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THE CHANGING EUROPEAN-AMERICAN RELATIONSEIP -~ . °

FIRST SESSION ‘ FRIDAY 5 MAY

Agends ' The changing climate: détente in
Burope and in Soviet-American
relations: changing alliances:
the effects of developments in
Asis upon Europe, .

In his address of welcome Senetor Gronohi drew attention
to the broader considerations underlying the topics of dlrect coneern
to this conference:

(1) the slow undermining of the international.institutions end
elliances which only recently seemed to challenge the years;

(2) the growing power of China and her determination to make
this felt in Asia and perhaps on the world scene;

(3) the difficulties in the way of attempts to stop the arms
race and move on from the balance of power towards a state
of peaceful co-existence based on the humanltarlan ideal
of modern mang

(4) the risk of local wars, which persist here and there, de-
geherating into major international conflicts.

Why was the Atlantie Alllance todaey so profoundly shaken? The
Alliante was born as an instrument of military defence and its Article
2 has remsined a mere verbal expression, As the exigencies of
defegce have appeared less acute, the psychological tension of the
cold war hag become intolerasble in Hurope and we have seen both the
growth of a sincere desire for respite, finding expression in
neutralist sentiment, and the reawakening of a sense of national
pride and consciousness, As a meagre consolation we may observe
that -the Warsaw Pact has been undermined by similar collective
states of mind, However, this did not relieve men of intellect and
of conscience of their duty to bring their minds to bear on present
realities and future dangers.

Thanking Senator Gronchi, Mr, Buchan expressed his.satis-
faction that this fifth annual Buropean-American conference was
able to be organised in co-operation with the. Italian Insgtitute of
International Affairs. He recorded & special word of thanks to.
all those ooncerned orn the Italian side - and in particular Signor
and Signors Spinelli - with the preparation of ‘the. conference.

Dr. Gtsteyger (opening speaker) said that the .most

_ importent development from the point of view of Europe was the
change in the international system we had been living with since
World War 11, Not that the confrontation between.the two powers
had disappeared, although it had undergone remarkable modifications:
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what had changed was the international context within which countries
see each other. The shift from mere co~existence to0 a mere fruitful
co-operation hag affected the relationship between the two great powers
themselves and, equally important, between Europe and the great powers.

Digintegration of the alliance systems has made the inter-
national system more flexible but at the same time wore fragile, more
vulnerable to competitive rivalry and sugpicion even between allied
countries. Sometimes we seemed to have a better idea of how to handle
relations with the communist countries than among ourselves. Ve might
be in a transitional stage from cold war to & more peaceful and co-
operative system. But there vms no certainty as to where the present
detente would lead. Certainly the spirit of integration was fading:
at least in the political and military fields, integration was now
considered a left-over instrument 6f the cold war which stood in the
way of a rapprochement with the East., However, no-one has so far
been able to offer & real alternative to it except a return to old-
fashioned bilateralism as a means of condueting relations inside and
outside alliences. The upshot has been & growbth of nationalism, an
emphasis on the defence of national interests, and less willingness to
compromise. . This has been noticeable particularly in the Common
Market, but also in the broader framework of the alliance. The
recent tripartite negotiations about the offset costs were a case in
point. The decision to withdraw some 35,000 American and 6,000 British
goldiers from Germany was neither disastrous nor basically wrong. He
was however concerned, first of all because it constituted a unilateral
Western move with no assurance of reciprocity from the Soviet sidey
secondly because further reductions seemed likely to follow;: thirdly
because the decision seemed. influenced more by financial than by
polltlcal/strateglc considerations; fourthly because it seemed to be
based on an over-estimation of strategic mobility - certainly strategic
mobility, had improved and would improve further, but the political
implications of physical presence could not be ignored. To call
withdrawal (as it had been called by en American spokesman) merely
"redeployment” was to underestimate the political effects of such a
move: nobody has said to what extent this reduction will weaken the
political commitment beyond repair., Finally the question arose as to
the place of the Bundeswehr in the loosening framework of the alliance:
it would become even more conspicuous in size,. and he thought Germany
would have to -fit into the general process of adapting military forces
to a changlng political env1r0nment. :

Turnlng to the change 1ﬂ relatlons between the great powers
and Burope:- he saw the United States as more inclined than the Soviet
Union to reappraise her European policy, for various reasons:

(1) The U.S. has always considered her mllltary presence in Europe
temporary in character and flexible in size. .

(2) The U.S. has 1ncomparab1y wider commitments in the world than
the S.U, could ever expect to haves moreover, domestic pressure to
reduce the cost of her military commitment to Europe was likely to grow.

'(3) The U.S. could not again be tempted to try to take direct
responsibility for Europe's political and economic integration and to
press ler allies into the forms she thought best for Europe, for Atlantic
partnership, and for herself. - She has come to realise that the American-
Furopean relationship is basieczlly so strong that the U.S. can afford
to let Europe shape itself and that the American aspiration to have a
strong Western partner is more likely to be realised.if the nature of
the process is argued out in PBurope rather than in Washington, Certainly
it would not be wrong to assume that Burope no longer comes high on the
list of American prime interests. But Hurope's place has changed and
might change further, The shift of emphasis from the mllltary/bolltlcal
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field to still closer co-operation in the economic field seemed =
natural and inevitable result of changes on both sides of the Atlantie.
Even a partial-success of the Kennedy Round was likely to accelerate
the process. . Perhaps a breakthrough would be achieved in Atlantic
econcmic relations, But this could have an adverse political effect

- by promotlng a. greater communlty of 1nterest agalnst the U.S,

The nature of the Sovlet commitment appeared to remain
basically unchanged.. The S5.U. has always been a Europe~centred
power and, unlike the U,3., has never ceased to influence Turopean
politics on both sides of the Iron Curtain, She has been more con-
cerned about developments in West Rurope than was the U.S. with those
in Bast Europe, The Soviet preference for pressure or influence
through bilateral relations, advocated by Stalin, has remained
basgically unchanged;  this explains the deep distrust of any form
of supranationalism, However, the grow1ng divergencies in both
alliances seemed to v1ndlcate the Soviet preference for a bilateral
approach, particularly v;s-a~v1s France and Britain. What the 3.U.
did not envisage was. a situation in which her former satellites could
exploit this bilateralism to their own advantage. The Soviet
military posture in Europe has reflected this unchanged interest.
Even as the threat of its use against Europe has declined, Soviet
military power itself has grown., A possible explanation, besides
the excessive security-mindedness of the S5.U., was that Soviet power
measures itself by American standards. It exceeds by far what is
necessary to influence any potential Iuropean adversary. Therefore
Soviet influence will still be centred on the military and political
field: economically it will hardly have any effect on Europe.

The Soviet Union was far less interested in any far-reaching change
in the present military and political situation in Durope than the
U.S. She recognised that East Buropean countries were more
vulnerable to change than the iestern democracies, as recent
developments in Rastern Gurope seem to confirm., The way some of
these countries, particularly the D.D.R. have reacted to the West
German policy was significant; perhaps the hasty conclusion of
treaties of friendship between Rast Germany and her neighbours was
a mark of the painful process of adaptation Bast Europe is going
through rather than a nevw phase of anti-Western and anti-German
policy.

Touching on the changing reletionship between the super
powers, he was surprised to see how little the war in Vietnam had
affected the Soviet-American relationship in Burope., There were
various reasons, for insitance the unwillingness of the two powers
to let this conflict spill over into other areas and make a solution
even more difficult. However, any idea that the 5.U. should co~
operate in damping down the conflict in Vietnam in compensation fox
the meintenance of the status quo in Europe including the division
of Germany seemed highly unrealistic. The S.U. would hardly be
in a sufficiently strong position to act as a guerantor of stability
in Aaia as it does in Europe. The S5.U. would be threatened by the
- growing Chinese nuclear capability a long time before the T.S.

would be. The S.U. must thus become increasingly afraid of an

Amerlcan/0h1nese rapprochement and conversely anxious to maintain
& basic understanding with the U.S5..~ & conslderatlon she would
doubtless keep in mind when deciding about the possgible deployment
of BND. This may also apply to the non-proliferation treaty:
European reactions to the negotiations in Geneva still reflected
considerable anxiety that Soviet/American bilateralism may lead to
gome great power agrecment at Durope's expense. He summed up by
quoting from Marshall Shulman in Foreign Affairs for April 1967:-

"From the viewpoint of Western Burope, increased contacts
in & climste of reduced tension offer an opportunity to soften the
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ideological barrier, to wean away the East Buropean states, and to
prepare the ground for a Buropean settlement. From the Soviet point
of ‘view, the expectation is that these increased contaéts will provide
leverage to prod the West European states toward a loose coalition
against the Unit?d States. What is in Question is not whether there
should be increased contacts between Eastern and Western Europe - for
these are irresistible in the present tide of polities -~ but whether
there can be enough co-ordination and political consciousness in the
management of these contacts so that the effect will be a strengthen-
ing of BEuropean independence rather than fragmentation and subordina-
tion" :

Prof. Halle (first respondent) did not disegree with Dr.
Gasteyger. He proposed to teke a more distant perspective involv-
ing a longer time range and also a greater credibility in presenting
the issues and the problems. He saw the great- issues of the three
great orises of the 20th century as fundamentally balance of power
" issues. The first crisis was the threat to the balance of power and
the establishment of hegonomy by the empire of Kaiser Wilhelm, which
led to World War One. The second great crisis was the threat of the
Adolf Hitler empire to upset the world balance, and again a world
wide conflict ensued, the result of which was to put down the threat
and to restore in some degree the balance of power which had been
threatened. The third was caused by the threat of Stalin and Stalin's
empire to upset in the same fashion the Buropean and the world balance
of power, And again there was a great international conflict which
we call the cold war and which, no doubt because of the presence of
nuclear weapons, wag cold, but could in a formal sense be regarded as
World War Three. He believed that this third crisis had been sur-
mounted: the Stalinste threat no longer exists in any practical sense
and the third war haas had the same outcome as the two preceding wars -
recalling Dr. Gasteyger's argument that the confrontation between the
two super powers has not disappeared, but the issue over which they
confronted each other has largely disappeared.

A balance of power and the stability we associate with it,
if not gatiafactorily re-established, has nevertheless been re-
established to a greater degree in the aftermath of the cold war than
was true in the aftermath of the first and second world wars., This
had certain impliecations. One result has been the tendency of the
two camps to lose their normal cohesion, to tend in the direction of
fragrentation, From the point of view of the West this tendency
represented in some degree what Dulles referred to as the liberation
of the satellites. If the status of some East Eurcopean countries
today {chiefly Poland, Hungary and Rumania) were contrasted with the
period 1949-56 when we really could talk of slave-=states and puppet
gtates of Moscow, the change was revolutionary; but it has taken place
gradually. In the absence of some great intervening crisis or
accident East Europe ‘would go towards the restoration of the indepen-
dence of states, and this was implicit in the ending of the confronta-
tion. When a crisis is over, there is always a tendency for states
to return to their traditional security considerations which may have
been overriden during the orisis by their crisis pre-occupation. The
Sino-Soviet split should be viewed in the context of traditional
national pre-occupations. For normal strategic reasons, Russia and
China have always been very bitter rivals, very dangerous to each
other when powerful; consequently with the crisis over, they have
reverted to the traditional rivalry which goes back to the 18th century
and the Russian expansion in Asia, and which did not disappear even
in the early and middle 1950!'s when we did not talk about a Sino~Soviet
split. The two countries share over 4,000 miles of frontier, part
of it at least of an iron ourtain type. The difference, and a danger-
ous one, in one sense between this frontier and the iron curtain
frontier in Europe was that on one side & tesming population exists
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at a very low level of subsistence, while on the other side is empty
land, The great conflict for as long as he could see in the future
would be this traditional conflict between Russia and China, With
the recovery of her traditional power China will become dangerous to
Russia in a sense that the U.S. and BEurope no longer are.

