifteen high ranking Soviet officers workirng under
the direction of Marshal Sokolovsky who was, until two years ago, Chief of
the General Staff and First Deputy Defense Minister of the USSR 1},  This
text seems to this writer to be remarkable both for its realism and for its‘
objectivity.

The Russians only envisage oﬁe type of military war : con-
current total atomic and conventional war, aiming at the simultaneous
destruction of the armed forces and political and economic centers of the
enemy. All available means will be used to strike at objectives on the ground,
sea and in the air. The cities will be the prior objective of missileé.with
thermonuclear warheads with the aim of knocking out the apparatus for military
command and political direction. The Soviets are convinced of the decisive
advantages of a surprise preventive attack in a nuclear war, as described by
Hedley Bull 2)5 so that they would conduct it a..s.a lightning war. In no way
do they concern. themselves w’i1':h.thé llocaliza.tion of hostilities any more than
they do with a selective choice of the means of destruction. Solely a war to

the death embracing the entire globe is envisaged in their publications and

1) Marshal V.D. Sokolovsky {ed.} : Military Strategy, Soviet Doctrine and
ConceEts, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., Préentice Hall Translated by H.S.
Dinerstein, L. Goure and 1. W. Wolf, A Rand Corporation research study.

2} Hedley Bull : The Control of the Arms Race, Wiedenfeld and Nicholson,
London 1961, p. 160,
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speeches,

Systematic doubt in regard to these Russian declarations is a
dangerous or at best an imprudent attitude. By admitting, at least for the
purposes of discussion, the authenticity of the Soviet thesis, any estimate -
of the effectiveness of the new American doctrine of deterrence has some
chance of being more objective.

It seems that this doctrine will surely demand a tacitly agreed
and serious guarantee of reciprocity incorder for it to be valid and without
which it can only remain inoperative and illusory. This guarantee could
consist of the certainty that the Russians will base their attitude on that of
the United States in fhe event of a general conflict. It must be confessed that
such a prior understanding is really very improbable indeed even under the
cover of diplomatic discretion. It is impoessible to act with the restraint
envisaged without giving an enormous advantage to the enemy who will profit
from these circumstaﬁces by striking all the harder given that, in our era,
decisive advantages can b.e obtained in some quarters of an hour. One cannot
try to spare the enemy's cities inorder to save one's own if the enemy gives
priority to knocking out cities. By the same token it is impossible to limit
the employment of one's own means in order to prevent the extension of a
conflict if the same preoccupation does net animate one's adversary.

On the other hand a publicly manifested d.esire to keep a nascent
conflict on a leash in the hope that it will not develop will encourage the enemy
-to doubt the intention of implementing the military threat, He will thus become

more audacious since the risks will, rightly or wrongly, appear less to him.
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An operative deterrent during hostilities would only be conceivable if the
adversary has an inferest in playing the same game and nothing seems less
likely than that. This is why so many Europeans do not accept this doctrine.
It has appdfently been built up in a framework of abstract planning, and does
not take the enemy's potential and intentions sufficiently into accouiit.

This surprising line of reasoning, which is, perhaps, due to
being badly informed on the 'true and confidential intentions of the State Depart-
ment, seems, moreover, to be founded in part on the certainty of disposing
of all types of means superior to those of the USSR.

Almost every author and American statesman affirms that this
is so without, however, producing any material proof whatsoever of these
allegations. General Norstad alone was more reserved when in November 1962,
at the Conference of NATO Parliamentarians, he declared that despite the pro-
gress realized the Alliance'’s forces were still dangerously insufficient. However,
it is not pessible to forget that the Russians maintain that they, too, have the
means of crushing their principal adversary. Europeans, therefore, rightly
wonder how much truth there is in this assertion. The single case of the
Russian withdrawal during the Cuban crisis, so frequently put forward as a
decisive argﬁment, could have had other motives than an awareness of strategic
inferiority, |

On the military level, it is certain that both of the two great atomic
' powers possess sufficient "megatons'' to completely raze the ferritory of the enemy

and of its allies or satellites. This being so, the additional capacity of either has
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no gsé; it is of no importance that the "surplus' of one is greater than that
of the other. It is much more sensible to acknowledge the nuclear parity
of the United E‘;tates and Russia which also goes for delivery systems be they
strategic bombers or ICBMs. The almost complete invulnerability of the
American strategic forces due to the hardening of the '"Minuteman'' sites
and the sending to sea of the "Polaris' is likewise matched in Russia by
analogous methods. Indeed its effectiveness is increased thanks to secrecy,
camouflage and to the dispersion that the size of the Eurasian landmass
affords.

In the case of conventional forces we think that we are right
in Europe to put more emphasis on the instruction and training of troops, on
their weapons and their officers than on the number of men effectively tinder
arms, of whom sometimes eighty per cent are not fighting troops. In this
respect many Europeans recognize that the Soviets are clearly superior -
some say over-whelmingly so - all the more so in that in cas;a of conflict
they would have reinforcements ava.ila.ble very quicklgr due to the recall of
enormous contingents of trained reserves. The Russians place a great deal
of importance on conventional ground forces of all types as they feel that war
cannot be won with rockets alone.

In this writer's opinion nothing shows that the Soviet system of
communications and logistics are more ponderous or function less well than
that of the United States. As the conditions of employment are so different a

simple arithmetical comparison can not be conclusive. As the logistics of
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Europe will depend on very rapid maritime transport, the Russian fleet of
4-500 modei‘n submarines is a latent threat to this- vital link.  In the sphere
of aerial navigation, which is being fﬁlly explored, the Russians have, on
many occasions, shown an astonishing mastery of the science of astrona.utilcal
orbits and are capable of providing further surprises.

Thus not all Europeans are convinced of an obvious superiority
of our bloc over the other but they are rather inclined to attribute equal
strength to both these great nations, although this strength may be composed
differently in each case.

Having now briefly analyzed the static aspéct of the new doctrine
of deterrence, a study of its dynamic functioning, as far as one can imagine it
in case of conflict, will permit a better understanding, or so it is to be hoped, |
of the European com:epfion of its effectiveness.

As has been seen, this doctrine is based on the huma.nitarian
concern to aveid, if possible, the destruction of cities and massive civil losses.
If, on the one hand, the Russians say that they will strike at every target with
all available means with priority being given to the cities, then the Americans,
on the other hand, would like to keep open the possibility of less severe or
partial retaliation on condition that their adversaries do not execute their entire
program in one blow. It would be an attempt to keep open the option of not going
to extremes and to save the world from a complete nuclear catastrophe which
would probably leave neither victor nor vanquished.

The novelty resides very logically, then, in the divisien of global
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retaliation into two phases separated by a pause and the subsequent division

of the means of retaliation into two distinct groups. If the Russians, who
know as well as anybody the exact extent of the risks that they are running,
show a certain amount of moderation in the first thermo-nuclear strike by
sparing the cities and civil population, the immed#te American counter-blow
will only aim at the Soviet strategic atomic forces and will strike to the degree
and with the precision necessary to inspire a salutary reflection on the part

of the enemy.

After this initial nuclear exchange (first strike) - the American
counter-blow serving, on an atomic scale, as the order to heave to under the
international law of the sea - a "pause' is anticipated before the atomic
strugglhe becomes total and has ifreparable consequences. This tacit halt
in operations would be voluntary on the part of the United States. The complete
invulnerability of their second strike allows them to run this risk. It is
supposed that this respite will be used by the Russians for reflection after
they have been convinced of the determination of tﬁe United States to go to
extremes; should that prove necessary. This conscience searching would per-
haps result in the decision to begin negotiations rather than to continue a dual
of which the outcome is uncertain,

If the USSR did not quickly arrive at such a conclusion and con-
tinued the struggle or reopened hostilities then the United States would unleash
her second étrike force, which Would,,be_int.act, .with the objective of strik_:-?iﬁ-gas;ap

Soviet cities and population centers.
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This conception, which is the conclusionfof many studies spread-
ing out over several years that cannot be ignored, is provoking much discussion
.in the Old Worldl. Cn this sidé of the Ocean public opinion is extremely
skeptical; the arguments advanced in defense of this thesis have not convinced
because they seem to be unrealistic.

If it is indispensible to prepare for war or for the deterrent in
detail, by taking a very exact account of the enemy's possibilities, then the
planning of the war itself, in this case its successive phases, is illusory, for
it is impossible to forecast the fundamental bases such as the reciprocal re-
lationship of the two parties in the course of hostilities.

One cannot logically reé,son on the basis of naive intentions
attributed to the é.dversary without having the least indication that they are, in
fact, his intentions, It would be fatal to base one’s behavious on one's own
wishes. It is irrational to write a very detailed scenario of operations in ad-
vance and then to believe that it will happen.

All constructions of this type are a house of cards which will
collapse at the first atomic explosion. Hopes built on such an artificial con-
ception are da.nger‘&:us as they already contain the germ of fatal consequences.

The ''pause’ as’it was formerly conceived preceded a nuclear
exchange, but it is now inserted between the first stage of a counter-force
strategy and the following one of a counter-city strategy. More precisely,
it is an example of the sort of strategy of terror which was first demonstrated

at Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
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It is possible to imagine that the Soviets will have thoroughly
analyzed all the possible consequences of a conflict with their habitual
attention to detail before embarking on a general atomic war whose outcome
is uncertain for one and all, If they embark on such a war and accept all
the global risks it will only be by virtue of a well thought out and irrevoc;able
decision. It is rather difficult to see thém accepting, on American initia-
tive, to think over a déecision that they will have taken with a cool head and
one which gives them little possibility of drawing back, while under duress
in the middle of a crisis. Rather they will be encouraged to continue the
struggle without interruption as even the idea of a pause shows a certain
hesitation on the part of the enemy of which:the laws of war demand the
utmost exploitation.

Retaliation in the second phase in s0 far as it was no longer
automatic would, by thié alone; lose its credibility as a deterrent and would
no longer have any value as such.

Finally the possibility of a temporary halt of hoétilities is in
direct contradiction with the Russian strategy of a lightning war launched by
surprise. The chances of such an understanding proving acceptable are
thus practically non-existent.

By what criteria can we detect the desire to strike solely at
strategic military objectives? Numerous vital strategic targets are located
in towns or in their suburbs. It is impossible to eliminate them without at
the same time striking the city which will itself be defended by a ring of anti-

aircraft missiles. How can large-scale atomic fall-out be prevented from
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being carried along by unpredictable air currents and contaminating entire
cities ? How can the population be dissuaded from crying vengeance even if
it has not itself been directly hit?

As the cities are in danger of being bombarded from the be-
ginning of operations and as the Russians will hardly be likely to take the
_ opportunity to think again, the length of the pause would be reduced to
nothing so that the first striké against military objectives would be immed-
iately followed by a second strike against the towns. It is, therefore, diffi-
cult to see what would be the essential distintion between this state of
affairs and the system of "massive retaliation' formulated by former
Secretary of State Foster Dulles. We thus return to the doctrine of 1954
albeit slightly modified to be "partially delayed massive retaliation'\

| This new doctrine revives an important notion that has been
ignored for a long time : that of strategic "reserves''. In effect those
elements of the second strike force which are particularly invulnerable
and protected are considered as a ""reserve'. Thus one reverts to a fund;-
mental conception which alone guarantees liberty of action and allows room
for manoceuvre.