In terms of tradltlonal securlty attitudes the U.S. and
China would be friends: traditionally to the U.S., going back to
the 1880's Japan was the great rival of China on the one side and of
the T.S. on the other. In 1945, however, the defence and security
-of Japan became a United States responsibility. Today, with the
U.8, commitment all over Asizs more or less permanent, we could not
expect a reversion to the traditional Sino-American friendship. It
still remained true, however, that China was a much greater menade
to the S.U. than she was to the U.S,, and this would be a factor in
determining the future shape of international relations.

Finally he had a2lways wondered whether the problem of
German uvnification existed on the scale that we have supposed.
After a great upset like a world war the tendency was to think of
returning to the status quo ante. But this never happened; & new
normalcy always took over from the normalcy we remembered, IHe
supposed we would always have two Germanys, but they may come into
a very close and fruitful assoeiation, ideally as part of a
European eagsociation. In & sense.there have heen two Germanys
before: pyperhaps from now on there would be three Germanys. More-
over he had elways been impressed by the fact that the passion for
reunification was not as great among Germens in private as in
public. Perhaps during the debate we should consider the wisdom
of continuing to exaggerate this problem,

Several members of the conference commented on the ides
of "détente management' impliecit in the. opening speech., For one
Italian speaker a criterion was to hold fast to the perspective
of supranational organisation. For the West Buropeans to acguiesce
in the trend towards a greater assertion of nationsl identity would
be to act against their own best interests, In particular the -
German problem would be more difficult of solution: ‘the concept
of three Germanys was feasible only if the value o0f nationel
sovereignty were depreciated, otherwise the Germans would never
rest content with an international order based on sovereign states
in which they alone would not be a nation. '

inother Ttalian speskexr pointed to the fact that over the

last 20 years we have witnessed a number of wars that were not waged
and a number of peace treaties that were not concluded; the very
strange ‘aspect of this detente was that we have s far been unable
to settle dlsputes either by force or by agreement, partlcularly in

Europe. Détente management should therefore be directed towards °
" finding points on which agreement might be coneluded. We faced
the risk however of being overtaken by events; past attempts to
negotiate agreement on general or particular measures of dis-
armament have usually been overtaken by an acceleration of the arms
racej support for non-proliferation did not become widespread fast
enough to crystalise in the form of a treaty at the time of the
test ban agreement, when renunciation of a nuclear option could
have been presented as a logical counterpart to the suspension of
tests by the nuclear'powers.

A French member of the conference argued that any attempt
to manage detente - which he now saw as primarily sn intra-Buropean
trend - wag mors likely to lead to paralysis.
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A Canadian member of the conference interpolated a more
pessimistic thought: consideration of the détente ought to include
some estimation of the Soviet success in bringing about a more divided
Europe than existed three years ago. Traditional Soviet policy is
conducted in terms of a balance of power; bdbut within that its business
ia conducted, directly or indirectly, through the communist parties.

We could not afford to consider only the military threat and its
reduction and leave out the caloulation of what is happening in Western
countrles in terms of their natlonal society.

Concern about the lack of political cohesion following upon
the disintegration of alliance systems and its implications in terms
of Burope'!s ability to influence the world balance of power wzs voiced
- by a third Italian speaker. He did not see Europe as high on the
list of United States priorities; but the Europeans have partly
brought this on themselves by their failure to maintain the drive
towards integration which would enable them to realise the idea of
partnership with the United States, Europe could not be bracketed
with latin Americe or Africa or the Middle Dast: in the recent past
Europe has played a major role in helping to establish a certain world
order, and even after two world wars he could not accept that she
should exert no influence outside the area, Furopean economic re-
covery was already unguestioned. But Europe also meeded stability,
and a stable relationship with the U.S. The present state of relations
between members of the alliance ought to be more of pressing concern
t0 the U.8; nationalistio sentiment and nuclear ambitions .in Europe
would not just diseppear with the passing of de Gaulle, He saw no
real alternative to the old answer of Atlantlc partnership or even
integration.

For an American member of the conference, these arguments
underlined the need for greater clarity about our perspective on the
future in this changing climate and about our priorities. He agreed
with Professor Halle that the desire for greater independence and
greater influence on the part of the individual states was normal, in
the sense that this is the way things are organised now, But this
Judgement ignored the fact that history has moved on: we are all
interdependent., Therefore stable relationships, whether between
Furope and the U.S, the United States and the Soviet Union or advanced
countries and under-developed countries, must be based on a new order
transcending the pattern of the nation state.

The question of the priority between seeking détente in the
sense of real co-operation with the Soviet Union and attempting to build
& more viable structure in Europe and with the United States was no
less relevant., We ought to be more realistic: he saw no evidence
yet of a Soviet disposition to co-operate on a real basis. He
favoured a dual policy of maintaining a basic unco-operative approach
to the Soviet Union while at the same time responding positively to
any particular willingness to collaborate on their part. To the extent
that the Soviet Union has been forced to adapt to conditions created
by the West, a pre-condition of real progress towards détente would be
the construction of some kind of international order of which the
Soviet problem was only one aspect. '

- However, he foresaw a period of great difficulty in the
relationship between the United States and Europe, becouse the disparity
in the degree of influence which the two can exert must, inevitably,
be & source of friction, If the idea of Buropean unity were dead, the
long-term effects would be very damaging; but if the aspiration for
partnership voiced by the previous speake? truly reflected Europesn
sentiment the friction could be managed.
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. A British member of the eonference saw not so much dis-
sociation between the Furopean countries as a change of gear, the
-natural consequence of the relatively.easier road we a¥e travelling.
There has-been undoubtedly a weakening of lmnke, although in relation
to the United States and BEurope the’ difficilty was not -so much about
partnership as an aim as about the conditions for achie¥ing it., This
did not apply in the edonomig field, however: théir basic interest
in economic growth has been the main reagon for the Western European
countries! survival in the cold war, and in a political context that
"was unlikely to change very rapidly, the nature of the econonic
relations which were being built up all the time became highly -
important.

A second British speaker found the growth of ecOnomic “
interdependence between Europe and the United States more and more
striking: .the heavy increase in American investment in Europe could
be seen as & new form of American commitment at a time when the old-
fashioned form of commitment, troops, is less necessary. On the
other hand he agreed that Furopean-American political relations would
go through a difficult period: . this was partly because the unifying
fagtor -in Europe, at least on the level of public opinion, was g01ng
to be a 1oss of ccnfldence in the United States.

Teking up Professor Halle's reference to the German problem,
a German member of the conference belleved the idea of three Germanys
could be acceptable to his countrymen- "the desire for reunification
(as expressed in public opinion polls) has never been so ‘high -in-
Germany, but neither has the number of people who do not expeot it
to happen., A grow1ng sense Of realism dominated official policy and
conditioned public statements by German pollticlane. His personal
view had long been that the ‘aim of German foreign policy should be To
bring about reunification, or alternatively to create the conditions
" that would make it superfluous or.its absence tolerable, But while
there was no_yearning for the status quo ante, the Germans did wish
to have an influence in shaping the new normalcy. :

-, _ This reised an important consideration in relation to
detente: progress towards co-operative co-existence rather than
antagonistic co-existence did rot depend cn the .West alone. The
Federal Republic was willing to, undertcke a proceds- of- détente vis-
a-vis East Germany, as well as Eastern Europe; the DDR was however
- in no mood for detente at the. present time. - If the Past German
-inflexibility remained unmodlfled, he failed to- see how the whole
process of intra-European detente could move very far, He wondered
vwhat the implications of such a bagié “incompatibility might be for
" French policys would de Gaulle consider that the need to accommodate
.. Bast Germany for the sake of the détente must override his understand-
“ing with the Federal Republic, or would he be prepared- to jeopardise
. his. detente policy rather than estrange the Federal Republic?

- A second German speaker echoed the caution about the degree
of détente actudlly achieved., “That we call détente was an atmosphere
of greater confidence in European public opinion, both Eestern and
Wegstern, about the possibilities of peaceful development, while

the immobilism of the super powers has allowed the small and medium

- powers greeter political. freedom of action, those furthest from the
scene of conflioct (such as France and Rumanla) having profited most.
He congidered the erosion within each of the alliance blocs a

. favourable development; but it wag more 11ke1y to ‘lead to a 'Europe
des patries! than to a federation, ’

This pecceful evolution depended hovever on two main "fts"
first, maintazining the over-all balance of power which works on Europe.
He saw a danger of unilateral and too hasty action on the Western
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side upsetting this equilibrium: France loosening her ties with Nato,
Britain and the United States announcing their prospective reductions
.ingtead of seeking a balanced bilateral reduction of forces in Europe,
) the neglect of the need to maintain public confldence in the balance
of capability (which he considered as important as the actual figures
of hardware). The sécond "if" related‘'to Cermany: if the West were
to lead the German political leaders to believe that German reunifi-
cation at some stage was no longer a common Western aim, the effect
on German public opinion would be disastrous. The only possible
solution may prove to be the estahlishment of three Germanys: but to
state this publiely now could only drive Germany back into nationalism.

Following up the line of argument about the relationship
between the military balance and the increasing political and diplo-
matic activity, an American speaker posed the question of the role of
military power in the new kind of international order that may be
developing as the old order changes somewhat. Historically order in
Europe has depended on a stable mllltary balance of the states in the
area, - But the international oxrder we now had in Europe was.a bipolar
gystem, organised in two alliance systems doninated by the two super
powers, With the relaxation of tension between these two’ blocs,
political polycentrlsm has emerged both within and between them,

Was this greater polltlcal activity and with it the new forms of
organic economic interdependence a semi-permanent state of affairs,
or a sign of transition $o a new structure of the military basis of
international order in that area? . Given the political difficulties
and frictions that occur in this state of affairs,. and not least the
new ferment of discontent with the super powers who are left with the
manipulation of the military balance, it was arguable that a new
structure of military power should be conceived to accommodate these
political and military changes, 1If so, the European potential must
be visualised in military terms, as well as political and economic

. terms; Personally however he could hot see grand designs clearly
enough to take the chance of dellberately undermining the system of
order we have for the sake 'of creating another system.