It is regrettable that the creation of a pq.rticularly poweriul
reserve loses part of its strategic importance due to the fact that it is used
straight away to bombard cities while it would be more judicious to wait for
the result of the first strike before employing it. It is also always preferable
if an adversary knows nothing about the existence of a reserve and especially

of its intended purpose should that have been decided upon. In the same way,
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even the organization of this reserve gives the general US strategic
establishment a new boost and it represents a real increase in ité‘ power |
to deter.

Thus one can conclude, not without a certain degree of aston‘iéh- :
ment, that this new and delicate strategy of flexible dgterrence is not dis-
pleasing to those Europeans who are convinced that events will not follow. the
path predicted (two distinct phases separated by a pause for reflection) but |
who feel, on the contrary, that the two waves will follow‘ea.c_h other’ after
a very short interval if, indeed, they are not simultaneous. ‘From this point
of view there is little té separate them from the system of massive retalia-
tion which, ten years ago, gave them the most sure protection that they have

had to date with the hope that the cataclysm rhay not occur.
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No one better than Professor Thomas C. Schelling 1) has shown how
intricate are £he-politica1 and strategic problems of the hour, and why'~ the | quest
for adequate solutions to which so many disinterested American intellectué.ls
have devoted themselves, was bound to lead to divergent results. At the
Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva, Professor Hans Morgenthau '
was able to reassure many astonished Europeans that American doctrines do not
change as frequently as the number of publications and new terminology céuld
induce them to believe. |

The fact remains that Europeans - those at least who do not jib at subtle-
ties - spurn this flood of political hypotheées and this abundance of sltaiatggic
changes with good reason, for it is not easy to discriminate between whé.t thel
responsible authorities are clinging to and what are merely feelers put out in a
personal capacity.

In a tentative synthesis, for which I beg indulgence, I will endeavor to
summarize with as much simplicity and realism as possible lthe views a.nalyéed
so far. There is no doubt that the University is duty bound to foster the
blossoming of doctrinal thinking, but it is also responsible for bringing it under
control. It should therefore be realized, especially with regard to these subtle
theses, that action calls for clear lines of conduct, and that the simpler they

are, the more they are likely to increase in efficiency.

1} Thomas C. Schelling: '"Nuclear Armaments, NATO and the new strategy'’,
French Translation: Politique étran_g%re .No.' 2 - 1963, Paris, pp- 114-140.
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Ti’le theme of the Symposium is to throw some light on what the neax; future
helds in store for-Europre when so many contradictory oPihions have been expressed
on this subject, and to try to define the causes of, and if possible the remedies for,.
the disarray which is currenfly rife in the Alliance.

This examination must sfem from an obj egtive and reaiistic appreciation of
the determinant aspects of the political situation in Europe ari;:l inthe United States
at the. moment. Thelll'e.'might be described, as follows.

| Europe is not really united, unless it be so without any deep convicfions;
In any case it is nof united to such an extent that it would satisfy its American
ally which would favor a formula of m'uch'more efficient and not so lax as sociation!
What. étrikes. one-on tﬁis side of the ocean is the fact that the Americans seem:
to reason frequently as if Europe were-on the verge of becoming a political
entity, the cbhesion of Which would at last come up to their expectations. Such
is not the case at present. ‘Progress in this direction, which is, nevertheless,
quite .possible; Wili only prcl)ceed by very slow degrees, a token of its éolidity.
On the contrary we can éee nowa.da-jrs that the elaboration of the relations between
nations is evidently in a state of stagr:}ation. It is obvious that!the internal bonds
of the European groups - of which there are different types - 'have become more
relaxed in the last two years. Only a serious communist threat would be likely
to strenghten them suddenly, h§wever 'distastefl.ll this obsefvation may seem,

For a military union to be effective, it must have a certain consistency
and be based on precise and invf;olable reciprocal engagements. Such a
strategic organization is only conceivable in a pre-existing and firmly designed
political framework, whether it is called integration, union, alliance or associa-

tion.



- 46 -

It is difficult to maintain that these conditions are r‘eally gatisfied. The
political framework of NATO has not reached the degree of rigidity necessary
to furnish sufficient grounds for a really unified strategy. Therefore, on
‘eve:'ry occasion, each state of the Alliance acts in isplatiOn according to its own
interests. Iirh‘ese are only mutval when it comes to opposing hegemony where-
ever it comeé _:from. For some time now, nationalism - the eternal obstaqle
to all political rapprochements - has undoubtedly been scoring successes.

The Unitéd States for their part are acting as if they had the choice of
several alternatives, according to the behavior-of the. Europeans. We think
‘on the contrary that there is no optioen for the Americans. Their security
obliges them to maintain a powerful army in Europe and te participate in the
defense of this continent with the whole of their resources whether atomic
or conventional. The preparation of this defense must be assured wha.tev.er
the state, be it moere or less favorable, of the relations ",‘t‘i)_jt;aitw_een nations
of the Alliance. Since the United States are not in a position to prescribe
any real improvement, they are credited with the intention of giving up their
-military positien in Europe, thus arousing suspiciens to which Senator
Church has recently given weight. But if theAmericans were to withdraw
from Europe (disengagement) the risk they run of being involved 1n an atomic
war would not be smaller, and they would still be in as great a danger of.
haviﬁg their territory destroyed by thermo-nuclear bombardment. They
would simply expose themselves to a much more unfavorable initial state of
conflic‘g, and their deterrent would be much less cdnvincing.

The one aim and object of the Atlantic”Alliance is to stand in the
way of any territorial extension of Communism. Since there is less proba-

bility of a generalized nuclear conflict as its human consequences become
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more terrible, subversive war appears as one of the most likely lines of action
which the Russians (an@ perhaps the Chinese) will take to propagate thei-r
ideology. This contingency should not be ignored although it is not the central
theme of the symposium to v&}hich we revert after this brief reminder. |

The nuclear problem is the cause of the present confusion in the Alliance.
The United States are afraid, as explained above, that the nations of NATQ,
once they become atomic powers, might lead them into a general nuclear war
against their will by the use.of European strategic nuclear forces. Europea.ﬁ ‘
nations are not certain that in ten, fifteen or twenty years' time, the United
States will still be inclined to engage the whole ;)f i:heir nuclear forces in the
defense of Europe.

In short, the NATO crisis is purely one of confidence. Now confidence
has two sources: the first rests on the certainly that promises will be kep.t
and that decisions will be consonant net enly with the interests of the Alliance
but also with thoge of each of ité‘rmembers; the second is based on the
efficacy of the means, the accuracy and precision of the calculations, the
adequacy of the material preparations. The first of these confidence-giving
elements is therefore of a psychological nature while the second is purely
-material.

The reciprocal distrust which unfortunately prevails between certain
NATO nations and the United States derives from motives of a psycholegical
nature.

For this reason, they are more difficult to eliminate. The chief
motive-of this mi strust springs from the disparity of treatment which the

stronger imposes upon the weaker ones, as the principal European States
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mean to keep control of their national defense and refuse hegemonies and the
role of satellite.

The gua.raihtee of a certain doctrinal permanency in American policy
cannot be based on the gratuitous attribution of a steadfast and identical will to
a succession of Presidents,' but only on the fact that the danger remains the same
throughout the legislatures, and that the need for security is permanent. The
Europeans 1%?&1@ at the first alternative which does not satisfy them while uner-
estimating the impqrt and strength of the second which alone is determinant.

The improvement of the present situation must be sought on a
psychological plane in successive steps aiming at a gradual restoration of con-
fidence in the partner. In effect, effica.cious‘pSychological processes are slow
and progressive. There is no remedy the spectacular effect of which could be
general and immediate. We do not believe that we can base much hope, for
instance, on new conferences which are so often disappointing, and whose
essentiél decisions sometimes remain a dead letter {the Lisbon divisions!}.
It is with such prospects’ in view that we have put forward a few suggestions
tending to facilitate such a desirable rapprochement by way of restored
confidence.

The United States would give up their trusteeship of Europe and

Ahepref o '

would forgo their nuclear hegemony and all discriminatoryr measures calcu-
lated to restrain the atomic equipment of NATO states. They would even pro-
mote this by repealing the domestic legislative provisions which hinder it. This
would not be detrimental to their interests because the present evolu-tionary

trend is irreversible. They would no longer be blamed for selfishly paralysing
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scientific research, one of the aims of which is the peaceful utilization of
nuclear energy. This would be the first stage in renewing conﬁde.nCe.

The United States belittle the probable results of the efforts
of Britain and France and pretend that those two powers wili nevetr succeed
in setting on foot a strategic force representing on the whole more than 5%
of their own. This arithmetical relationship is misleading because it should
be estimated in terms of the targets in Russia. The Americans should there-
fore logically_adm it, as Proféssor Schelling has recently demonstrated 1)
that this modest nuclear force, not so negligible as a deterrent force, is less
designed to threaten the Russians than to erhance national prestige, and gain
access to world negotiations.

The commitments of the United Statels for the defense of Europe
include certain equivocal expressions which might be more explicit (e. g.
"major attack"), because they needlessly entertain doubt, and their interpre-
~tation could be fatal in case of a crisis. It may be desirable to confirm these
commitments periodically, in any case at the time of every quadrennal re-
newal of the Administration. Let it be said incidentally that the manner of
approaching Europeans is not unimportant. President Kennedy made this as
clear as daylight in Germany, and his negotiators of whatever rank will no
doubt.take their inspiration from him.

‘FEuropeans should not forget for one moment that the United

States are their only protection from the communist danger, because their

1} Prof. T. C. Schelling, op.cit., p. 120.
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very modest attempt at a nuclear establishmen’t is not commensurate with the
menaces that they face. Even if they intend to secure their own national
defense, they must be aware that their a.tomit: resources are insufficient
either as a credible deterrent or for combat.

Recognizing that the Old World is a great necessity for American
security, the European nations should desist from claiming, as in a bad quarrel,
durable guarantees lasting for many years such as no government can sensibly
grant. They should be content with their periodic renewal, taking it for granted

that, in case of a crisis, this support would be automatic, The presence of a

large American army close to the iron curtain, of the 6th fleet in the Medi-

terranean, and 18 years' experience give the lie to a mistrust that is too,‘often

te stily proclaimed.

Europeans should not worry too much about what seem to them
as very frequent changes in the Alliance leader's strategic doctrine, because
the evolutioning stages correspond more to internal policy considerations than
to requirements of Atlantic policy, On the other haﬂd, it seems justified and
even useful that they should revolt against the clonception of a deter rent which

would be i

conditional at their expense.
There is,alas, no fundamental immunity against periodic crises
in the Alliance, particularly in the case of the most recent one. It is only fair

to recall that none of these crises - with one grievous exception - has imperrilled

the Alliance., We can only apply a slow corrective and sedative treatment follow-

-ing the proved methods of a prudent therapy like the unimaginative family doctor
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who treats his patient and wants to spare him the shock of a surgical operation.

It seems that we must be céntent with the present state of the
relations between the allies however insufficient they may be. They might
be worse. We live in hope that the governments will adopt the effective
methods which will strengthen the Alliance somewhat so that it is in a posi-
tion to meet, in favorable conditions, the ordeal of the next crisis, bearing.
in mind that it is a lesser evil providing it remains within the Alliance. This

rather unspectacular program is certainly not ambitious, neither is it the

. disappointing aftermath disillusion. Rather it is the pre-requisite of reason-

able hope.

Les Gonelles, September 1963,
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In order to draw a ﬁore accurate pitture of the foreign policy of fhe Fifth
Republic of Fra.nce,‘ a certain nuﬁber of facts shogld be borne in mind:
I) During practically all the span of life of the Fourth Republic (1946-1958)
French foreign policy was hampered by various factors:
A, _between 1946 and 1950/52 by thg criticé.l situa.tionL of the French economy
Which had not vet re‘coverec.‘i from four years of occupation;
B. the never ending so-called ”coionia.l wars', first in Indochina and .la.ter
in North Africa Whichrjeopardized our country's éosition vis-a-vis:
1) - the non-committed and (particularly during the last period) the Arab
world, |
2) - the U.S. A. whose policy, at that time, was aimed muéh ﬁore, rightly
or wrongly, at supporting the non-committed nations' position than the French
stand {i.e.; U.S. rejfusal to help Fx;rance toiwlrards the end of the Indochina War,
U. S. position in U NO. regarding the-Algeria.ﬁ problem, the Suez Crisis, etc.)
3) - the Eastern countries for obvious political la;nd ideological reasonss |
Q. despite the comparative stability of French foreign ministers, the cease-
less fall of cabinets which hindered the implementation of any long range policy.

II) It must be borne in mind that by and large the home and foreign policies of
General de Gaulle are approved by the French ;)e,ople, that "“gaullism” is at tﬁe helm
and will rema.'iﬁ so for a long period to cqme;.those who criticizé "gaullism'' in French
politicé.l circles may be fa'milialr names abroad, but will have but very little influence
in coming years.

III) In 1958 the Algerian problem was yet to be solved and in fact remained in the
forefront of France's preoccupations for four years impairing to a certain _éxteiii:__d-evel’op-

ments elsewhere of our pdlicy
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Among the 'yariogs. aspects of French foreign policy of.to-day emph;'a,sis will be put
on the major items: of common 'interest to both our countries:
An opening r.emark: it will be found that though in some fields there may seem to
be an abrupt change of poiicy'sinc'e l1|958,‘ in others there is much more continuity than
would appear at a casual glance.

This is the case of

IV) FRENCH EUROPEAN POLICY

A - The Fifth Republic found lin its heritage vt-:he treaty qf Rome organizing the
EEC and also those tréaties;whijch ha@- estgblishgd the Steel and ICoal community and.‘
‘ Eure;.tom. - | | |
All f-hefse have been implemented and a great deal of i)roéress has been made,
prinéipélly a.f France's request, to make a success of all tiu'ee communities:
- hasfening of the lowering of tariff barriers bet\:’veenjmembe‘r‘nations of EEC,

- protracted but successful negotiations to define a common agricultural policy’, :
etc. ' -

B. The rebuflf to Britain:

This much criticized attit‘p.de of France is easy to explain thoﬁgh it may have
seeméd'ver‘y harsh to all those_who beiieve Europe cannot be:built into a strong political
and economic unit xim;.thout Gre_zaQié Britain.

In fact it was a case of lwh'ether Britain should be allowed to enter EEC mbre
or less"on hér own terms (very '"free-trade minded;‘) and tl;erefore impede all progress
tow;'a.ra;s the bolitical and .econo.milc uni£y of the co_ntiﬁent as 11: is lc')utlin‘ed in the Rome
treaty‘ l‘

or rshoul'd.thils iattér aim remain
paramount, despite tile bad fee‘lin;gs 'involved,' to esj:ablish a Vclosely interwoven
Europ.eaﬁ_e‘conomy, protected by a commoﬁ tariff barrier and strong enough to‘ play

its part in world trade.



C. The Future:

France is in favor-of aghieving the economic unity of Europe as a first step
£owards political unity and will support-the idea of amalgamating the three exi.sf—
ing communities to that end. .

- At a later date no doubt this will be the stepping stone towards some type
of political federation.

It should also b.e borne in mind that the completion of economic unity is,

in our eyes, a necessary condition to entering into talks with the United States

directed toward lowering tariffs.

V) i*"RANCE AND NATO
| In this field the evolﬁtion of French policy since 1958 is much more notice-
able. - |

It may have seemed quite natural in former days, when France's arrmed .

forces were bgsy far f'rornrt].ae homeland,aﬁd our country, ecghomically speé.king,
was just recovering from the cc;nsequences éf the’ secondrlworld war, that her
policy in mattéljs of defense should have been "rely on the US and follow your
leader blindfolded. .

It should be recalled that the Washington treaty was signed in April, 1949
and everyone remembers what the world situation was at that time. ‘

In 1963 the picture has changed: FEuropean and particularly French econo-
miesr’ have fecovered and aré indeed prosperous. The feelings‘ -of FEurope and of
Franée are no longer-wh:at they were: we are aware 'thé,t'we represent a strength
of our-own, both 1n the“rnilita,ry' and economié iields a.nd therefore we cannot allew
the destiny O‘f our- centinent 1?:0 rest indefinitely é._nd entire].y in the hands of a

foreign power however friendly it may be.
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This of course raises the question of the French nuclear deterrent: its similar
aspects will be dealt vlvith elsewhere but at least one remark should be made: Great
Britain has never surrendered her independent nuclear weapon and is looking with some
mistrust at fhé ”.multi.later'al nuclear fore'" which the United States is endeavouring to
put together. France is &oihg nothing other:than that w-hic:h Britain has been aiming at
since 1945. |

- A. The future of the western alliance in France's eyes:

1) Fra.ﬁce has repeated time and again that NATQ as such remain essential,
for years to come, for the preservation of the sﬁfety of the free world;

2} Though prese?'nt day organization does not satisfy us completely, France
does not contemplate ‘asking for sweeping change:s.at the present: the completion
of the French nuclear deterrent will per force br'ing about these changes at some
future date.

3) France does not contemplate signing the Moscow treaty which is - in our
view - a helping hand graciously extended by the United States to assist Mr. K
in his'difficultiés With-Chinar, but does not bring real disarmament any nearer.

We would object to, é.nd not feelhound at all by,any other political agreéments
which could .be reached bétwe‘en the United Sté,tes and the USSR for we cannot help |
but rerﬁa-i'k:', that the various subjects which could come under discussion (i.e.:
demilitarized Germany, control points in Germany, Berlin, a non-aggression
pact betWeen NATO a_,nd the Warsaw treatj‘r‘ c'u.ntr,ie‘s) afe of interest to Russia
but not té) us and t}llat any results in these fields would proceed only from a
certain giving-in to the Russians and therefore a weakening of the ﬁestern alliance,

not to mention a possible reversal of German foreign policy.
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In fact, at the present time, we believe the only helpful nggotiation which
could be entered into should aim at effective disarmament proposals (by con-

trolied destroyal of missiles).

| Vi) TO SUI\_/I. UP French policy: .of to-day:
Its aiﬁs are: ' |
"A) To become the nucleus ef an independent and closely ﬁnited.Europe,
. tigﬁtly bound to the ﬁnited States on equal terms;
.tiierefc;re in no case tai{ing thé-lea.(i of a so-called ""Third force' in a
' supposedlpbllicy of Ealanée between the US and the USSR;
B) To inspire threugh tﬁis very attitude all those non-committed na,tioﬁs of
Africa and.jAsia,. or even South- America who’are. seekiﬁgrtheii*' way and which,
for various ‘reasons, wiil not throw in their 'lot openly with the US, thus maintain'—

ing fhem in the fold of the free world.
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I. Long-term perspectives of the German-Russian relations

In October 1963, when the leadership passes from
it )

R !

Konrad Adenauer to Ludwig'Erhard, the Federal Republié of_
Germany has been in exisfence for‘fourteen'years ; as long as
the Weimar Republic lasted between the November revolution of
1918 and its decay under Paper and Séhleicher in 1932, and two
years longer than Hitler's "1000~-years~empire'. Behind the
sweeping reversals of these three periods lies the unresolved
twin-problem of Germany's relations with the East and of stability
. in Europe. The latter cannot be achieved without a dﬁrable.solu- 7'
tion of the first.
There are those, whe -~ like A,J.ﬁ. Taylor - feel that
Germany ought to have been divided already at Versailles and that
at least she should remain divided now, becaﬁse they see no
solution to the German problem in a German national state ~ or
indeed in any state in which the Gérmans can do what they like.
This concept.of 'saving Europe ~ and world peaceu- frbm
the Germans" impl@es‘thatnsbviet Russia is quite content to leave
things in Europe as they are, once the question of East Germapy'
is "closed", which implies in turn both the recognition of the
Oder-Neisse-Line and of the "GDR" as the second German state.
But it implies also that a German '"threat" will remain even after

the dismemberment of the German state and nation - a threat at



least strong enough to compel the Western powers and the |

' Soviet Union to cooperate in the control of Germany as a

joint endeavour éven_if“thgy'continue‘to disagree in all other
fields.

We owe it to A.J.P. Taylor that he has gone to the
logical conclusion of his position and made clear that
Germany's problem "was not German agressiveness or the # wicked-
ness of her rulers", These, we hear in the most provocative
of all the Taylor paradoxes "even if they existed, merely
aggravated the German problem, or perhaps actually made it
less menacing by provoking moral resistance in other countries".
The real problem then lies in Germany's geogxaphic position,
its natural resources and the vitality of its people, which
all make for a concentration of power in one of the most sensi-
tive areas of the‘internationgl system. Those who believe that
the dismemberment of Germany would cure the world of this evil
are in the c;assicqlmﬁ;édition of the policy of balance of power
as a handy bonus. Henry Morgenthau, Jr., too, followed the same
line of reasoning, when he advocated the partition of Germany,
probably not pr;mgrily from a spirit of revenge, but in the con-

i

viction that to divide Germany and to make ""goat pastures" out



of the Ruhi areé,was the only secure way to prevent a new
struggle for the control of German industrial power which would
~end by necessity in a third World War.

While these were the most extreme views, there have
been and there are peopie in Germany today, for instance the
respected philosopher Karl Jaspers, who advocate acceptanﬁe
of the division of Germany =~ provided of course that the human
rights would be safeguarded in East'Germany - as the basis for
an enduring peace settlement in Europe. To renounce the claim
for unity and to forsake the power which a united Germany wields,
would, in this view¢ put an end to the struggle for the dominance
of Europe,_in.which Germany has played such a fateful pért.

Why then are there not more good Germans who adhere
openly to this view?

There are many facets to this problem ~ some of them
are metaphysical or meta=political and will not be argued here.
But the most important argument against accepting the division
of Germany as permanent is, that there cannot be a static situa-
tion in Europe with two Germanys integrated into the two blocks;
the SovietVUnion, even‘if she wanted to leave things in Europe in
that way, would soonexr or later be lead by the force of events to

destroy this artificial balance.