Perhaps the central task for Nato in the future, therefore,
was to make politically acceptable a system of international oxder
dominated militerily by two powers, for the sake of maintaining the
military balance on which order ultimetely depends. Under these
circumstances we had to .recognise the limited extent to which any
state  can achieve somethlng dramatic on the political and diplomatiec
plane by political movement, This epplied particularly to Germany:
for Germany to expect too much from her new pollcy towards the East
could only Jead to frustratlon. :

A British member of the Gonference felt that the discussion
‘had brought out the two different meanings of détente: the traditional
postwar one of an easing of tension and negotiation of a series of arms
control agreements between the two bloes, which can only be brought
about as the result of Soviet-American detente, and the more recent
idea, notably propounded by the French Government, that in an immobile
Soviet-American relationship we may get an intre-Buropean détente, with
a quite different relationship growing up between the Fast and West
European countries without very much reference to the super powers,
However, although détente in its secondary meaning had political and
economic attractions for many in East and Weat Burope, it was inher-
ently unlikely to go very far because the Eastern States, in terms of
their resources of economic and m111tary strength, are so much more
dependent on the Soviet Union than. the Western States are on the U.S.
The extent to which Soviet policy has been able 'to hamper the German
policy towards the East in recent months was indicative of the diffi-
culty in getting this separate-.diplomacy carried on.
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An Ttalian member of the conference argued that although
the confrontation has shifted from the military to the political
arena the struggle for supremecy would be no less intense. The
problem was, therefore, to ldentify the areas where political 4iffi-
culties could mogt easily be exploited., An area of particular
concern to Europe was the Mediterranean: he feared that the tremen-
dous Soviet military aid effort in various Middle Eastern and North
African states as well as the Soviet military presence in the
Mediterranean was designed to oreate an opportunity for political
confrontation with the United States. Because of the Buropean
dependence on Middle Eastern oil, the economic consegquences of such
a confrontation would be seriocus for Western Eurcpe; yet because of
Europe's political disunity she would be unable to brlng influence
to bear in any crisis in the Mediterranean area,

The interaction of developments in Asia and elsevwhere was
taken up by another Italian: it made no sense to treat European
problems in isolation. He held that & worsening of the Vietnam
c¢rigis could affect the Soviet assessment that China posed a greater
long-term threat to her then the United States did; moreover in
such a case she would feel obliged to protect her position in the
comminist world.

Supporting Professor Halle's view of China as a. greaterxr
long~term threat to the Soviet Union than to the United States, a
participant from the Netherlands maintained that the United States
did not have the right priorities: the Soviet Union was well aware
of the potential threat from Ching and was Jjockeying for position
in Europe so as to have her hands free so far as Europe is concerned
when the threat matures, while the United States concentrated too
much on the Chinese threat in the short term at the expense of
Buropean problems.

In reply to this last point it wes argued that throughout
its history the United States has oscillated between a Europe first
and an Asia first policy -~ and so has the Soviet Union., The United
States wes now in a period of reaction against her long involvement
with Turope; this was compounded by a certain feeling that the
Buropeans do not understand world problems, and Vietnam in particu~
lar, from the United States point of view.
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SECOND SESSTON ' * - <o o ©© 'FRIDAY 5 MAY

Agenda  Changing Turopesn and Aferican interests

1.” The Control of Nuclear Proliferation

. Dr. Wegmer said that although it was difficult to raise
objections to a NPT without bheing misinterpreted, -he wanted to present
a balance of the advantagzes and the dlsadvantages of the proposed
draft ag we know it.

_ To talk about the adventages meant primarily to appraise
the purpose of the treaty, to prevent the spread., Here the difficul-
ties began., The treazty would prevent neither an increase in the
arsenals of the present nuclear powers nor the development of new
categories of nliclear weapons. - The only spread which would be pre-
vented was the emergence of new atomic powers which might decide to
exercise a nuclear option, This objective might be a good one, 3But
it was rather odd to assume that these countries which have already
acquired nuclear weapons could be relied or to act with wisdom and
caution while taking it for granted that those countries not yet in
possession would make ‘great mischief once they possess them. Either
~nuclear weapons bestow wisdom, as the holding of a crown was formerly
-held to do, in which case every staté should be allowed to acquire
them; or, if this is not so, the nucleur have's do not deserve
greater dignity than the have-nots. He agreed there might be a
greater risk of war being fought with nuclear weapons if new nuclear
powers emerge,  But the desire for nuclear weapons was not ag wide-
spread as the sponsors of the {reaty seemed to assume, The treaty
was tailored to fit all potential nuclear powers, while it would have
sufficed to restrict it to those potential powers which have the
intention to go nuclear.

Considering the high cost of nuclear wenpons, many potential
powers would seem willing to renounce nuclear weapons of their own
" provided their security can be guaranteed by other means, Did the
gsponsors imagine that the loyalty of the signatories to the treaty
- would always prevdil over their security interests, or that the latter
would be met by the treaty? India and Japan, for example would feel
that their security vis-a-vis China was assured by the treaty if it
contained a credible security guarantee by the U,S. or jointly by
the U,S., and S.U, But if the non<nuclears were given a guarantee by
the nuclear powers against nueclear blackmail they would probably
renounce & nuclear option, irrespective of a treaty. And if not
given a guarantee, or if they did not find it trustworthy enough,
they would not let themselves be prevented by the treaty in the long
run from developing their own weapons, Quite a few non-nuclear
powers attach importance to a clause permitting renunciation of a
treaty, or at least its revision, after a certain period of time.
The critical point might be reached once China is able to hit the U.S.,
thus putting American determination to- defend any Asian country
agalnst China to the test.

On the other hand it might be wrong to restriet the advan-
tages.of the treaty to its declared objective. To the United States,
Britain and France the tresty has already served the purpose of
permitting an easing of tension between Rast and West. loreover
the U.S. attaches much emphasis to progress in detente so as to
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postpone or avoid the development of an ABM system: negotiations for
a treaty might therefore be an appropriate means to postpone the de-
ployment of ABM systems both in the U.S. and 5.U.

The drawbacks of the treaty had already been discussed at
some length and rather passionately in the last few months, First,
the treaty would once more confer prestige on the nation stage: at the
very least it would freeze all attempts to transcend national sovereignty.
Oniy the nation state is allowved to dispose of nuclear veapons: federa-
tions are not endowed with this right. This was not written into the
treaty, but the S,U, was knovm to interpret the treaty in such a way,
Her main interest in the treaty vas in- thwarting groupings such as a
Buropean nuclear community including-the Federal Republie., It would
also be very difficult to reconcile the treaty with Euratom.  Apart
from the control problem, within the Europe of the Six we would fall
back to a stage successfully left behind because & new diserimination
would be introduced between the Six and France by the necessity for
special control on the borders between France and the other Five,

A more serious problem for the non-nuclears was the guarantee
against blackmeil, which he had already mentioned, A non-nuclear
state could be protected against blackmail by an atomic power only by
a security guarantes from-another nuclear power or some form of nuclear
sharing, Much would depend, therefore, on the feasibility of such
arrangements - guarantees which a power might be willing to give without
formel arrangements would lose credibility. A third disadvantage was
the alienation within the Western alliance. The treaty could almost
be an ingenious invention by de Gaulle to demonstrate his argument that
the U,S. attached more importance to coming to terms with the 5.U, than
to maintaining the cohegion of the Western alliance,  Although the
treaty has not generated the estrangement between the U,S. and some of
her allies, it has exacerbated it. ' Soviet-American tension would be
replaced by tension betuveen big and small states.

. The U,S. should also remember European suspicion as to what
extent the treaty mey be designed to protect American economic interests.
This led to the fourth disadvantage, the possibility of the treaty
impeding or restricting scientific and industrial development, To
gome extent this could not be avoided, since it was difficult to dis-
tinguish between nuclear fuel elements to be used for peaceful purposes
and for wilitary ones, Thus any activity in the nuclear sector must
be screened, regulated and controlled, and this would necessarily result
in privilege for the nuclear vis-a-vis the non-nuclear powers. The
latter may also suffer economically: if it is not sure whether certain
installations in the range of Buratom will become subject to control
measures, such installstions will be built in France where they would
not be under control exercised by:the IAEA. This would result in
economic benefit for France. However the S.U., who hag #mcceeded in
refuting any idea of safeguards on her own territory will benefit even
more, because nuclesr development in one industrially important part of
the world will be restricted to an extent which cannot be forecast.

And in the long run China also will benefit.

Dr, Vagner feélt that at present the drawbacks were more obvious
and more certain than the advantages. However, this did not suffice to
re ject the entire treaty. Owing to the need for preserving peace in the
world, a treaty might be considered worthwhile if there were only a ten
per cent chance of reaching its objective, It would also be worth
considering other means to reach the same goal. The implications of &
universal treaty have not been appraised from the beginning. Such a
treaty would be signed by the S.U. for reasons very different from those
of the U.S. and U.K, It would be fair to say that the U.S. apart from
preventing proliferation by means of the .treaty, wishes to improve
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relations vath +the S,U., mgking allowonce for a

deteriorntion of her relations with the allies; the S,U, wishes to
spoil relations between the U.S. and her allies, making allowance for
an improvement in relations with the ¥U,S3, This difference may .
ultimately lead to a viclation of the treaty.

- Por this reason he advoecated extending the discussion to
- congider what should be done should the S.U, and U.S. fail to agree
on a treaty, Obviously we should try to seek betiter means to prevent
nuclear proliferation., From the very beginning some German opinion
has argued that it would be better to conclude regional security
arrangements, i.e, for the Middle 7ast or for the neighbouring states
of China, To be effective such measures would require a high degree
- of political drafting and would he less perfectionist than a . universal
treaty. But they would be more realistic and stand a better chance
. of preserving peace in the world. i
Mr. Beaton (first respondent) said that the treaty was
obviously one important element in any.attempt to control nuclesr
proliferation. While not formally tabled as a text, it had been
agreed by the U.S5. and 5.U. and was a major international initiative;
it could not lightly be dismissed for that reason, But he congidered
it an extraordinary document to ask countries to sign: it grouped
states in 2 formal way - to which governments would be asked to give
their consent - which was highly discriminatory. In a classic sense
it was an unequal treaty: it was obviously discriminatory against
Germany, Canada, Ttaly, Sweden and the Netherlands .(looking. round
the conference table) in the sense that all these couniries were
physically capable of developing nuclear weapons in the foreseeable
future, - Equally, however, most of these countries were prepared to
‘dismiss the idea from their minds without serious consideration,
This could not be said of Germany and Sweden, or India and Japan, for
different reasons: in each case signing of the treaty would nominally
s8ign away an option which may at some fubure date become important
to the govermment. This argument was not really between Burope and
the U,S; it was between the status quo powers and those. who are being
asked to make a substantial sacrifice and who one day might become

anti-status quo.

Looking at the FEuropean situation, from the British and
French view we should not under-rate the importance of a tresty as a
means of creating an ambiguous and complicated international context
related to nuclear weapons which would make it poszsible for them in
gome kind of political structure to resist as long as they.wish the
creation of institutions which control their nuclear forr=s. - This
" general position of a treaty with an element in domestic jolitiecal
argument was also mest imporitant for those countries - Germany, Canada,
‘India, Sweden and Japan were the dramatic examples - which are
"developing the ability to develop weapons but obviously haie strong
reagong for not making them, TFor a government which is reiuctant
to go ahead, to be able to say "we have signed s treaty" is potentially
an important element in their internal debate.

On the other hand sc far as he knew, no country had taken
the decision beyond the five which would be recognised by the treaty.
Therefore it was not clear what the treaty would be controlling, The
most important thing going on now was the signing of a large number of
contracts under which facilities will be built in an inecreasing number
of countries; these facilities will produce plutonium and will thus
confer a physical option on many countries which do not now possess
it, - All powers had & common interest to find a means of making a
plutonium spread safer than it is now.
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The other common interest was to find a means of ensuring
guarantees to any country in the world against the kind of attack to
which they would respond with nuclear weapons if they had them: an
overvhelming conventional attack or a nuclear attack, Personally he
felt that apart from formal guarantees, every country in the world was
guaranteed against any such attack by the faet that it would be an
outrage against the international order., The guarantee structure
achieved in the American alliance, particularly in Mato, was very im-
portant for the proliferation issue: -it not only exists but is seen
to exist., We must find ways of developing institutions which can
demonstrate this on a world scale. Non-aligned countries present a
difficult case, because of their doctrinal objection to treaties and
institutions, Possibly means could be found to do this through the
© U.N. Security Couneil if the great powers really decided that the system
88 originally founded has a function, not in trying to use the insti-
tutions against each other but in exploring common ground to see what
can be done with common interests. Becsuse of the improper hopes placed
in the Security Council when it was impossible for the U.S. and 3.U., to
work together on anything, we were blind to the opportunities which now
exist in a changed climate., He considered the problem of nuclear
blackmail as over-rated: it has been iried, notably by the S.U., but
it had the disadvantage that threats could prove empty, as Khrushchev's
were, A :

The discussion was more concerned with the disadvantages
than with the advantages of the treaty, the principel reservations being
expressed from the Buropean side about the problems of guarantees, the
descriminatory aspects .(including control provisions) and the effect
on inter-alliance relations,

The first speaker, from Italy, was highly eritieal. To the
disadvantages listed by Dr. Wagner he added the lack of any element of
disarmament, Vertical proliferation would be permitted to go ahead
freely (indeed France would be free of certain existing legal restrict-
ions) while the non-nuclear powers would be giving away their strong
bargaining position, the threat of exercising a nuclear option unless
the nuclear powers agree to some measure of nuclear disarmament. ot
only were the control provisions discriminatory, they had been
gstrengthened in each successive draft. Discrimination may ve inherent
in nature but it was a bad thing to make it systematic. The handling
of this treaty by the United States revealed how little she understood
of the feelings of her allies after 20 years of very close relationship.