But has not the Soviet threat to Burope diminished

or at least chanéed_itslnatu:e in recent years? Are there

not new chances for an accommodation with the status quo,

leaving perhaps the juridical status of the divided Germany

in abeyahce but recognising de facto that two states exist

in an area where there used to be one? Is the acceptance of

the status quo in Europe not simply the problem of "recognising

an elephant when you see it" - as it has been put by an eminently

rational British party leadexr?
Since the answers to all these problems depend on

the assessment of §qvietvintgntions, we must try to agree,

however tentatively, about the motivations of Soviet policy in

Germany before we can usefully discuss the long-term aspects

of the German-Russian relations. Judging from recent representa-

tive gatherings, the following views on the nature of the Soviet

fh:eat seem to be widely held by experienced observers in Europe

(not only in Germany):

a) while the Soviet Union has become a global power both in
terms of its ideology and its actual power, its political
interests remain centered on Eurcpe even when it tries to
outflank the Ameficanhpositiqﬁ in Eurobe with thrusts to the

underdeveloped countries of Asia and Africa;



b)

d)

Soviet troops remain in Eastern Europe and in particular in

Eastern Germany in order to prevent the defection of any

.country from the Eastern Block. The presence of these troops

is a ﬁrecondition for a more liberal attitude of the Soviet
Union to some of.these countries. In particular it keebs
Poland in the grip of a military ﬂpincer"; Therefore, while
reductions in number are possible, it is unlikely that the
"mellowing" of the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe will
lead to the withdrawal of Soviet txoops from East Germany;
The Warsaw Pact, an important instrument of Soviet policy,
is used to back up foreign policy initiatives which the
Soviet Governmenf wishes to undertake and to impress . its
military power upon‘thé rest of the world;

In case of a lecal war or crisis anywhere in the world
escalating into a global nuclear war, there is always a real
danger of a Soviet advance iﬁto Western énd Southexn Europe,
possibly also in the North, with all speed, using nuclear
weapons from_the_start, with the intention of defeating and
destroying NATO forces_and_occupying western Europe;

The Sino-Soviet conflict has not had a fundamental effect

on the Soviet approach to Europe. The Soviet Union seems
well capable to handle this conflict without winning support
from the West by concessions in Europe. It is quite possible

that - far from working for a détgnte in East~West relations =-



_the need to defend Soviet policies against the Chinese
cries of "appeasement" ﬁill make it more difficult for

Moscow to be flexible on issues like Berlin and Germany.

The#éﬁq;e“evgn if we discard any particularly
aggressive design, the Soviet posture in Europe remains dangerous
and threatening. It is not‘gppafept that far-reaching concessions
such as the acquiescence in the dismemberment of Germany will
radicaliy‘a;tgr'this.sippation,.,From the Soviet point of view the
revolution in Eastern Germany has wiped out all connections with
the German ﬁasthanq established a néw society which can only bé
be peaceful Secause,it is Communist. On the other hand, western
Germany, where no such revolution has taken place, is essentially
revisionistic and agressivglbecause it is not Communist. There;
fore, while any move by the West to change the internal situation
in Eastern Germany would be a Gforeign interventioﬁ" incompatiblé
with "peaceful coexi§tgnqe",7Communist interveﬁtions in western
Germany remain‘always compatible with "peaceful coexistence" because
they improve by definition the chances for pea;:e°

It is th;s dialectical situation, combined with the myth
of .a "New Rapallo' (which is more designed to frighten Germany's

Allies than to inspire confidence for the Russians in Germany) which
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could one day becoﬁe a powexrful instrument for Soviet intervention
in West Germany. This fear, added to the other reasons for cgution
which havé:begn stated before, is pfobably the most powerful motive,
which prevents many“politically responsible Germans from béing "good"
and "reasonableﬁ_ip the.sgﬁserA,J.P; Taylor - or Senator Morse in
the United States =~ would ;ige them to be. Far from bringing about
a peaceful settlement in Europe, they might well, in accepting the
division of Germany as permanent, jeopardize all that has been
achieved in Western Europe sigchl945, If on_the othex, they can
keep the German problem an open issue, there may still be a day when
the Russians allow free elections and the establishment of truly
democratic systems not only throughout Germany but also in Eastern
Europe.

Such an attitude of caution does not exclude the possibility
of a "truce! between Bonn and Moscow. Indeed Dr. Adehauer himself
‘seems to have sounded out Mr. Khiushchev on the prospects for a
truce only a year and a half ago. But he was careful to explain
that at the end of the truce-period.of ten years there would have to
be free elections throughout Germany and that visible improvements
for the intermediate period would have to be implemented before=-
‘hand by the Communist leaders. In other words, while such an

arrangement would not entail a firm promise of reunification, it



»

would at least make it impossible for the Soviet Union to exploit
German hopes for reunification herself after the Federal Republic
had been_maneuve:eg into a position where, by consenting to the
status quo, it would seem to have '"betrayed" the unity of the-
German nation.

Since_thesewsoundings were left without response, we
may assume}thatwﬁhg'§pvigt leaders expect more political benefits
from their presépt‘policy which obviously is to push the Gefmans
into acceptance of the status quo with the connivancé of their

Western Allies.

%&ﬁwahou%d the Germans be more flexible 7

For those,'who try to understand the German dilemma
and sympathize with it but feel that nevertheless there is more
scope for flexibility in‘East;West negotiations than Bonn is
willing to_allow{_the“@iscuggion.of this problem is often obscured
by a vague notion that any improvement inrthe pdlitical "atmosphere"
is good in itself and constitutes political progress.

Another source of confusion is the term "stability".

As we have seen, the main‘th;gaﬁuto peace in Europe is posed by



the nature of fhe pfevailing political tensions which are caused
by the continued division of the continent, by the political
intentions of the Sovief Union in conjunction with her military
potential, and by mutual fear. It would be an illusion to
assume that these tensions could be alleviated in any other way
than by genuine political solutions which do away ﬁith the

basic instability”inhe:ent.in the status quo. Of course,
militarxy stabil;zation and pqlitical stability in Europe cannot
be considered apart. It has been said that military instruments,
while still related to political cenflict, have taken on a life
of their own and have become a‘separafe source of tension and
danger. Inasmuch as this is true, it will be the first task of

East-West negotiations to reduce these additional tensions and

dangers. If the dangers inherent in the céntinued division of
Germanyland Europe cannot be excluded, at least the military
dangers result;ng from the massive concentration of opposing
forces in Europe might be diminished. Thus the negotiations

must aim at acﬁieving a relative structural stability of arma;
ments within‘a political situation which will, in the absence of
diplomatic settlements, continue to be basically i#stable, The
problem, thenl is one of military safety measures in an inherently

unstable political constellation.
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The stability we are concérned with here is certainly
dynamic, not static. There would be no sense in looking for
a poised equilibrium of all military and pelitical forces and
trends in Western and Eastern Europe at any particular moment
bétween the present and the early 1970's. |

Within that period military stabilization is concerned

with the inevitable dynamic changes in the structure of armaments
in Western and Eastern Europe, their competitive and conflicting
interactions and their effects on the overall military balancé
between the USA and the USSR. Military stabiiization would be
achieved, if these chahges, whiéh nay affect the kinds, the
levels and the déployments of arms and forces do not result in
a major technolbgical breakthrough of one side or the other,
if both sides maintain a sufficient secondgétrike capability to
make surprise attacks improbable, if there are adequate safe-
guards against nuclear accidents as well as against miscalcula-
tions, and if the non-nuclear forces backed up with nuclear
battlefield.weapons can cope wiﬁhllocal disté%bances without
immediately resorting to the nuclears.

The fears of surprise attack in particular -~ and
indeed all fears df attack and of war in general - indicate a

lack of international political stability which is hardly ever

generated by military weaknesses alone and can therefore hardly
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ever be overcome by measures of military stabilization. It has
already been pointed out that the very concepts of stability and
intervention are basically different and opposed to each other

in the West and in the East. They result from the differing

ideas of internal, intrablock and inter;block relations in the
"capitalist" and the totalitarian "socialist™ camps. Evidently
these ideas are subject to change and we can hope for more liberal
forms of coexistence-in Europe. But changes in the internal and
intra-block relations in the East, even if they are in the direction
of more liberal forms of government, do not automatically provide
greater stability of the intexéblock_relations. Liberal as well

as totalitarian governments can follow what is commonly called

"a policy of strength". No:_does liberalization of the internal
systems solve by itself the outstanding international problems or
diminish the tensions they create. It is sometime thought that
ﬁeasures.qfami1itary stabilization could in addition to their
merits in the milifary field also serve as "test cases”, "evidence
of good will" or "first steps' on the road to international political
stability. While this may be true in some cases, the contrary may
also happen and th?Aintended effects of military stabilization can
be confounded by unwarranted political expectations. In each case,

military "first steps" should be reasonable, advisable and profitable
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by themselves, their value must be intrinsic and should not lie
in facile assumptions that they might lead to more. Their
functioning must not depend on possible '"next steps', the
realization qf which remains uncertain.

The true measure of the stability of the inter-state
and intex-block relationship in East and West is the effectiveness
of the existipg peacekeeping\qachineryo In the ideal case, where

neither side is committed to a "policy of strength", the system

of collective security established by the United Nations should
provide therneqeﬁﬁqry_procedureshand safeguards for peaceful
change and for the peaceful §ett¥eéent of Qutstaqdiﬁg conflicts.
It was the failure of this peacekeeping machinery in the post-war
hperiod which led to the creation of NATO and the Warsaw.Pact

which both refer to Article 51 of the United Nations Charter and

stylerthemselves aglorggnizﬁgipns fo;ucollective self~defense.

In the absence of an effective system of collective security,
_collective self%@gfense.becomes the mainstay of security.
Military stabi;;%atiqp brings no basic change to this situation,
but it provides‘bg;tgr.ppportuqitiesrfo: furthexrnegotiations
about the qhanges‘ﬁegireq by either side T_if‘the road for future

4
political settlements is kept open. 1In this case, military

stability, while it is based on the status quo, does not exclude
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| the possibilities of subsequenf change. To begin with, East=West
negotiations shouid aim at stabilising the military balance at
the lowest possib;e level, without allowing any step to impair
the balancé as a temporary means tp this end. Meanwhile‘they
should eﬁsure that the two halves of Europe can coexist as liberally
as possible, that the Soviet Union cannot in return separate
Western_Europe from the United States, that deterrence will continue
to be effective,.and that defense will be possible if deterrence
fails, |

This approach to the problems of "flexibility" seems to
be at present the common denominator.%or East-West negotiations
which are inte%ded to avoid new frictions and splits within the
Western Alliance (cf. Arms and stability in.Europe, A British-
French-German Enquiry. A report by Alastair Buchan and Phiiip
Windsor, Chatto & Windus London for the Institute for Strategic
Studies. Published in October 1963). While many other lines of
approach can and should be discussed, Germany, France and some
other NATO-countries do not seem ready to commit themselves to
any other course.

This limits the scope for formalized East-West agreements

on measures for arms control rather severely, probably to the
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establishment of static or mobile observation posts in an area that
would have to ipclude_w§§tern parts of the Soviet Union. Practically
all measures which go'furtger than thét, in particular limitations
of troops“and W??PO?S iﬁWQQ:Qany, are in fact measures of the highest
political significance which cannot be justified alone on grounds of:
stabilizing the mi}itary,situation, "Bven a limited withdrawal
éfbf American and Rusgianwfprggs;7,’if it left a vacuum in the heart
of Europe, cqu;drbgHQange:ous, unless the security of the whole
region were safeguarded by wider agreements_betweeﬁ the two powers'.
{(A. Buchan, loc. cit. p. 90).

It is therefore not an inherent inflexibility of the
German mind, or violent and missionary anti;bommuniSm'which
limits the SCOPQ_ﬁOIAEa§t:WQSt negotiations, but the very nature
of the politiqglkgndimilita;y'gonf;pntation in Europe. This
being’'so, it is of vital importance not only for the Federal
Republic but also for the coherence of the Alliance that the need
for milita:y.sggbiligapiqn\in‘ﬁurppe should not be‘cloaked in an
ideology'qfﬂ"saying‘Eqropekf;omqﬁhe”Germans”.and thgt‘ﬁhe problem
of safegua;ds‘agginst a Soviet surprise attack and against war by
accident and miscalculation should clearly remain distinct from

the much wider issues of a political settlement for Germany.
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It seems that there is a direct correspondence between the
"flexibilityﬁ in the approach to East-West neéotiation and the internal
growth of the Western Alliance. If the priority lies with the negoti-
ations between the blocks, then the process of integration inside
the Alliance begins to be subordinated to them and this creates
ideal oppo:tuqitieswforﬂthe S9viét Union ih almost any field where
it is necéssa;y to‘th:ash'out an agreed Western policy. On the other
hand - and this is also unfortunate - East-West negotiations tend to
come virtéglly to a standstill if cgmpiete unity -of all Allies is
sought on all major issues. Surely, there must be a middle way
acceptable to all qgmbers“pf“thelAllianqe between these extremes.

At present France and Germany have good reasons to be
primarily interested in tackling the complex issues which confront
the European COmmunities,‘while the United States, for equally
obvious reasons of wo;ld segu;ity, gives priority té the problems
of military stabilization. The danger here lies not so much in
disagreements about the substance and the tactics of these different
kinds of negqtiati§ns? as in the suspicion that France and Germany
want to block East-West negotiations until Eurbpe could take part
in them as a '"third force" dominated by France. Conversely, there

are suspicions on the continent that '"the Anglo-Saxons" are pressing



East-West negotiations because they seek a world-condominium
with the Soviet Union.

While therxe mdy be dreamers on both sides holding

such extreme views,; they |are certainly not representative of
' i

responsible political 09igion.on_both sides of the Atlantic.
Nevertheless the position of Bonn remains particularly delicate
both visma:vig‘WQShi?gtpqﬁang_Parislgs long as the United States

and France do qot.see_eyé—tp—eye with each other. It would

become_untenab}gliﬁreithgrwside makes a conscious effort to
force the Germans to @."ého;ceﬂ‘bgtween competing mystiques
of a "Third Eqrgeﬂ_agd an "Atlantic Community'.

Bonn has for ﬁhe‘pasy ten months strained every nerve
and muscle to avoid suchla_choiceo There have been inevitable
disappointments and misg%vings in washington as ﬁell as in Paris.
But it seems at long lasé_tq emerge that a 'war by proxy" which
pulls Dr. Adeggqer and pﬂo‘SQQrpder in different directions and
opens up deep cleavages_ﬁn the German political system, is no

substitute to a direct eéchange of views between President
o l
Kennedy and General de Gaulle,
Leneral de Laulle.

At present it seems that the German capability to be
flexible is needed most inside the Alliance. Bonn certainly has

|

no desire to mediate between capitals which are tied together by

f
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century-old cultural and political bonds and have fought in two
World Wars on the same side. It is fairly obvious that the
conpetitive bids which have inflated the political stock of
the Federal Republic are "take-over™ bids. If they turn out to
be unsuccessful, they will leave a bitter taste with all concerned.
Bonn does not covet the role of the mediatbr because the Germans .
do not want to defray the qbstsrof the reconciliations which will
follow. |

Under such circumstances, prudence and restraint within
the Alliance as well as in the dealings with Moscow are no ordinary

virtues -~ they are the life-savers of the German political‘existencéi

I11. The pivotal problem of the command and control df_

nuclear weapons

The one area where the Federal Republic holds at present
a pivotal positicn, seems to be the project of the multilateral
fleet of ships, armed with IRBM's and cruising in Buropean watexs
if all goes well within the next six or seven years. But here
again the importance of the German role éeems somewhat axrtificial

and more in a way of a shadow than of substance.
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At a recent pri¢ate conference in Cambridge it was
forcgfully argued that ''the MLF was designed to do practically
gverything but improve th% military posture of the Alliance,
placate the Germans, helpito produce a political solution in
Europe, give Europe equal#ty and diminish the American nuclear
veto", A dispatch of the "Times" correspondent from Washington

. |
|
(The Times, October 5th, 1963) underscores this appreciation:

"Britain, it said, and the!United States have assured the Soviet
Union that the MLF willnot change the balance pf nuclear power.
In turn, it is understood,fthe Sovief Union has indicated that
the present trend towards a relaxation of tension would not be

reversed should the MLF beilaunched".

This, as the Times correspondent put it, "mildly

astonishing exchange" seem§ to picture the MLF as a nuclear
"Noah's Arc'" holding a strange assortment of politico-military
animals in peaceful coexiséenceo What the promoters of the
project have in mind is ceftainly more than that. It is an

admittedly imperfect means 'of beginning to deal with the

- |
nuclear problems of the Alﬂiance in a framework that will add

to its strength and unity. | "A viable multilateral arrangemenf

must, ... , be one in which members take part in the ownership

and operation of nuclear po%er and can do so on a basis of equality.

There cannot be first and s%gon¢ class membership" (J. R. Schaetzel).

.
|
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It was no doubt iﬁ this spirit that the German commitment
to the project of the MLF was made in January - immediafely after
the unhappy coincidence of the breakdown of the Brussels negotiations
on Brit#in's entry into the EEC with the conclusion of the Franco-
German treatyal The first and most spontaneous motivating force was
then, to dispel any dcubts that may have arisen about Germany's
firm adherence to the spirit and the letter of the NATO treaty:
this was probably the most important German move to avoid the
ominous choice between the United States and France which might at
that moment have been fatal to\the'Alliance in whichever way it
would have been'takeno

It is very important to remember that this is how the
Federal Republic became engaged in the MLF-project which she now
loyally-Supportso While there is_no open hostility, there also seems
to be little rgal enthusiasm for the MLF in Germany., Many objections
both politica}?and military remain and the generallattitude might
perhaps best be described as one of hopeful pragmatism, No one
has so far advocated a better scheme to satisfy the need of the
non-nuclear members of the Alliance for a greater share in its
nuclear strategyo' Gérman support for the MLF is therefore likely
to continue on its moderafe scale., At the same time the Federal
.Republic does not want to create or justify the impression that it
is only or primarily the otherwise insatiable German desire to''get

a finger on the trigger" which keeps the whole project alive.,



The contrcl of the tactical nuclear weapons of NATO
heeds certainly not less supervision than that of the more con-
spicuous strategic weapons., To this‘probleh the MLF providés no
answer, Nor does it give the continental‘ndq;nuclear members of
the Alliance the right of veto on the use ortaqainst the withdrawal
- of nuclear weapons stationed on their territdfﬁ\which Britain
obtained for the American missiles statidngd in the U.K., These
are matters of great concern for the‘Federél Republic,

If fhe Séviet Union can be satisfied that the American
veto on the use of the MLF will never be relinquished and that no
nuclear knowledge or contrcl would ever be shared with a non-nuclear
powe;'especially Germany, then the MLF would justify its claim to
be a step in the direction of the non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons. In that case it would, however, be difficult to maintain
the other claim that:the MLF holds an option for a Europeéﬁ
nuclear force to be evolved later, when Europe is politically
ready for it, It would then raﬁher‘seem to be the real purpose
of the MLF to avoid the emergence of a_Europeén nuclear force and
to bring the nominally independent British force as well as the
emerging French force gradually under the control of the American
veto so as to leave no room for any other independent!secondw

strike capability within the Alliance,
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- If such a veiled return to a Qirtual American monocpoly of
the control of the nuclear weapons of the Alliance could be combined
with the comprehensive Allied planning which Mr. Dean Acheson'adVOCAtes
with great vigor, this would solve many problems which worry the
Germans, When Fritz Erler recently said: "I prefer a looser influence
on the whole potential to the appearanée of a tighter grip on a very
small part of it" - he seemed to express a view held by many in Bonn,r
i?respective of bolitical parties, But there remain wide divergen-
cies of views on the extent to which the United States is ready and
willing for a system of really comprebensive polifical and military
planning and decision=sharing. Here again opinions are not split
along party lines.

It is, however, up to Great Britain and France to decide
whether and under which conditions such a truly interdependent
arrangement would be acceptable to them, just as it is for the
Germans to make up their minds about the kind and the extent of
joint planning and burden=sharing they really want, Such considera-=
tions are on the German side intimately linked with the problems of
military stabilization and the prospects for reunification.

If Britain and France prefer to retain their independent
national forces (or an interallied arrangement which leaves to
them the ultimate control of their own nuclear wedpons), many people

in Germany will regret this development. The fact remains that it
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is primarily the responsibility of ﬁhe United States, Britain and
France what they do with their nuclear armory. Whatever arguments
the Germans have against the retention of national nuclear foxces
= and thefe are many of them which”cannot:be discussed here - it
would be most unwise if they would iﬁ return press for nuclear
"equality" for themselveéo Not only will there always be members
of the Alliance which are "more equal than others",.but it wouid
alse be most unfortunate if any sélution fﬁr these politically
explosive and at the‘same time highly technical matters would be
accepted only because there is no other way to aveoid giving
nuclear weapons to the Germans, |

Nuclear'"equality" of the Federal Republic would
cbviously remove even the most_diStant'likelihood that the Soviet
Union could grant self;détermination to those Germans who are
under its control. This makes it clear that all those who are
seriously interested to keep nuclear weapons out of German hands,
have a big stake in keeping the prospects for reunification as
‘widely open as possible. Most Germans would probably be ready
to renounce any claim for nuclear powexr if this would help them
~to obtain unity and freedom in a_stable international systemn,
On the other hand, as there is no real prospect of reunification
for a long time to come, there ére‘also many who think that

Germany should at least fully participate in all fields of the
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Alliance, What no one seems to wanf, is the twilight of a quasi=
nucléaf'role in which the Federal Republic would merely appear to
be compromised without any of the compensations of an attitude of
"pecca fortiter'", Thus furﬁher obstacles would be erected in the
road to reunification without;any.subsfantial increase in the
defense or the ﬁolitical effectiveness of the Alliance, and

" Germany's rglatiqns with her Western Allies would be poisoned

without any improvement in those with the East,
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Germany, The European community and the Atlantic
Alliance's ﬁond of determination not to be fo;éed into a
choice between the United States and France is based on the
conviction that such a choice would be disastrous to the
alliance as a whole. The policy of the "empty chair" failed
once before - in 1954 when the European Defense Community
broke dowﬁ‘with the ill-fated atfempt to use German
enthusiasm for European integration as a means of fofcing
France tq make commitments which she did nbt think were iﬁ
her interest. Since it proved impossible to force the hand
of the Fourth Repﬁblic, it is unlikely that the France of
DeGaulle will be easier to handle.