He strongly disagreed with Mr., Beaton that every country enjoys
a guarantee even if no formal guarantee exists. In any case, why should
& nucleat guarantee be any more respected than conventional guarantees
have been in the past? A nuclear guarantee would be much less credible,
because of the greater risk to the guarantor. - In the end, the best
security was that provided by a country for itself: a united Europe
could never accept an American guarantee as & permanent solution.

Pursuing the point about guarantees, an American speaker
maintained that experience proved otherwise; Berlin was saved by the
existence of the U,S. nuclear guarantee, even though it mey have made
no sense for the U.S. to start a nuclear wer over West Berlin. The
"difference in comparison with a conventional situation was that only
the smallest risk of incurring nuelear retaliation dare be taken.

A German member of the conference argued that Berlin was the
only place that could be defended only by nuclear weapons; everywhere
else the United Stotes is trying to get away from the automacity of the
use of nuclear weapons. A guarantee was not enough without an insti-
tutional infrastructure « and this practically amounted to an alliance.
But at this point the doctrinal obstacles mentioned by Mr. Beaton arose.
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A Swedish. participant held that the credibility aspect of
a guarantee tended.to be congidered too much in the’ abstract; A
U.8. guarantee to Indla or Japen agalnst Chlna was fully eredible
today. The problem would arise when the Chinese could ‘credibly -
deter, not just hit, the U.S., because of the threat to the 0.3, of
_ unacceptable damage.
. A Canadlan partlcipant added ‘that the questlon of & guar-
“'antée . from the-U.S, was not a factor in the Canadian decision not

. to-éxercise the nuclear option that has been open to her for the past

20 years: because.of gedgraphy, Canada would 1nev1tably suffer in

- any Sov1et-American exchange

A Britleh member of the conference obaected that the
bargaining power referred. to by. the first speaker had not so far
‘provedreffective as a brake on the arms.race. _ Moreover theré vas
‘confusion in this argument: many who complalned about the U.3, and
- 8.U. being. pefmitted to-develop new deterrents also wanted these as
8 form of guarantee: this applled perticularly to the Indian case.
Nor had there.been any suggestion from the Eﬁropean ‘side that the
-. U.8.. should drop her nuclear guard via-a—v1e the Soviet Un10n.~

A second Itallan member of the conference'{ound_theg__.
question of ABM deployment highly relevant to the guarantee problem:
development by only one super power would invalidate any guarantee
~offered by the other wsuper power; if both super powers deployed
ABM systems the position would be even worse because all other powere
would tbe utterly at their mercy. ‘A Belgien speaker shared thig
pessinigtic view. . Moreover those states most 1ntent on’ bulldlng up
‘their nuclear ‘capability would not adhere 'to the treaty. * Prom the
European’ point “of view, if we wanted to create a real Europe 1t ‘would
< be essent1a1 to keep open the nuclear optlon. . "' -

For a German partlclpant 1t vias a fact ‘of life that ‘with
or’ without .such a treaty;-nuclear guarantees were bound to-decline
-in value in the sense of & country being able to, protect another
country against a nuclear power of considerable vulnerablllty to its
' own nuclear strike forces.,. ABM deployment would hasten this decline;
if a potential aggressor could mount a conventlonal attack, 'just
using nuclear veapons as a fleet in being, the decline would be even
faster. He sgreed that the United States is trying to get away
from a strategy of automatic nuclear response.- = And although he
feared the prospect, he thought meny medium hon-huclear powers would
terid to follow the line . of argument of the, flrst Italian speaker
wh1ch he agreed, 1ed ultlmately to the Gallois theele.

On the polnt about allenation he felt' the treaty had not
‘yet done all its harm to inter-alliance reletions " “He' strongly
suspeéted that domestic considerations were. thé mein motivatlon for
American enthusiasm for the treaty at this stage: " less ‘than three
Years ago the .most inportant goal of United States policy: was the
MLF, the concept of sharing nuclear reepon31b111ty with her’ European
allies,. .At the moment more important allies of the United States
felt discriminated against by the treaty than would benefit from it.

. A second Germsn member of the conferehce congidered some
of Dr, Wagner's reservations beside the point, = Underlying ell the
argument was economic interest:. .the basic interest for the Federal
Republic. was to ensure that the American deliveries of fuel on- which
the German.reactor programme depends would be able to go on ufi-
interrupted -and thot the drive to sell fast breeder reactors together
‘with their fuel elements (after she reached that stage in 1979-80)
would not be hampered. Her main fear wes of American ingpection,
since most technigues have been derived from American patents and



- 16 -

American inspectors would be able to detect the improvements which

have made German reactors c¢ompetitive, Theze considerations strength-
ened the belief that the treaty was only one instrument in a vast

array of tools to ensure the American technological as well as military
monopoly.

A Swedish speaker redressed the balance of the discussion by
restating the main arguments in favour of the treaty: (1) the treaty
would, if signed, be a significant step towards non-proliferation even
if it were limited to non-dissemination. (The Swedish delegation had
suggested that because of the difficulties of combining non~dissemination
with non-acquisition & start should be made with a non-dissemination
treaty which would be easier to negotiate) (2) In terms of domestie
political debate it would strengthen the hand of those governments
which did not wish to exereise & nuclear option, as Mr, Beaton indice-
ted. (3) As a symbol of the possibility of closer Americen-Soviet
co-operation in world affairs in general, it would be worthwhile for
. those countries whose security would be primarily affected by a return
to Bast-West tension, If a treaty did not materialise, he agreed with
Mr, Beaton that other means would have to be sought, The most urgent
need seemed to be a check on the transfer of fissile materisl at this
point in time, because once the era of plutonium plenty dawned the
whole situation would change.

A British speaker pointed to the impossibility of legisla-
ting for all the problems thet would arise during a treaty of unlimited
duration, Inevitably questions of guarantee, or of the use of the
treaty for commercial advantage, or of dealing with the discrimination

. between weapons and non-weapons states would arise and there must exist
the possibility of evolution otherwise the wvery options the treaty was
designed to damp down would be strengthened.. And this meant having
a process for revision. This consideration applied particularly to
Mr. Beaton's argument about the impact of the treaty on the domestic
political debate in countries such as India, The European powers did
themselves much harm by arguing in particular terms and failing to
recognise proliferation as a world problem. Although the Soviet Union
used to be primarily interested in the Buropean aspect, she has now
become very interested in the Japanese and Indian and even in the Middle
Bastern aspects of proliferation.

A Norwegian member of the conference said the essential point
was the importance attached to non-proliferation: a number of govermments
in the world were still in doubt on the basic issume. Assuming everyone
agreed thet non-proliferation was terribly important, there seemed to
be a misunderstanding on what the treaty was about. It was not meant
to close the nuclear door, it was a modest and fragile effort to reverse
the present trend. The treaty would lead 1o nothing if, after sig-
nature by a great majority of nations, the arms race between the super
powers continued, if China were not brought into the picture at some
point, if nuclear blackmail should succeed in some area of the world,
if certain countries obtained unfair industrial advantage, eto.

Commenting on the various objections ralsed, the speaker
reflected that complaints from BEurope would have been louder if no
control provisions had been included in the draft. The industrial
espionage argument was unconvincing: the fact was that when a country
attempted to sell’ reactors specifications were called for which went far
beyond anything required under the TAEA aystem, Control was a matter
of accounting to keep track of the movement of plutonium in the world.
Moreover hé found the idea of a permanent technological advantage to

. .Germany in the field of fast breeder reactors inherently improbable.

Doubts about the American monopoly in the supply of enriched uranium
were on gtronger ground, although it should be possible for the United
States to spell out a firm commitment. If the Germans and Italians
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were so ooncerned about the IAEA safeguards, why were previous oppor-
tunities not taken to raise objections, i.e. when the latest revision
of these safeguards was agreed upon? Moreover there had been corsul-
tations in Nato on the whole guestion.

It was possible that the Soviet Union's main interest was
to create inter-alliance problems, On the other hand serious alliance
problems would be created if a country like Germany should make it too
obvious that it wanted to keep open a nuclear option. He felt that
the tone of the discussion bore out the argument of the previous
session that whatever may be said or done, friction between the United
States and Lurope was inevitable.

An American member of the conference considered it & mistake
to concentraste on the undoubted political motive in the United States
that led to the treaty and overlook the deeper motives which make up
the political policy. The feeling that proliferation is a dangerous
thing was understandably particularly acute in the United States:
she would be the first to get involved in a nuclear war, she had had
to deal at first hand with the problems of managing nuclear weapons,
hed arrived at a fairly stable nuclear balance with one nuclear power
after a very painful effort. How could she be sure of doing this
with several such powers? The prospect of many Cuba missile erises
was not a happy one. Looked at from this point of view, perhaps a
good many of the acknowledged disadvantages of the treaty could be
swallowed for the sake of the long-term objective, provided the
treaty was congidered an effective ingtrument. The bigpest advan-
tage of the treaty was that it established some additional deterrence;
it would help those in a particuler country who were opposed to pro-
liferation by making a decision more difficult; it universalised
the problem, Over the long run a treaty would probably not facili-~
tate the management of the distribution of nuclear powers; bdbut in
the short run, five or six years, the deterrent efficacy of the
treaty probably outweighed the disadvantages of formalising an
inherently unsatisfactory solution.

This line of argument was endorsed by several non-American
members of the conference. The final Ttalian speaker was convinced
that when it came 1o the point, if the United States and Soviet Union
were in favour of the treaty the other states would adhere to 1it,
However, in the longer term proliferation could be avoided only if
the hegonomy were made tolerable, if at least one of the super powers
were able to offer to all those nations willing to participate a:
process leading in the end to co-responsibility. The U,S. had made
a start in this direction; it would be dengercus for hexr and Europe
if she abandoned it.
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THIRD SESSION - SATURDAY 6 MAY

' Agenda éhanging European and American Interests.

‘2., The evolution of East-West relations
in Europe.

Herr Schmidt started with the assumption that both super
powers would in the coming years and in the 70's orientate them~
selves even more to S.E., Asia than they had done hitherto and that
they would tend to stabilise the present status quo in Europe more
strongly. This would permit even greater freedom of action (although
limited action) for the medium and small powers, At the same time
there would exist in DJurope what von Weizsficker has called co-
operative bipolarity between the super powers, and antagonistie bi-
polarity. The NPT project was an example of co-operative bipolar-
ity, a criszis would be an example of antagonistic bipolarity, etc.