It is not possible to isolate France politically
for any length of time without destroying the European
Cpmmunity. Last year some 900 committee meetings involving
some 16,000 man-days of negotiation were held undexr the
auspicies of the Community. These negotiations ranged from
common trade, agricultural, economic and monetary matters
to the unification of the tax system and the légal systenm
of six highly-industrialized nations. This leadé to a
continuous criss-crossing of varying coalitions formed by
governments, political parties and professional groups
with the aid of the "technocrats' of the Community. By now
all the larger economic interests of the six countries
are involved. The idea that the interest of any one member
of the Community could be treated in isolation by the other

five, only demonstrates how little is known about the
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growth of the Community and how little it is understood
abroad. Even DeGaulle can only slow down the growth of
the Community now -- he cannot stop it. Without claiming
SPeEial merit - for the Federal Republic, it seems fair to
state that the growing friendship between France and Paris,
combined with the German support for the community idea,
is a major reason for this development. But that
friendship and that support have in no way diminished
the German support of NATO. and no change of this policy
is in sight.

Nonetheless, the process of building a community
is slow and complex, and NATO itself is in a period of
transition.

Against this disquieting background East-West
‘negotiations will go on. The Soviet Union will miss no
opportunity to benefit from the difficulties of the
Western Alliance. Britain and France seem determined to
cling to fheir position as nuclear "powers'. Germany -
which pfovides the biggest conventional arms contribution -
might well feel discriminated against in such circumstances.

'The Germans therefore desire special position for
themselves. They ask that further progress in negotiations
with the Soviet Union be linked with progresé in solving
the political issue of Central Europe. This desire would be
unjustified if Germany attained a nuclear position similar
to—that of Britaip ang Francg, If, on the other hand,’

Germany could be persuaded to remaia a non-nuclear power,
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because this would help it along the road to reunification,
there would be nothing discriminatory in such a position.
Whether this can become the basis for a durable political
bargain within the Western Alliance might be a useful

subject for further discussion.
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For a European;kthelte;m "Atlantic Community" is not
entirely free of ambiguity," There is an Atlantic Community in
the sense that the same ideals and moral values are common to
‘the peoples on both shores of the ocean, There is also an
Atlantic Community to the extent that our ways of life are
similar enough for the old aﬁd‘new continents,te eeem like a

homogeneous entity in the eyes ofwthe‘reet of the world.

But, the Atlantic Community - in contrast to the common market ;
cannot be defined as a group of specific institutions which have
already experimented toéether with the exercise of the attributes
of common nat;qnal sovereignﬁy.

On an economic level;_one_ebseivation stands out:
nowhere in the world are there other areas where prosperity is
as great and as widespread as in the North Atiantiq zone,

Being aware of this shared ggospexity is; in the
world of today; the same as recognizing the interdependence
of the European and American economies; it is the same as
measuring the extent of the responsibilities that the two
continents have toward the rest of the world;_and.realizing
the necessity of cembiﬁed political action in all areas : and
these areas are numerous ;‘where neither Europe nor America can
act_efficientlyeby itself; in short; recogpizinglthat there is

a community of interests and a community of missions.,



On the other hand; realizing the differences in the
standards of Iiving; in the industrial and agricultural structures,
and in the orientation of cqmme:ce;ubetween,the two continents,
helps to understand why some people are apprehensive of an increasing
interpenetration of our'twp_econémieso_

We shall try in this text:

l,) to compare briefly the levels of prosperity of Europe and
America and to account fqr sqmqmstructural,differences;

- 2.}  to define the common economic tasks which confront the Atlantic
_countries as a group; ‘

3,) to describe some of the problems caused by the current con;
ferences on duties and to enumerate some of the feaxs expressed in
European economic circles (we shall,limitlogxsélves to a description
oflEu;opean apprehensions; sinqe the readers of this text are; for
the most part; Americaq; and they know better than anyone the
basis of American hesitations,)

Before continuing our discussion further, however, we
should like to emphasize the clear analogy between many of the ideas
~expressed here and some of the ideas defended in "Partnership for
Progress: A Program for Transatlantic Actiqn;ﬁ,g study by Pierre

Uri, in which I had the privilege of actively participating,
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A look at the stafistics of the Gross National Product
shows that the revenue of an inhabitant of the Common Market is
about 2/5tﬁs“that of each Americano |

Hdﬁé&ef; tﬁese statistics aie‘aegeiGing because tﬁé;!
represent fﬁe 6fficiéll:ates_ofﬂe#chaﬁge'éf'money which; byyaéfiﬁijﬁ
_tion are only supposed to shoﬁ\the relation between the prices of
goods and services traded between nations., The cost of locally
consummed serv_i’cés (housing.; medical _.servics'-z_s; _spare:time activities)
are ﬁbt included in the computation of the rates of exchange. Thus,
the richer a country is, the higher is the price of these services
and the greater is the part they play in consumption spending. Tq
cite an example of Miltoanilbext; the burial of a Chinaman,
performed without cost by his own family; would not be included
in the national accounts; while an American's burial generates
receipts for a specific service and.isvreflected_ip the calcula;
tion of National Product.

If the statistics were adjusted to allow for these price
differences in services not exporteq;_it.cpuld be estimated that the
average revenue of a Common Market inhabitant is approximately one;
half that of an American, Moreover;.the existence of a large under;

- developed area in Southern Italy tends to pull the average down,
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This gap in the standards of living is becoming smaller bﬁ
reason of the ineqﬁalities in the rates of growth of the Common
Market 6n‘the one hand and the U,S, on the other,

It is wrong; however; to believe that America is
destined to a slow rate of expansion and the Common Market to lightning;
fast progress,

The upturn in American industry; which has characterized the
~first half of 1963; is proof enough that growth can be an important
attribute of the American economic profile, What's more, it would
false :utheoretically_speaking :.to!consider the relative impoxrtance
of services in the American economy as an intrinsic cause of stagna;
tion: productivity can increase as rapidly in this sector, especially
in commercial transportation and distributiop;_as_in other sectors
of the economy,

On the other hand; it should not be overlooked that, iﬁ
general; it is easier for the Common Market to increase its productivity
than it is for America, First_of.all;_the.staxting point is lower
~ in Europe, Seqondly; in Europe there is an excess of agricultural
population combined with a shortage of industrial workers, Finally,
the Qery existence of the Common Market opens to its members a path
similar to that taken by the United States: It brings with it a
:better distribution of”resourqes;_eliminates the least economic outputs,
allows for necessary conqentrations; and ingites enterprises to

modernize,



In spite of everything the goal of 4.5% annual growth for
the Common Market is attainable if admittedly optimistic,

The United States; on the other hand; should be able to
progress at an éverage growth rate of 3,5%. Therefore; a long
Ktime‘will'be‘neceSsary‘to‘QIQSQ‘fhérggp, (1) To illustrate our
point; the countries of the Common Market should attain in 1970
the standard of 1living the United States had in 1959, At the
same tiﬁe; in 1976; England's standard of living should only be
slightly higher than the average West Eurcpean standard.

England's present economic situation differs most from
that of bbthlAmerica and the Common Mafket in the field of
agriculture., With only 4% of her population employed by agriculture,
‘England is; for the most parj; an importer and consequently, does
not have to fear the accumulation of surpluses., Besides this,
she.can afford to pay subsidies in order that the English farmer's
standard of living is not too far removed from that of his fellow
citizens, Such is not the case in the United States and in the
Common Market,

waever; basic differences do exist between thesé two
agricultural entities. The United States is the largest exporter
of agricultural products in the world; while the Common Market
remains a net importer. Besides this; the greater part of American
agricultural produce comes from a relatively small number of large

farming enterprises which enjoy favorable cost conditions; but



European preduction is still very scattered. A redistribution of
land is indispensable in almost all of Europe, and a considerable
increase in agricultural productivity will'almost‘necessaxily
follow the reduction of the rural population,

In industry; an analysis of the flow of exchanges
between Europe and America; as well.as the exports to under;
developed countries; forces one to draw the conclusion that;
differences:  in cést of the great majority of products are not
very noticeablea This conclusi?n is cgqfirmed by the very inter;
esting research conducted by the National Industrial Conference
Beoard in American firms having subsidiaries abroad, (2) Even
though in 1§61 a slight advantage in favor of England and the
countries of the Common Market was discernable (in the majority of
industries consulted; the lower sala:;es a little more than
compensated for the lower productivity or the higher‘costé of
raw materials and capital); the belief seems justified that with
the recent rise in European prices and salaries; the balance
. should not be almost perfect.

This analogy in costs should not keep us f;om perceiving
certain differences of structure, If we chose to emphasize only
one of'them in this paper; it 'is not that we; ourselves; over;
estimate itsrimportanceg' Rather; :1as we shall point out at the
end of this paper; ;‘it is because it is at the root of some of

the European fear of competition from American industry. This
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structural differenceJis the differences of sizes of firms., With a
per capita industrial production_baxe1y more than half that of
America, Europe has; until now; given birth to only a few firms
whose size equals that of their Amexrican competitors.
This is true of average firms as well as huge enterprises;
- the largest European firm manufacturing mechanical products,
Volkswagen; has an annual sales volume of $1,3 billion; whereas
General Motors' volume exceeds $llubillion;:apd Ford's $5 billion;
the largest European electrigal_appliapcg firm, Ehilips; has an
annual ?qlume of $1°4 billion; almost exactly half that of. General
Electric, (3) Fu:thermo:e;.mpst'of‘thése European firms are operat;
ing at capmit.y; whereas such is not the case in the American firms.
This remark concerning firms’ sizes should not be Qver:
emphasized; antit;usttlggiglgtgop is lgss severe in Europe thaﬁ
ip thg United Statgs; and the existence of certain agreements as
- well asrthe iarge number of overlapping participations partially
compensate for the European "lag" in firm size., Mbreover; this
lag is tending to decrease because of the large number of amalgama;

tions which characterize the European economic scene today.



A few figures will help one to understand the extent of the
interdependance of the European and American economies and the ties
which link both of them to the world economy as a whole,

The exports of goods and services from all of the Common
Market countries;eﬁgal betwéenﬁzélaﬁd 25%,bf the National Products
of all the member countrles, and the exports of merchandise alone
equal more than 15%., Even lf the 1ntra= Common Market trade is
subtracted‘ and we consxder the Common Market as a single body,

- the percentages are stlll close to. 15% and 10% _which are, respectively
_nearly three times and more than twice the American percentages.

Thus; Eu:opéan expansion depends;~tqla rathexr large extent; on world-
wide conjuncture. To that muét be added the fact th&t; since the
monetary reserves of Ge:many; France;,and.Italy consist iargely of
dollars (1/3 on the average);_ﬁbe,stability"of the American money is
an.eséential condition fof_the.p;psperity_gf Europe.,.