Public opinion in East and West Europe alike believed, and
would -continue to believe, that any risk of a serious conflict in
Burope has receded, that the experience of the Berlin crisis of 1961
and the Cuba crisis of 1962 has both in governments and leading elites
. led to the understanding of the intolerable risk which a conflict
between them would mean. This has created a feeling of security in
Europe, although perhaps this feeling was greater than the security
itself. Many people were taking initistives: unfortunately, those
who had taken the lead in Buropean initiatives 10 years earlier (the
Poles) have now become the most conservative in Buropean affairs, .
0f course, all European countries were aware that their relative
range of freedom was based on the stability of the system in Europe.
They needed to stick to their respective military alliances., 3But
they also tended to feel freer from lMoscow and Washington, and both
gsuper powers would even further lose their grip over their partners
or satellites, All this amounted to a process of re-nationalisation
in Turope, both East and West, a growing sense of national identity.
De Gaulle alone has not fostered this. . In East Europe the trend was
based on anti-German accents, but also on anti-Soviet and anti-Russian
attitudes which were not expressed too openly. In both halves the
idea of belonging to Europe as a whole was growing again, On the
other hand, the drive towards integration which was rather strong,,
both in West Burope and in the Comecon, ,in the 50's has become weakexr:
many leading communists and economists in East Burope were now thinking
in terms of economic necessities, getting closer economic relatlons
and exchanges between their countries and the West European countries,
Czechoslovakia.and Rumenie were examples of this trend.,

In the T0's Europe would get a chance to regaln something
of its own politiecal identity, not through any great political con-
version or integration, but just through a changed attitude of mind in
both public opinion snd govermmental opinion. Of course, the coher~
ence among democratic states would remain strong and among communist
states even gtronger; on the other hand they would have the feeling
of belonging together, whether in a Wéstern—type or a communist-type
state. -

The Bucharest declaration was one of the most interesting
documents for the development which he saw in Europe over the next
5~10 yeors: it revealed the many different thoughts and tendencies
at work. ‘ . :
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In Turope as a whole, he saw no real interest st any level
in German reunification to change the situation in Central Europe. If
there were any such prospect, the idea of 75 million Germans in 1975
would become a nightmare for many people in the West as well as in the
East, It was, however, necessary to understand that the will of the
Germans to consider themselves one nation has not withered away. Even
Ulbricht was ‘obliged to pay tribute every month to this feeling of
national identity: he still talks of a German nation, Some commune
ists in DBast Germany were starting to talk of the DDR nation, but on
the whole they talk sbout a German confederation which is their way of
saying that they still long for reunification. Unless the Germans
themgelves did something ebout their problem, nothing would be done in
the next 10 years or so., The natural tendency for any other country
would he tO circumvent the centresl Buropean question by pursuing
détente and leaving everything as it is. On the other hand, this
development of relative, but growing, autonomy for European states
would naturally confer an inereasing range of options upon both Germanys,
and West Germany might tTy to meke use of this in order to bring about
& situation out of which some prospect for reunification could be created
10 or 20 years hence, * -

He expected collective security in all of Lurcpe o become a
major preoccupation for the next 5 years, The West would be wise to
prepare itself for what the Soviet Union has cclled a European security
conference: this Wwas bound t> come, in this way or another, just as
political discussions and visits between Eost and est were bound to
come, ' The iJest ought to think and vwrite about it to make the subject
more and more fomiliar. In & sense it was inevitable that the old
ideos of the mid-50!'s would be back in the press and on the conference
tables in a new guise, at least in the 1970's.

He held it essential both to keep the balance of power in
Durope and to make people believe that the halance of power is kept.
But this did not mean maintaining the present level of srymaments on both
sides, THow to effect a reduction while maintaining the balance would
be one of the central preoccupations over the next years: whether
controls were necessary, and, if so, how they should work, None
aggression pacts between the Tarsaw Pack and Nato were hightly unlikely -
member gtates of both systems would more probably stert the discussion
officially. This yecr or next West Germany might be succesaful in
starting such a discussion by offering seriously an exchange of none-
aggression declarations or signing non-aggression pacts with the EBastern
countries, including the -border territories, and denuclearisation in
Central Burope, especially in the DDR and West Berlin, Undoubtedly,
the Eastern policy conducted by the nev Government since December last
year had suffered a set-back,.but he did not believe this would last
very long. Much depended on Bonn maintaining a stable course: it
was no secret that, despite the seemingly united grand. coalition, differ-
ences within the two parties persisted. On the other hand, it would
‘help this Eastward policy if feelings towards the U,S. were getting
c¢ooler. Recalling e point made in the first session, there should be
more realism gbout & more united Europe being more anti-American than
“hithertoe. BHe regretted this tendency, but it had a beﬂrlng on the
Germzn 51tuat10n. -

Agked about a co-ordination of policy towards Vesterm Lurope
on the part of the Bastern states, Herr Schmidi saw & considerable effort
on the communist side: Moscow and East Berlin in Januvary and Februery
were rather effective in telling the Czechs and the Hungarians. that they
must not take up diplomatke relations and enlarge their economic exe
changes with VWest Germany. At the sesme time, he was convineed that
economic exigehcies would override political objecticns.,. The over-
riding reason for the Czechs, for instance, wishing to come to better
relations with Western furope in genersl and Germany in particular was
eoonomioc.
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.. Mr. Thomson (first respondent) thought everyone would agree
-in general terms with Herr Schmidt. that.the basis of everything was
the necessity for maintaining the balance of power, Without dis-
agreeing with him as to what the tendency of events will be, we ought
to be suspicious of direct line projection into the 70's. - He wanted
to suggest one or two things that he thought might happen to make
changes in the picture which we should not like, In this situation
outlined by Herr Schmidt, in -the 70's we would get a position of
growing contacts between East and West eand a general content with
the status quo politically except in Germany. . These two things may
come into conflict with ezch other. Yesterday the question had been
posed as to what the French Government might do 'if they found their
attitude towards Vest Germany incompatible with their wish for growing
détente with the East. He did not wish to prediet which of the
suggested alternatives the French Government would choose, but there
would be alternatives, and Buropean governments would have to take
decisions about these. There would be trade temptatlons, a8 well
-as political temptations, to give greator priority to Eastern Europe.
Probably the trade links between West Germany and the East would be
an important element in the German reunification policy, and conflicts
could arise there., There could be conflicts between Europe :and the
U.S8. over policy .towards East Europe and also towards the 5,U. These
might arise simply from people going different ways without much
attempt at co-ordination. They might be intensified by differences
of opinion that have nothing to do with Burope. A present certain
hostility exists in Burope towards U.S., policy in Vletnam, and he
could well imegine this sort of thing occurring .ageain the the 70's,
in a more intense form, Serious strains may come ‘about through
European. monetary problems: he could imagine a pattern which would
cause & gulf between the U,S. and Vest Europe at a. time of diffi-
culties in relation to European security conferences, discussions
about relations with the DDR etc., and this would give the S.U. the
opportunity of combining either with the U.S. against West Europe or
with the West BEuropeans- against the U. S,

Prediction was not enough.. We needed to try and define
our interests, see where we have common interests, understand where
the differences are, and from that try. to work towards a policy. For
example, we may not all agree on the means of solving the German
problem, but we must agree on the need to solve it.. There could be
two different situations, depending on whether we had a common Western
policy towards the German question or a number of bilateral policies
towards the German guestion, He .thought there would have to be a
.common policy, otherwise splits within Western Europe and between
Western Europe and the U.5, would be virtually certain to come about.
. Moreover, there seemed absolutely no prospect of producing a reasonably
.satisfactory solution to the German problem (meaning satisfactory to
Bonn as well as others) without some link between the German problem
and European security questions. These by definition included a great
. many other countries then the two parts. of Germany He even doubted
“hether anythlng satlsfactory in the German situation could be achieved
without at least the acquiescence of the 5,U., To achieve that, a
much bigger negotiation (nqt necessarily a great conference) would
.be required: he suspected that this would be a matter of -years; it
would take place in different stages and different fora, but both the
5.U. and the U.S, would have to be brought in, Therefore, we had a
definite interest in a common policy., But that’'did not mean acting
as & bloc the whole time: a common policy can quite often most
effectively be carried out by 2, 3 or 4-partite moves,

Several members of the conference pursued their argument of
the opening session about the tendency towards re-nationalism, An
Italian participant sew three factors in Western Burope tending in the
the opposite direction: in deciding to enter the Community, Britain
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had embarked on a process of de-nationalism; de Gaulle's European
policy was unlikely to last beyond his lifetime; the Community itself
had proved itself rather tough in fighting nationalistic tendencies. He
saw more re-nationalism in Festern BEurope; on the other hand the
economic measures they are essaying would lead 1o greater integration
with the countries around them. ~So far, with the exception of
Yugoslavia, they have retained control of their monetary systems and
.tried to continue on the bhasis of bilateral balances; but if liberal-
isation of trade continued, convertibility of their currencies would
have to follow, and this would at least lead them away from economic
nationalism. TPor the East Europeans, the central problem was the
German problem; from this point of view the attempt to get more forma-
lised relations on the part of Poland, Czechoslovakla and East Germany
was normal and would continue,

He supported Mr. Thomson: any solution of the German pro-
blem must involve a2ll the Furopean countries, in particular the
super powers, and be part of a security system in Europe. The new
Bonn policy of envisaging reunification as a consequence rather than
a pre-condition of détente was therefore very sensible. On the other
hand, Bonn was at fault in maintaining the Hallstein doctrine - the -
problem of Yugoslavia would make Bonn's position more complicated year
" by year, Nor was it feasible to reserve certain questions for
decision at a peace treaty: we have had another war since 1945 and
Germany is now the ally of the United States: she could not sit on
the opposite side of the table to the four "allies",

4 second Italian speaker recalled that some degree of or-
ganisation among ‘the Vest Burcopean states and between them and the
United States had long been considered important in order to be in a
stronger position to change détente into a2 more durable relationship
with the East. He felt that the organisation of a stable relation-
ship within the Vest should at least move in parallel with the organ-
isation of a stable relationship with the East. And this led back
to the fundamental problem of discrimination within the alliance,

Pursuing a question about suitable instrumentalities for
co~-ordinating these East-West contacts on a BEuropean level, a Swedish
member of the conference suggested that the only existing institution
which seemed likely to be generally acceptable was the U,N. Economic
Commission for Furope. He favoured a multiplicity of bilateral
contracts, which would have their own dynamism, but at some point these
contacts ought to be co-ordinated, as Mr. Thomson suggested, because
of the need for ¢ommon pollcy when an’ agreement has to be negotiated.

A German member of the conference gaw ‘the trend in Western
Europe as a corrected swing of the pendulum rather than a move from
one extreme of supranationalism to the other extreme of nationalism.
The necessities of economic co-operation and the reality of something
like a Furopean dream were in the background and might gain in im-
portance after de Gaulle's passing., Therefore, he could not accept
Herr Schmidt's direct line projection: moods are important, as well
as facts, and both could be changed. Herr Schmidt had not allowed
for an in-put of political will, Moreover, if he were right about
the longing for a sense of European polltlcal identity, this seemed
to contradiét his thesis of re-nationalism, A new impetus towards
g European political entity would offer a counterweight,

‘A Swiss participant took up Herr Schmidt's reference to a
European security system: the Soviet proposal for a conference
offered little more than a vague scheme of mainly bilateral co-operation
on the basis of the status quo and - a permanently divided Germany -
an echo of previous proposals dating back to the Berlin Conference of
1954. On the other hand, he thought the East Buropeans would be
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rather unahppy about e security system excluding the United States,
since an American withdrawal from Furope would tilt the balance in
- favour of the Soviet Union and expose them to renewed Soviet pressure.

Secondly, he found it difficult to know where the undoubted
Eastern interest in expanding economic relations with the West could
lead to politically. BEastern Europe was far less independent of the
Soviet Union than Western Europe was of the United States., He
feared we should find ourselves at the limit of détente and on the
brink of upsetting the balance which permitted this evolutionary
process to get under way. .

Finally, how could we be so certain of the appeal of re-
unification to East Germany? The nascent nationalism in Eastern
Europe, the beginning of a certain pride in the achievements of the
DDR, the weakening of the attraction of the Wirtschaftswinder, would
not necessarily work in favour of unity; moreover, the rising gen-
eration in the DDR may not feel so strongly as those who have famlly
links w1th the Federal Republic,

The strongest support for Herr Schmidt's analy31s came from
a French member of the conference, He saw no justification for thee
argument that the trend towards re<nationalism might be reversed. Re-
nationalism in the sense of a desire to reaffirm their political
identity snd independence was a fact and had nothing to do with
economic interdependence which was on-a-different level, He agreed
with Mr., Thomson that a common policy was desirable - but experience
has proved how difficult this was to achieve,

He was less pessimistic about the German problem, He
saw no possibility in the foreseeable future of one single German
state in the sense of the Third Reich; but we could not envisage
over 20 years perhaps something like a German comm unity evolving
with the detente as part of sone institutionalised arrangement '
between East and West? One reason for the French support of the
new Federal Government's policy was because it seemed to lead in--
this direction, - :

On the point about a European security system, he agreed
that a system would probably need the close association of the United
States and the Soviet Unlon, but this dld not aPply to a security
conference.

"An American participant - argued that in a Europe Whlch was
not organised on the basis of sovereign states the idea of a united
Germany would probably be less frightening than Herr Schmidt '
suggested; but by the same token, in such s Europe, and with a
liveralised régime in the DDR, the restoration of one single German
state may be less essential to the German mind. The American
interest was probably not basically in the reconstitution of Germany,
but it was in the removal of the problem of reunification as a
source of resentment and frustration among the Germans. Any solu-
tion that would remove that resentment would be satisfactory from
the United States p01nt of view; but the status quo was not satis-
factory.

. Replylng to various points ra1sed Herr Schinidt said his
picture reflected his Judgment of what would happen rather then his
personal preference; in any case it was a pleasanter picture than
the Europe of the late 1950's or early 1960's. He quité agreed
that the Hallstein doctrine should bé abolished and did not think:
‘this would prove a major difficulty; but he did hot expect a public
declaration, ' In regard to the point about the younger generation
in the DDR, he was convinced that the younger generation in both
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parts of Germany were more fervemt than their elders in their will for
reunification, although they did not expect it to happen in the short
term, and he did not believe this would change, But he saw no reason
why the solution envisaged by the French spesker should not evolve,
and he thought the Germans would accept it.

. Changing BEuropean and American Interests

3. The Place of Asia in Americen and
European Policies

Mr, Chapin said it should be borne in mind that Asia had for
sixty years or more loomed larger in American than in European thinking.
Reviewing American-Asian policy in the post-war period, we should note
first the disappointment and frustration that resulted from the civil
war and collapse of the Nationalist régime, The United States had
counted heavily on being able to work with a friendly China to keep
Asis peaceable, Secondly, American poliey towards China since 1950
could be explained as an extension of the containment policy that was
originelly developed to check the expansion of Soviet influence in
Europe,  Containment was applied to communism generally and not much
distinction was drawn between Chinese and Soviet versions of it.

Indeed, in many ways the U.S. was as concerned azbout the spread of Soviet
influence in Asgia as she was about China's, for example the growth of
Soviet influence in India and Indonesia, This was also the period of
numercus American pacts and American condemnation of neutralism as
immoral. The most striking aspect of the American attitude towards China
in recent years was the considerable modification of notions about
containment: it has become more specifie, i.e. it is concerned more with
Chinese expansion than with Communismy furthermore, it has been pro-
foundly altered by the American acceptance of the need to reach some
kind of accommodation.with China, and this at a time when relations

with China are at their nadir, All this implied that the United

States has come to regard China as a problem that has to be settled
within an Asian power balence arrangement,

. Thlrdly, since the Korean War, the United States had expanded
the 1ndent1flcatlon of its own security to much of Asia, particularly
a8 European power receded, We could all recall Dean Acheson's pre-
Korean definition of the American security position in Asia as ore that
extended from the Aleutians through Japan to the Ryukyus., The Secretary
of State would wish to define that line today. The United States now
has proclaimed herself to be a Pacific power and considers her security
almost as closely tied to Asiaz as it is to Europe. The fourth point
was that since 1950 the United States has always regarded China as a
greater threat to world peace than have Europeans, The U.S. regards
China as more expansionist and credits her with a greater capacity for
" mischief than do Puropeans.

In regard to Buropean attitudes, Burope was unhappy about
Vietnam and had always had misgivings sbout the American attitude
towards China. The United States was far too involved generally in
Asia for Burope's liking, Containment, when it was applied to Soviet
and Communist expansion in Europe was well understood and warmly sup-
ported. FEurope quickly saw the hand of the Soviet Union in the North
Korean mission and recognized the implications of Korea for its own
security - but it has not been inclined to see any threat to its owm
future in Vietnam, There was a psychological problem here too, Europe
had alwvays seen itself as the centre of the world balance of power.
It could not yet comprehend the extent to which Asia, which until the
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- outbreak of World War 11 wns to a large degree an extension of the
Western power system, had now become a focal area of the world balance
of power - an area far too big and populous to be subject to external
power understandings alone, But it was also an area so divided that
it was hard to see how an Asian power baldnce could be reached, unless
the external powers contlnued 4o exert a strong 1nf1uence.

He touched briefly on the A51an pollcles of the three
European countries that remain most 1nvolved in Asign affairs - Brltain,
France and the Soviet Union. '

Britain was now the only European power that still mein-
tained a military presence, but it was clear that she did not antici-
pate an indefinite stay. - She regsrded her commitments as timited -
Malgysia, Singapore and Hdng Kong, and such obligations that might
arise from Seato, But perhaps her influence rested chiefly on her
strong Commonwealth tieés, the dominant position she occupied in Asia
until the war, and her commercial interests. - She had an important
responsibility as co-chairman of the Geneva Conference of 1962.
Britdin has generzlly supported American pollcy in Asia although often
with strong reservations,

Prance's recognition of China in Janusry 1964 marked a step
to assert French independence of the United States and to strengthen
French influence in the Far Last, even an attempt to assert French
lendership of Furope in Asian affajirs. France might be said to be
the only West Buropean country today with isian "ambitions". More-
over, she was the only West Buropean country that actively champions
an approach to the conflict in South BEast Asia, Her proposals of
course have generally not been to American liking. France advocates
a neutralized Indochina - including & unified Vietnam - "guaranteed
at the international level", The way France would go about this has
caused more difficulties for the U,S. than the objective itself,

She anticipates that China will exercise hegemony in S.E. Asia and
accepts this with few misgivings., She believes the United States
camot suppress the Communist insurgency in Vietnam by arms and
regerds an attitude of cocl disapproval of American m;lltary action
as the one :thdt best serves her.aims in Asia,

He thought we must alsc consider the Soviet Union a European
power, despite the fact that she is Asia's largest country. Since
the Cuba crisis of October 1962 and, perhaps a year or so earlier,
there-.seemed to have been a gradial and cautious Soviet disengagement
from South Asis. The U.5.3.R clearly wishes to maintain a strong
influence in Asia, but not at the cost of risking a nasty clash with
the U.S. She has suffered some serious setbacks in Asia, e.g.
Indonesia, which despite heavy Soviet aid, was steadily drawing closer
to China, For a time the U.S.8.R seemed tc be withdrawing from Laos
completely, Her concern about China needed no comment.. She had a
very embivalent attitude towards-Vietnam: certainly, a serious defest
for the Tmited States would not.-altogether serve Soviet interests.
Finally, Tashkent, could be considered a watershed in Soviet policy
towards South Asia, + It was designed to enable the U.3.3.R to avoeid
involvement in the troubled sub-continent while limiting the possi-
bilities of Chinese intervention., It was recognicion that turmoil
and upheaval in Asia are not necessarily in the Soviet interest,

Summing up American policy in Asia as it had
“evolved 8ince the defeat of Japan - the collapses of Nationalist
Ching - the militery involvement of the Korean War and later in
Indoching - the numerous alliances ~ the slow change of emphasis
from "containment of Communism™ to "containment of China with some
accommodation or reconciliation", we could say that the aim of
lAmerican. policy was to achieve a balance of power, including the
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external as well as the regional powers, that holds promise for last-
ing peace and freedom from coercion. Almost anything he might say
about U.S. objectives in Vietnam - to establish the principle that
Communist aggression in Asia can no more be tolerated in Asia than

it is in Furope and the search for some accommodation with Ching -
was subsumed by that broad objective. He did not think -this was an
objective with which Furopeans could seriously quarrel.

Dr. Birnhaum (first respondent) proposed to concentrate on
Buropean policy and attitudes, specifically towards China snd Vietnam,
although it could be argued that the major long-term interests of
BEurope in Asia are of an economic nature, trade and aid, and that this
is what he should be %alking about. He noted with interest Mr, -
Chapin's reference to a modification in the American approach to con-
taimment as applied to 3.E. Asiat: he said that China rather than
communism was seen at issue., Dr, Birnbeum took this to mean power
politics roather than an ideoclogicel apyproach. It could, of course,
be argued that the U,S. effort in Vietnam has been explained to the
U,5. public and to the world as the need to stop communist aggression
. or to prove that the Chinese design for nationalist domination is a
failure: Mr. Chapin said that the U,S, objective was to establish
the principle that communist aggression can no more he tolerated in
Asia than in Burope, This reasoning was usually criticised in Europe
because it did not seem to take into account one very basic fact, the
fragmentation of the communigt world which was one of the basic
determinante in assessing the character of the Chinese threat, The
- American containment policy may have become more sensitive, but it
s8till appeared to many Europeans far too sweeping in its judgment of
the basic motives behind Chinese policy, Europeans did not believe
in a Chinese master plan for the under-developed world: to many
RBuropeans in responsible positions, it even seemed an open gquestion
whether a basic aggressive intention on the part of China existeds:
some argue that except for the massive American presence on the maine
land relatively independent communist entities would have emerged in
Asia as in Bastern Eurcpe; others draw the parallel with the exper-
ience of the cold war period and argue that the U,5/China conflict
has been unnecessarily aggravated by what they conceive to be a mutual
misconception of basic intentions, Mr. Chapin mentioned as a recent
trend o search for some kind of accommodation with China: he had
noted on a recent visit to Delhi that Indian officials were appraising
this trend and were quite appalled at what it might imply for their
own security.- But this development seemed unnoticed in the West:
the prevailing notion was still that the U,S. was trying to isolate
China whereas the correct approach would be to try to fit her into
the community of nations as the Europeans have done by recognizing
China, :

Buropean apprehension about the possible outcome and reper-
cussions of the conflict in Vietnam related to: (1) repercussions on
world stability at large; (2) repercussions on the American commit-
ment to Western Europe. On the first aspect, while the possibility
of world war and a2 nuclear holocaust could not be excluded completely,
he did not personally take this tov seriously. Vietnan revealed how
far up the ladder it was possible to go without great risk of conflict
between the major super powers, _The second aspect was fear that the
conflict might reach limits of violence and lead to hazardous devel-
opmente not fully under the control of the principal actors and in
this way jeopardise the détente in Burope itself by inducing a basic
switeh in the atmosphere which was considered a pre-condition for the
political evolution in Furope many of us would hope for.