The stability of the dollar itself depends ;’at least,
under present circumstances‘: on the maintaining of a surplus
~ in the commercial balance of American'trade, This surplus compensa&és
~in part for the outflow of funds linked to the aid and defense pro;
grams as well as the outflow of capital., In otheerords; the American
economy is much more sensitive to the maintenance of external demand
than a superficial scrutiny of the relative strength in National

Product,of exports,and internal sales would lead oéne to believe,



As for England, her economic ties with the world are
evident. First, her exports of goods and services represent
almost a quarter of National Product, Secondly; the accumula;
tion of credits in pounds sterling held by foreigners (credits
which are three times greater than the_British reserves) makes
the English economy so vulnerable to possible speculative move-
‘ments that whether its rate of growth continues or not will
depend a lot on the stability which the international monetary
system demonstrates,

Since a similar remark would apply, to a lesser

extent, to the United States, and since the economy of all non-

communist countries would, in one way or another; undergo the
bad effepts of stagnatiQn‘iquthéﬁmQSt‘wealthy_gopntries; the
stabilization of the international1mpngtafy”system constitutes
a task of primary importance that the Atlantic Community must
accomplish for the benefit of the whole free world,

The problem is well known: in most countries' monetary
_ reserves there are, besides golq;(eithg; dollars or pounds,
The production of gold being limited in guantity; an increase
in ﬁinternatipnal,liguiqities" depends on the continued American

and British deficits, and mainly on the American deficit.
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If the United States can re;establish a favorable balance
of payments and accumulate surplus, a part of the dollar reserves
held Ey the other countries will be givén to the United States
'and thus subtracted from all of world;wide liquidity. But, if on
the other hand, the United States has to put up with a continuing
deficit, it is possible that the foreign central banks, other
banking institutions and private individuals who possess credits
in dollars would staﬁt exchanging them for gbiévbhf?bf.fear of
‘devaluation. If this happens,.they could provoke an acéelerating
movement the end of which‘;ould be the collapse of the dollar and,
consequently, the whole international monetary system.

| But, though the problem can be summed up in a few ﬁords,
fhe suggested solutions are many, and it is impossible to discuss
their respective merits whitin the limits of this paper. |

We should only note that, except for the solution which
calls for simple return to the gold standard, all of them boil down
to a single principle, namely: some devices must be féuna which would
avoid a recourse to unilateral action.

We should add that whatever may be the methods under con-
_sideration; an_international action would have; in our opinion, to
combine three measures, First of 511; certaiﬁ‘rules should be accepted
- which would at leastlbartially consolidate the amount of currencies

in monetary reserves. Secondly, and as a counter-measure, a guarantee
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should be simultaneouély adopted by all of the western countries; it
is not a question of drawing up a complete guarantee of exchange,
but rather arriving at an agreement by which each country would
accept to bear its part of the losses brought on by a possible
money devaluation., Last of all, the Common Market countries,
whése reserves are now greater than those of the United States,
but whose currencies are sterile on the international level,
(since they are not used in reserve funds and are only used
sparingly in the settling of international transactions) should
graduwally provide themselves witb tﬁemeahs necessary for the
de facto constitution of a new reserve qﬁ?fencyg We think that
a fund which would be made up of gipart_pf the reserves of the
member countries; which would jointly_be‘éqministexéd and which
would be qualified tb'nggotiafe'with‘geﬁtréi‘banks‘of non:éommon
Market.comntries desirous_6f acquiring=Market Country currencies,
would perform a double functions: it would keep these currencies
from undergoing sudden arbitrages from oné place to another; and
it would guarantee the central banks of the non;éommon Market
countries against a devaluation brought about by a one Common
Market country acting alone.

But no plan would work if;_along with the monetary
devices; the coordination of conjunctura1 pq1icies is not under;

taken., By this we mean not only credit policy but the setting
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up, at the same time and in the same manner, of national economic
budgets, and the exchange of experience concerning the effects on

the economy 6f different types of taxes and the orientation of public
spending, .It is appropriate to salute the O.E.C.D. for the efforts
it has expended in this qrea; and the American authorities for their
curiosity concerning European expé;imenys'ig the last few years.

The techniques of economic action being on the wholé rather
well known; combined policies can be formulated by simple coordination.
On the other hand; there is one area where the imagination is needed
and where even a coordinated pursuit of the present national policies
leads necessarily tp an impasse. ?his is; of cogrse; the problem of
agricultural policies,

Concerning agricultural problems a first rémark applies
to America as wellras.to Europe: price supporting which was adopted,
in theory; to guarantee the farmer a minimum revenue;,offers wind-
fall profits to the larger producers when it is applied generally;
it causes production to increase in the very areas where demand is

the lowest; it sets up an arbitrary set of prices which hinders the
production of products which could find a market and encourages those
which have none.

American protectionism and pxoduction restrictions used as
a measure to offset the effects of the price support do not hinder the

formation of surpluses which seem intolerable for certain products.,
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The most protective policy in Eurépe wbuld not keep the
development of production from exceeding the limits of consumption.
Finally, the greatest import market; Great Britain, is "simul-
taneously protected by national'pxoducers; who reap the benefits of
deficiency payments without being limited as to volume produced;
considered as 'in the bag' by the traditional suppliers, especially
those of the Commonwealth; coveted_by_Common Markef producers, who
find in England the only country where producéion femains much less
than consumption; and finally Watched over by the United States which-
would consider the preservation of preferences in favor of traditional
suppliers as discrimination against them."
. Whether they be European profectionism; British subsidies,
American methods of disposing of_surplus; or lastly, dumping, practiced
competitively by different producers in the rare solvent markets;
agricultural policies tend to lower the level of what may still be
called world pricesg and they are doomed to the vicious circle of
having to continuwally increasé the protections as they tend to‘lower
the level of external prices even more.
An esoape; or solution, can be found only in collective
policies.
As for internal policies; the rich countries of Europe and
America must at last decide to consider their agricultural problems for

what they are: social problems. The need for a guaranteed minimum
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production and an allowable ease of a readjustment exists in the agri-
cultural sector, but it doesn’t justify, in any way, the linking of
the amount of subsidies with the production volume, One should aim

toward granting degressive subsidies, not for outputs, but for the

producers. In this way, and only in this way, will a healthy com;
petitive atmosphere be introduced in agricultﬁre, will prices once
again find an economic signiiicance;‘and_will exchanges reflect
something besides a systematic distortion.

We shouldn't ignore the fact that; in order to succeed,
- such a policy can only be effected in the general qontext of an
expanding world market. The new element céﬁétitutéd by the probable
and considerable increase in trade with communist countries may
help considerably. But a genuine policy of alimentary aid is
urgently needed., This does ﬁot mean that certain surpluses, whose
existence is due to the chances of arbitrary price scales, shoul@ ~
be gotten rid of. It means that we should systematically face up
to real needs, and to that end; give the developing céuntries the
concrete means of expressing their_choic;eso

A big step in this direcfion would be if financial aid
were substituted for bilateral‘distribu£ions ip kind, Even though
the financial aid would have to be utilized to buy food products,
it.would; little by little; cease to be tied down, with regard to

the nature and source of the products. This would be the way toward
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a gradual recovery of normal prices, the reorganization of a genuine
world market,

But such anrgction calls for political courage, and no
government will ever undertake it if it is not assured beforehand
that the others will do the same. ,So; to be successful, the under-
taking must be done in common. ,

It is all the more necessary that this aétion be taken in
common because « alimentary aid cannot be seﬁargted from the overall
.aid program. In most cases; the develqping countries could not benefit
from increased distributiohs because of a lack of sﬁfficient unlocading
facilities; interior.t:ansportation_and néthrksroﬁ distribution. Here,
again; a_resolute action is mnecessary to create an orientation of develop-
ment programs that giqe»a certain p;ip:ity.to the means of transporta-
tion; storage and distribution. This action is only conceivable if
_ the aid is assured of continuity;.the_principal condition of its
efficiency. |

There is no 6ther way to arrive at this continuity but to
seek affer an international agreement acceptabie to all of the donating
countries and based onra simple formula, equal for everyone and
permanently applicable.

The length of this text prohibits the ehtering upon a tech~

nical examination of this problem., Let it suffice to say that the

acceptance by the United States of any formula would be facilitated
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if, by means of a policy of freer trade, the total of the %merican
balance of payments were increased as well as the part it plays in
the National Product., What limits the possibilities of American aid
today is not the internal resources, especially when these are not
- being used at full capacity; rather;_it is that the aid, which makes
up only 6,7% of National Product; attains about 26%_of external receipts.
This argument in favor of a reduction of the obstacles to
exchange is important. But;_the‘essential'task lies elsewhere, that
is: the creation of an atmosphere of confidence between Europe and
Amexrica, And this atmosphere could never be created in a context of
commercial rivalry, If Europe and America find éhat they have diverg;
ing intergst;,their policies could.bgcqmg_selfLEentered-and short-
sighted. If fruitful excﬁanges.are_deyglopedbetween them, chances
are great they will be prepaxed;‘in concert and without mental reserva-
tion; to meet their responsibilities toward the rest of the world,
to carry out the common tasks,which; as weﬁhavélseen concerning moﬁey,
foreign‘aid; and‘ag:iqulture; and revolutionaxy in size and nature.
Such is the real import of the Kennedy round. "It goes far:
beyond the common notion of a meeting around a_tgriff;ﬁegotiations
table;" where everyone tries to obtain a sligﬁt commercial advantage
to the detriment of the others. If each Atlantic country does not
rapidly become convinced of this truth; the present négétiétions will

lead to an impass - and their name will bé added to a long list of tariff
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conferences whose consequences have been negligible or non-existent,

The obstacles accumulating fo; the tariff negotiations are
genuine,

First of all, there is the problem of agricultural trade,
Until now,-the member countries of the Common Market had separate
~agricultural policies. Today they should; under the provisions of
the Common Market Treaty, pursue a common agricultural policy_which
wéuld gradually eliminate,éll,obstacleslto trade within the Common
Market. It is not a simple matter. Some member countries have a
more successful agriculture than otherss Hoiland in milk products,
France in grain, and France and Italy in fruits and vegetables. It
would be astonishing, from a European perspective, to see these countries
accept a restriction of their production since, considering the Common
Market as a‘whole; they‘are not producing in excess. The others are
the ones who have marginal productions. '

On the other_hand; the less productive countries ; especially
Germany ; cannot sﬁc:ifige‘overnight‘the_inte:ests of its agricultural
population which represenfs more than 15% of its total population.
Thus they cannot at the same time accept increased competition from
Common Market coﬁntries and incrggsed‘competitiqn from non-Common
Market countries, more particularly the United Stétes.