There appeared to be two contradictory lines of reasoning,
both leading to the same type of conclusion: (a) that an American
over-commitment to Asia existed and this was detrimental to the U.S,
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commi tment to Europe simply because of the:erosion of, the credibi-
lity of the commitment to western Europe; (b) that in the wake of

‘a frustrating Americah experience in S.E. -Asia there might be a.
trend towards disengagement or neo-isclationism in the U.S. 1tse1f
which would have an erosion on the U.3. commitment itself, not Just
the credibility of that commitment. Personally, ‘he: had no doubt
that at present the first line was the prevailing one, . The Europeans
did not really fear being abandoned, What they feared .was mutative
American thinking about the future of Bast-West relations, wondering
- whether she was in Burope simply because of the limitations of _the
power to engage herself” imaginatively in.all parts.:of the world,...
Thérefore they might:welcome rJohnson's speech of Octobeér 1966 becduse
‘it seemed to usher in a mew .period of.genuine U.S. 1nterest in. some
of the problems of East~West relations in Europe

. An Italian partlcipant added to Dr. Birnbaum‘s analysis
that the main concern in European minds was that the East-West .
relationship in Europe could never be stabllieed while a large area
‘of unsettled relations existed in South East Asia - Vietnam itself

- for many Furopeans was only a geographical expresalon. He did not
see ‘how the-problem of Chinese expansionism could be dealt with by
ignoring Chipa's existence: - the United Statea was at fault in not
recognizing the parallel between the position of China today and -that
of the Soviet Union after 1917

Commentlng on Mr. Chapin's reference to the motivation
for French policy in Asia, a French member. of the- conference. could
not accept that the French desire - normal to any, government - to‘
exert - influence amounted to "ambitions™ in the. area., The main .
reason for exchanging diplomatic representatives with China in 1964
was to keep fully informed and be.on- the 8pot. Nor was it 2 question
of accepting Chinese hegemony:. the French Government accepted as a
fact -that & country of China's size and JAmportance would 1neVItably
play a mejor role in Asia-and that no 1mportant Asian conflict could
be settled without bringing China, in.. - o . . .

France did have 1nterests in Vietnam - economic interests
and also a psychological and noral interest Whlch the Vietnamese
seemed to reciprocate. But she was interested in Vietnam also
-~ because the conflict was not & purely local affair but held dangers
for world stability: and -perhaps for world peace. That was the reason
for her. public disagreement with American pollcy.A - .

Dm Birnbaum's oontention thattheEwropeans did not believe
‘ina Chinese master plan for the subversion of under-developed
.countries was challenged by a Netherlands participant .The Chinese
were on record (i.e. the famous Lin Piao article of September 1965) -
the only question was whether this plan was short—term or long-term;
he ,believed the 1attera-ﬂ'

. So far as the Netherlands was concerned criticism related
to the implementation of United States pollcy‘ first that the
 United States-plays the anti-communist card too. much and the anti-

- nationalist card-too little, thus :allowing the: communlsts the, fmono-
poly of national liberation movements, eecondly, that too ‘little
tendency is shown to co-operate. with.those powers in Asis itself
whose.interest might be. much more at stake, even on .a short- term:
basis, than the American.- The answer could not b to welcome
support from any guarter 80 1ong as it was not accompanied by adV1ce.
On the other hand if the U,S5,:did try to co—operate with Japan and
India in an Asian-policy it would .be .very diffioult to, persuade those
countries to remain non-nuclear for ever, . caes

L]
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A British speaker pursued the effect of the British interest
in Asia on British relations with Burope and on European-American
relations. On ofs side the argument was heard that by and large
Britaein's prospective partners in the Common Market were not greatly
1nterested, or did not wish to be involved in, events outside Europe,
so why should Britain not emulate them and shed her extra-European
commitments; - on the other side was the argument that this situation
‘would not last: looking to the 1970's, if a truly Buropean point of
view developed with closer integration, this view would be expressed
on events in Asia and elsewhere and from this standpoint the British
presence, position, experience and knowledge of events ocutside Furope
would be of common benefit to the whole of Western Europe. British
‘official thinking had not yet come down firmly on one side or the other.

In respect of European-American relations, he had no doubt
that (a) any U.S. Administration would be - inextriecably involved with
large areas all around the world and, (b) the U.S. involvement-in non-
European problems would continue to be a cause of unhappiness and
friction in Europe. He was sure the Europeans would wish to influence
United States policy: the question was whether they would choose to
work for a separate policy from that of the United States, or to
emulate the traditional British policy of trying to 1n£1uence the
United States by working with her.,

A Canadian participant commented that Asia was closer to
Europe geographically than to the U,S, : The same forces in Britain
working for withdrawal were very strong seven or eight years ago -
but when the challenge came it was noticeable that Britain was both
. prepared and able to make a very substential and highly successful
. effort in Asia, In general, however, the West Buropean countries

were in the happy position of being able to ignore a large range of
security issues because other nations would have to deal with them
and take decisions,  Looking to the 1970's, even though the Asian
picture was complicated by the incompetent use of force going on in
Vietnam, he saw no escape from the reality of the intelligent (1.e,
minimum necessary) use of force in Asia as in many other countries -
and if Burope did not become enmeshed, that would be through taking
the line of 1eaV1ng everythlng to the U,S,

An Itslian speaker held that the economio aspect of rela-
tions with Asie should be viewed in the broasder context as relations
between developed and under-developed ¢ountries. It was not a
question of an American attitude or a Buropean attitude, Despite
the best efforts of OECD, none of the aid objectives of the past
decade have been met because of the total failure of the developed
nations to reach the beginnlng of agreement on policies to he followed
in a co-ordlnated way. ' e

Leading back to the flrSt Italian speaker 8 argument he
suggested that trade would provide a bridge to lead China out of her
present isolations ‘anyone trying to lmprove trade with China now was
treated as a friend, Despite the anti-American propaganda barrage,
China's real grudge was against the Soviet Union because the latter
abandoned China half-way when she was offering economic assistance.

Teking up Mr. Chapin's comparison between European reaction
to American policy in Vietnam and in Korea, an Italian member of the
conference suggested that apart from objective reasons (the aggress-
ion was clearer in Korea, and American policy more restrained), the
European reaction reflects a general- estrangement from the United
States, several reasons for which had already been. suggested. This
attitude itself deepens the estrangement in turn. It would be the
more difficult therefore, to bring American and European attitudes
into harmony. He agreed that the only European power which could
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conceivably influence American poiicy in Asiz would be Britain -
although he doubted whether Britain still had the power to make her-
self heard or to support a common poliey in Asia.

A British spesker snid it was quite clear from a recent
visit to Asia that Vietnam was a European and to a lesser extent an
American, crisis of conscience. He was inclined to support Mr,
Chapin's view that the strong Furopean feeling about Vietnam reflect-
ed a sense of sorrow that the true centre of international polities
has moved away from Europe to the U.S.
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dollars over the next five years. On the other hand according to
tavarious:estimates,? to matchithe Soviet.posture,at;all-levels this
figurey would:-have tobe.increased by, at least,50:per.cent,tif inot:
100 per;cent,hto prov1de a,full-range of ;capabilities.;n:Clearly.§
nothing;like.that. order_ of ;magnitude- increase was;going.to’ "beoni?
theicards, n» nn’ Bbrs rogutrey oud #i edrnish ouwteld edr 4- ~lfuia

s pabecinald ak Gl sl sy mauw sTee o JOF iy JELU0 et

~~eb g3 .1t aAtrthe risk of, soundlng optimistic on:theloutcome.of &~

n)grmeetlng to . be held the follow1ng week in Parls'~he +thought we may -+’
:be-on-the threshold for.the first . time_ in-many, yearsiof ;bringing-)

nrqat least a-general-strategic: concept and force:levelsfinto,some kind
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of balance., There was a growing recognition thaet the ultimate
deterrent is that of massive nmuclear warfare, but that since it
increasingly takes on the character of mutual suicidelto be credible
there have to be some rather stout links in the escelation chain.

To make the nuclear guarantee to Berlin viable in 1961 it was found
necessexry specifically to reinforce the American forces in Europe.
It was now being found that a guarantee must be credible on the
lower level before it can be credible on the higher level, He saw
a growing concensus that Nato cannot have a large-scale conventional
option, that we are basically relying on a nuclear. deterrent, but in
order to work it must be based on.a hot combat capability., Assuming
agreement on a quantitative fix on Nato force levels at about their
present levels, albeit with some widely recognised need for their
qualitative improvement, the question of British and American re-

. deployment was relevant,” Dr. Gasteyger's reference to withdrawals
needed to be put in perspective., The number of aircraft, though a
significant proportion of the more modern fighter bombers, was only
about 10-11% of the U,.S§. Tactical Air Force in Burope including the
Fifth Fleet and only about 6% of the allied TAFs in the central
region. If redeployment were & euphemism for reduction, this was
the most expensive reduction in history!- A great deal of money was
being spent on keeping these forces available for bringing back to
Europe quickly, exercising them together etec, ' The reasons for the
action would be clear to.the conference -~ the analogy to the technique
of blood-letting to avoid a haemorrhage. ~He believed that with
strategic mobility, taking into consideration that a change in the
political environment would surely precede a military attack, it
would be possible to carry out this redeployment without basically
changing thé form of substance of.the American commitment or changh
1ng the force levele to which he had alluded ..

« . With regard to Ballistic M15511e Defence everyone present
would be aware.that an ABM is not a unique system which exists or
does not exist, but a collection of hardware and-concepts, various
kindg.of - radar and missiles and tracking systems end computer systems,
.82 lot.of which have.been on the shelf for & long time. These could
be put together in a'wide variety of ways, cost and effectiveness.
The McWemara view, which had received great publicity, was essen-
tially "that.the balance will remain with the qffence. An"ABM system
can be deployed predominantly for population protection, or to protect
deployment of missiles, against either a heavy attack (hundreds of
- missiles with very sophisticated penetration aides) ‘or a light attack,
The cost .would be of "the order of 10-50 billion dollars upwards,
There would never be 100 per cent certainty of effeot,-and of course
the difference between the estimated effectiveness and 100 per cent
can represent a great amount of damage for ‘missiles that get through
that are’ targeted on. population centres. The United States view’
at the moment was that ABM deployment was-not worth while for- ropu-
lation protection; - whether it was valid for missile defence depends
on techhical development; whether worth deploying against ‘a light
attack from communist China depends on the kind of forces chlna may
develop. . T

" . Turning to the European aepecte, Mr. Stanley admltted that
the hlstory of U.S. consultation in Nato was not all it might have
been. "However, the ABM was an encouraging exception to this,