Let's take a simple example and describe it in terms of price:

if the Common Market adopted French grain prices the lowest of the
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Community a large number of German farmers would be ruined. If,
on the other hand, the German price were adopted, the incentive
to produce would be much greater in France; and it is hard to see
“how if the agricultural common market ever becomes established,
American exports would not suffer in the 1oﬁg run,

Thus it appears;‘at the first blush; that the problem
considering in common and in a worldwide context;.of all agricul;
tural policigs° We have al;eady emphasized the urgency of this
matter., It should only be added‘that until it is undertaken, one
cannot hope for more than the displaying of a reciprocal goodwill
destined to not comp;omise.irremediAblyhthe.future. For the United
.States; this means recognizing that it is legitimate for the Common
Market to organize itself on the agricultural level. The 1atte¥
would have to establish interior prices which are not too high,
settling for the allowénce to Germany of an adjustment period and
financial aid. The Common Market would also probably have to grant
temporary import commitments in the form of tariff quotas of limited
duration,

It is not doubtfu;; that if such an attitude is lacking,
all of the tariff negotiations will be forced into an impass., It
is not in the midst of a war_ove:ﬂéhiqkens_tﬁat we will succeed in

reducing the obstacles to trade of industrial products.
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Of course, trade in industrial products has its own diffi-
culties. There is, first of all, a technical snare: the nomenclature
used by the United States is not the same as that used by the Common
Market. As a reéult; a comparison of tariff positions is difficult,
Eurcpeans, for their part, though many have succeeded in establishing
a very precise catalogue of the various equivalents, have not yet come
upAwith;a corresponding evaluator of the amount of trade involved
given the many sub;pqsitions_it.wqé necessary to define to construct
the catalogue of equivalents,decéording to latest reports, the
American authorities have finished this task. We don't doubt that,
if such is the case, they will impart it to their partners, and that,
in this way, the negotiators will have an accurate and common picture
of things,

But it must be realized that, to a great extent, tﬁis will
complicate the problem rather than simplify it: there will be é
strong tendancy to take up an examination product by pfoduct, that
is to say, to set aside the method consisting in looking for one
simple formula of general application,

It is not a hidden fact that it is more difficult to come
up with such a formula when the final objective is not, like it was
- for the Common Market, the total elimination of import duties. When
one is moving toward total elimination of duties, intermediary reduc-

tions are only temporary, and one is less afraid of crystalizing
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disp#rities° On the other hand, when one is tied down by a maximum
reduction (50% within the framework of the Trade Expansion Act) the
trouble of trying to weigh carefully the actual reciprocity of con-
cessions is brought to light, Thexéin lies, we think, a very tickiish
question.

As for manufactured products; the average incidence for
most of the big‘categories of products is lower in the "Common
External tariff" 4 than in the American tariff.

To be more exact; it can be pointed out that the average
incidence of the American tariff is greater than that of the Common
External Tariff for categories representing close to 80% of American
imports of industrial products;‘andlless‘thgn the C.E.T, for categories
representing close to 20% of these imports (paper and paper articles,
non-electric machines, transportation material including aufdmobiles).5
Moreover, the Common ﬁxternal Tariff is more unified than the Americ#n.
tariff. The duties are distributed abOut an average without tqo”many |
variations,ﬁheréas'the American tariff is muéh more selectivé: for
the Common Mgrket, sevén types of industrial products can be distin-
quished fof whiéﬂithe duty is‘g;eéter,thaﬁ_25%,ﬂwhereas theré are‘

110 such tyﬁeé iﬁ'thé‘American tariff,roffﬁﬁich somé exceed?éb:vggi
and even 166%0‘
Now, the question is immediately asked what would be the

incidence of a ¢utting in half of duties which, from the beginning,
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are considerably unequal. Of course, the Americans tend to maintain
that in 1oweringltheir.highest tariffs by one=half, they are making

a great concession, and the Europeans maintain that this concession

is only apparent and that a very high duty; even if cut in half,
remains a high duty. These two positions are certainly excessive,
because in certain cases the reducing in half 6f a prohibitive tariff
can keep it at the level of a prohibitiwve tq:ifﬁ} and in other cases,
it may lower it below the threshold where the door is wide open to
imports., |

It would be a gigantic task, and most often illusory, to
be obliged to predict with precision what would happen for each
product, Objective infqrmatipn_is.:are; and information obtained
from industry is often prejudiced.

If we do not want to_gee the negotiations engulfed by the
scruting, case by case; of actual or supposed disparities, it is
appropriate to come to an agreement on a simple formula which would
- take into account the more discriminating and protective nature of
the American tariff.

One method which comes immediately to mind, would be to
foresee a linear reduction whose percentage would however, be slightly
different for the two partners. The advantage of such a solution is
that not only wouldﬁit”apply to the United States and tﬁerééamon

Market, but it would answer the problem posed by the application of
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the '"Most Favored Nation Clause," All of the reductions could be
linear. ©Only their percentages would vary as a_function of a degree
of protection of the different countrigso

Another method, the opposite of the American linear reduc-
tion, would be that the Common Market consent to reductions whose
level would vary but whose weighted averagé would be equal to the
amount of the American linear reduction, The pommon Market could
do this since no internal. legislation prphibit;_the member countries
from lowering their import duties more than §6%;nthe;e could be
another advantage to this methéd to the extent that this operation
would leave certain duties untouched and would permit the Eurcpean
countries to counteract the ups and downs of American tariffs.

It mast be recognized that we are stiil far from regarding
the problem in such simple terms. 'Negotiations aré becoming increas-
ingly compleﬁo Should this be interpreted only as a natural tendency
common tb experts? Or; on the other hand; should we coﬁsidex it as
a smoke curtain hiding a deep;;eated‘unwillingness_or unavowed fears?
For our part we don't believe in Machiavelism; and if we think that
experts' scruples play an important role; we believe also that European
hesitations, as to the evaluation of the risks aﬁd chances offered by
a reciprocal lowering of tariff barriers, are amplified by a tfue
feeling of inferiority ;‘from‘which many Europeans suffer because

of the V"size'" of their firms,
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In order fo be well understood, the reasoning concerning
the sizes of firms should be elaborated upon. It's defenders make
several arguments, First of all; they say that concentration has
not yet had all of its effects on the Common Market, and in some
sectors, mass production is the lot of the American system. Secondly,
they argue that the considerable amount of aid supplied to research
by American Government military contracts falsifies coﬁpetition in
the technologically most advanced sectors. Therefore, the argument
rrisks; for Europe; an enormous deiay tokmakg up for. This delay
necessitates the maintaining of tariff protections; without which
Europe would sacrifice the future of the most promising and essential
sectors of her economy to a s.o_r;éalled.bettex. distribution of jobs.
Thirdly; the fact that mﬁny American firms have unused production
facilities would incite them; in case of a weakoning of conjuncture
or in order to become established in a new markét, to sell in Europe
at weak orx non:éxistent profit margins, Finally, those current of
opinion assess that the financial power of the huge American enterprises
gives them a margin for errors which would be deathly to smaller
firms. (The most frequently cited example is that of automobiles:

It is said that American firms can Withstand the failure of two
successive models without going bankrupt, whereas the margin in

the biggest European firms is only one model.)
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The first argument, the one concerningithe size, properly
so called;'of firﬂs, may perhaps be disputed, We have already pointed
out the importance of the process of industrial concentration currently
in progress in Europe. We undertake to say that its rate will be
faster than that of any lowering of import duties that would result
from negotiatidns in progress, Above all; the success of these
negotiations would constitute a chief incentive to this concentra-
tion proclaimed to be _desired-o N;thing; in facf,‘is more compelling
in this regard thanltﬁe announcement of fﬁture competition. We need
only recall the efforts of the French steel industry which had been
put off for so long and wexe thgn sorsuddenly carried oﬁt, Jjust
before the founding of the European Coal and Steel Community.

Concerning military contracts; it would seem possible that
they are at the origin.of certain distortions in the competitive
capacity of some sensitive sectors, Eut the number of those out;
puts is necessarily limited; and it should not be impéssible to
examine them separately without being detrimental to negotiation
and even without complicating it beyond mea;ure°

What is most striking in the two lattexr arguments is not
that they are particularly well or poorly grounﬁedg it is that they
are used as obstacles to trade liberation whereas the problems they.

raise are quite different..
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The question of unused capacities, if it is genuine, must
bring on not the maintaining of excessive import duties, but the
urgent examination of the proper means of simplifying international
legislation and rendering it more effective against dumping. The
same remark applies to the argument concerning the financial strength
of firms, since in international trade matters; the only thing
European firms could fear would be that American firms use this
financial strenéth tp carry on the practice of dumping.

The problem only becomes complicated when instead of thinking
in‘terms of imports from the United States;.one thinks of American
subsidiaries established in Europe. If; for example, Ford Germany
considered it advantageous to set its priceé extremely low for a
certain time, and if it did this indiscriminately in all member coun;
tries of fhe Common Market; it would not be accused of dumping.
_Whether-or not such a decision could, in fact, be made (as!an answer
to this question, it would be interesting to know what percentage
the profits of Ford Gérmany make up in the total income of the Ford
World Corporation,): It is nevertheless a fact that the fear of such
action actually exists ip European automobile manufacturiné.circles.
It goes as far that, one may even wonder if the true reason for the
hostility ofrcertain European industrials toward the reduction of
import duties is not a sort of irritation over against the American

Government which complains about an insufficient trade surplus -
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and states that it would like to increase it - whereas large outflows
of capital allow firms or American Nationals to "buy'" the European

econony,

Such feelings if they really exist = and we are tempted to

think that they do -~ could have serious consequences: they could
force the discussions from the area of facts to the one of hidden
motives, from the concrete to the irrational. It is necessary to

cut off the evil at its xrcots, by examining officially and in common
to see if there could be - namely in the form of too large advances
granted by corporations to their subsidiaries abroad ; at distortion
in financing conditions. Such conversations should'pe_;l; the easier,
since all governments would benefit from the avoidance of arfifi;
~cially caused movements of capital.

An example of this type ;-limited though it may be - empha-
sizes the link which exists between the tariff negotiations, the
determination of rules of competition; and the harmonization of"
economic policies. But we also know that the tariff talks cannot
leave aside questions relating to agricultufal trade;.that agricult~
ural trade is in no way independent ofwagricultural policies aé a
whole! that these policies are connected to aid programs; that aid
programs influence the balance of payments;'that fluctuations in
these balahces imply a reinforcing of the monetary system; that this

reinforcing would be, at any rate, indispensable since the possibilities
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of expansion of large industrialized countries depend on it, and on
those possibilities of expansion depend in turn on these countries
capabilities of facing up to their world responsibilities.

Hence; the evident necessity of approaching the problem in
tﬁeir true conjunction. To wanf to divide the solutiéns into frac;

tions is the same as compromising the chances of negotiation, the

same as bringing on failure, not only in one-spécific area, but by
degreés; in all areas.

The moment has comelwhére the Atlantic Community is in
need 6f an unique instance in which economic problems are approached
in their recipxbéal relation. A :ightlto judge economic problems
invested in a "Council of Partmership™ would be, in itself, a decisive
step foward an Atlantic coordination. This council would at the same
timé take care that the tariff negotiations do not bog down and that
common policies are prepared in an atmosphere of objectivity and
confidence, This being done; it would contribute besides, in the
exact measure to which agricultural and monetary problems constituted
a real obstacle to British adhesion to the Common Market, to reopen;
ing the route to new negotiations for the ehlarging of the European
Community.

Note

Certain readers of this document probably not having had

the occasion to read "Partnership for Progress,'" we take the liberty
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of reproducing here three of the tables which appear in this book.

1

2)

3)

4)

. 5)

_Footnotes:

Since the working population should increase faster in the United
States than in Europe, the Europeans, in order to maintain a rate
of economic growth equal to ‘that of America, would have to have a
greater increase in productivity. In any czse, this demographic
incidence will cause the gap in the standards of living to become
smaller more rapidly than the gap in national procducts.,

Costs and competition: American eipefieﬁce'abroad by Theodore R.
Gates and Fabian Linden

Fortune, July and August, 1962
A tariff which, at the end of the transition period, will be
applied jointly by the six member countries of the Common Market

International Chamber of Commerce; provisional document.
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