The nuclear planning group met in’'Washington this spring in the
middle of the Vietnam debate in the Pentagon and Congress on what

the U,S., would do. MoNamara was very frank in discussing the
classified. technology and policy involved, as he had been in any doc-
ument ete, inside the U.S, government, As a result the wider aspects
(wider than the U.S.) were going to be studied in Nato, The implica-
tions would be considered not only for Europe but for Nato as a whole
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on'the'assumption (i)~of no: A.'BM'deployment 7(ii)fof-deployment on]y

in NorthvAmerica; #(iii) deployment in'North¥Americs and Europei™?.
neAtileast thelproblem was:beingilooked’at;fand inihis judgment, fin‘

a proper:form; T.0 Toprs!l dors 8 friw oo :olz 8 oo coatod o
-110 o3 Yo multador Leteamy A aeed wevaur ced eonfd fedd DeitemyoT of
Ay 7)ot B In: reg‘a.rd1to?forcexlevels;iEﬁrop'een members of’)the:confer-

vYence wondered!first ‘of ‘all-why.the:decision was announced’prior to
the.full-¢onsideration'in'Nato (s opposed! to/tripartite consultas
tions)?andsedondly whéether:theiredeploymentof American’forces ©¥
marked the beginning of a long cyclical process, »bobooa verld

oodiisTarr, In‘reply,- to the' first'question'it was!said’ that techm.ce.lly
f2%only” pro msale foriAmerican and!British redeploymentihad been'made.
-A-Theselpropoeele would'lie’on’ the' ta.ble until> thelDecember' Councn.lc
meet:.ng e.nd'come into’effect’as part:of: Nato's f:.rst’f:.ve-—year‘plan
in*calendar year 1968, The‘hendlmg of ‘this issué by the’ prese L
had’ ’Deen*:cespone:tble’for3conelder.*al.ble‘f1111.5.’i11.nde::'s1'.@53.nd:1.ng'‘J nian qiod
dadt 3idt of vilok¥nornd  pidnes SLooF molbvribooasud ac Bo *'1‘«1 i
ot g 9"1’1'1e"r:|.el{ of { further reductions’ wasftreated ser:l.ouely by
American’ hembers” of the conference,“M™ It was argued  however that:the
real denger to‘the’Admlnlstratlon’ eﬂe.:un of etablllsmg force levels
side, SSo far-as pu‘ollc aa.nd‘Congr'ess:l.on.el1 opinion’ viae'* ooncerned‘,"
the balance of payments factors that were decisive for Britain'did
not weigh most heavily; the fundamental problem was the feeling
that'!the'United:States was® be:.ng agked'to"defend- a Burope which is
Ynot very: actlve in defend:.ng itself.! ¢ The feel:_ng that- the French
had pulled out)? thefelackem.ng off of “the® German defence encpendlture,
% the’period{of 'service problem ='all: th:l.s3added ‘up to a sense'that’
the burden was’disproportionate. Given the" prosperlty that’exists
in Burope, the relative level of GNP devoted to national defence in
comparn.eommth‘ the 'United'States’didinot seem’ to? ind:.ca.te any great
! gtrainion’ the Europea.n econonnea'." i Tt'was’ not reasonable’to’ expect
the'U.S! to produce v:.rtue.lly the wholetof the’muclear. deterrent‘a.nd
8’ largeTehare of'the-ground forces too.t If the” Europea.ne took- the
fAmerican redeployment Taslthe? e:.gnal‘- 0 meke’even less’ effort, a &<
spiralling'down reduction®onithe’American side”could* hardly be evoided.

-

it oAt wslaow ed SdLow gobenl Looadilol .ui:v-a-I-n mff- -3-3 2lij. s
og 2ong [A“Cene.dla.n pe.rt:f.c:i.pe.ntI added’ that’ the'weariness withlmain-

teining a’commitment” in*the absence of- reciprocity,” already_ nascent
in his own country, would intensify in the face'of a™trend!' towards
European force reductions. The forces deployed by Canada in

Burope' a.re‘relata.vely small}’ but'théy'are among the most efficient
‘andiwell™ equlpped SOIoSn 08 suote el o higodn Lonnpdt Lovel o

ANATGUbS T e 300 At NrLgy 84w cmw_’rﬂ"e it Lia ronakila ond 1
Iwi’aOIOJOA second’ Ce.nadla.n partn.olpa.nt ma:.nta:.ned’that'div:.eion—

The real factor 1n the comparable sacra.f:.ce argument wae 'l',ha,t1 the
United'States" does have‘the finalf eey ‘on wha.t happens in Europe‘
forces'and, he wou would ‘a argue '“she ‘could’ not’ afford to’get into'a M8
position wherein in-some’situation’she did’ not’he.ve the'final’s say.
Her commtment must be"decisive encugh’ to" make ‘sure that ‘when®it
counts®she’can maintain’controllt MOLILNG BTAK 4 AGLVIRNUN 0T U
Le0Uc L Jpraitre & o wahilfenmes e arislla
A Brltleh speaker had eympa.thy with the American argument.
But® for his "own' Government; 1wa.mr other decision would-have been
impoas:l.ble.f‘ ?Britein contributes’ a larger percentage of GNP to ~?
£ defence’ that'any continental’ Eur0pea.n country except’ Portuga.l‘ tut’
‘gets’ less back ‘from itn:- Obv:l.ously the ‘danger ‘of unravelllng in™f
Europe’ existed,'® ‘The best way to prevent:.this would:be a’co~ Li&
operative effort to streamline and reduce costs. A common European
orge.nlsatlon for the research’ a.ndfdevelopment and” pu:‘oduct:l.on of
1 arms. would be very'’ d1fflcult to achieve,' but it was worth amng ats
-perhaps we could go 'even further and aim at a Buropean-defence:v -»
organisation.,
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Following up the argument about a comparable effort in

‘ terﬁs of GNP, a German.epeaker maintained that a country with a

small GNP per capita could not afford to spend as much in proportion
on defence as a rich country with & much larger GNP per capita.
He regretted that there had never been a general solution of the off-

.- get problem: it was ridiculous to. offset the French costs in Germany

to a higher degree thaen those of Britain- and the United -States. It
was-equally ridiculous for the United States to expect the Germans
to solve her offset probvlem by bmylng more, Amerlcan hardwars ﬁhan
they needed.

c

As. the opening speaker remarked, a big nuclear guarantee

1wee not enough without adequate forces on the spot to deal with local

1ncidents, . The presence of local forces was particularly important

from the standpoint of wainteining publiic confidence in seourity.

Since the tripartite talks began, strong pressures had .emerged in
both main German parties.to reduce defence spending and to reduce-
the period of conscription to 12 months, Essentially he felt that
this .redeployment, like the NPT, meant & change in-defence posture
and strategy mainly for reasons_of American domestic political
argument.. The key question was, should it become clear that the
U.5.S.R, did not reciprocate in any way, would the U,S. government
be willing and able to stop any contlnuatlon of their troop
reductions°

A Swedish member of the conference expressed the concern
of all those interested in a btroader European security system about

. at least the risk of a rather uncontrolled reduction of forces on

the Western side without any explicit co~ordination with the Warsaw
pact or the Soviet Union., . L

While agreeing with his Swedleh colleague, a Norwegzan .
member of the conference considered these reductions more.important
from the psychological than the military point of . view, But the
misteke had been over the years to identify the American presence
in Europe with the force levels decided on in 1952, Six divisiona
was an accidental figure, NATO had never had the forces to
implement its strategy, Political leaders would be wiser to try
to get public opinion to accept such reductions as normal instead
of attaching religious eigniflcance to force 1evele which are
uneat1sfactory anwhow.

‘ : Thle 1ed a eecond German epeaker to aek why in that case
force level figures should be regarded as sacroeanct by any menmber
of the alliance., And if everyone was going to act independently,
no-one should be surprised if the Germans did too.  Psychological

. factors apart the temptation would be very strong to join the

trend and scale down the Bundeswehr. to, .say, . eight divisions,

The advantages to Germany would be two-foldj the combat readinéss
and effectiveness of a streamlined Bundeswehr -¢c6uld be radically
improveds and it could be backed up by e militie-type static
defence- force which would be a means of making use of the million
or so reservists. Some opinion in Germany might see euch a

militie as something of a national force,

An Italian member of the conference obaected that dis-
cussion of Nato force levels always tended to be concentrated on
the-central sector., Warnings about the danger of reductions could
be more pertinently directed towards the Mediterranean area, where
all the available evidence pointed to a build up of Soviet forces.

The point ebcut the eanctlty of numbers revealed to one

. British participant just how political the issue was, - He hoped the

American withdrewals would be limited by their keener appreclatlon
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than the Europeans of the Soviet dangerj if the American forces 'r
went down below & certaein level it would be:very difficult psycho-
logically to maintain .them a%t all, However, rational strategic
argument along could never deal with the irritation in the United
States or the questioning of Europe.

- . He felt that maintensnce of a fruitful European-American
link in defence of the whole Atlantic area depended ‘on the intro-
duction of new political factors, One factor might be a publicly
changed assessment of the Russian posture, in response to the
signs of a build-up in Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean, -. 3
Another factor might be a Buropean movement towards common armaments
production and a defence organisation, as already suggested.

. " Another British member of the conference added that the .
European members of the-alliance  faced some radical thinking about -
defence management over -the next ten years as the result of trenda -
in defence economi¢s, Because of their separate national over-
heads problems such as_ the increasing share and ocost of procurement
in-defence activities and the rising cost of manpower weighed more
heavily on them than on the United States, If they were determined
to maintain their national forces there would have .to be some
radical redeployment in the central area to.get better value out of
e g:ven mumber of troops, '

While expressing agreement w1th much of the argument -
from the- European side American participants felt that insufficient
attention had been paid to strategic mobility as a new. fector
influencing American thinking on force levels, The U.5. was
considered by many to be on the threshold of a quantum jump in
the ability to move forees quickly. A good case could be made
for the possibility of maintaining a substantial combat,capability
and a reinforcement capability without having ell assets on line.

It was stressed that while there was no ideal substitute
for forces in place it would be a mistake to consider mobility a
fagade for withdrawal, A great amount of money and effort would
. be put into the rephasing: stockpiling of heavy equipment in
Europe, the availability of airlift, the reorganisation of forces
in the United States, were all part of this. Iooking further
ahead, if this concept would be embodied into an effective system,
one great disadvantage -~ the distance of the United States from
Europe ~ would be overcome from the point of view of an agreement
with the Soviet Union on a balanced withdrawal of forces, :

The problem of matuality was 1mportant: it had been .
posed during the tripartite discussions and would be considered by
the wider membership of the alliance, But there was .genuine dis-
agreement on some aspects of the quantitative threat, Furthermore
no serious study seemed to have been made, at least by the U.S.
govermment, of the reactions which could reasonably be expected
from the Soviet side to various Mato dispositions, Simply to play
the mumbers game was meaningless. From the political point of
view, although this re-thinking about force levels has taken place
guite independently from consideration of the NPT or of any basic |
change in Soviet behaviour, an unfortunate impression has been
created by their all arriving on the scene at the same time.

The final spesker in this part of the discussion said that
the reservations of people in Europe concerned with central security
about the concept of mobility were due partly to concern about the
effects of rapid redeployment on the management of crisis and partly
to bad experience in earlier wars about estimates of requirements
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going wrong both in crisis and in operations., =~ On the other hand
he thought rapid reinforcement capacity would have great relevance
to the possibility of trouble in South Eastern Europe, where it was
most likely to occur during the next decade.

Disoussion then turned to the politieal and psychélogical
. impact on Europe of ABM deployment by the Soviet Union and in con-
sequence the United. States.

Recalling the ‘possible postures outlined by Mr., Stanley,
& British member of the conference could find no argument in favour
of deployment againsgt China: if China was not going to be deterred,
a8 the Soviet Union has been, by the American nuclear arsenal he
doubted whether an ABM system would meke much difference. Personally
he doubted the effectiveness of the ABM for population défence, for
this was true for the United States, the Soviet Union and Europe.
He did see the validity for missile defencejs on the other hand it
was difficult to be sure that the other side would regard it as no
more than additional protection; and if both sides had hardened
miaaile aites already, do they need to be hardened still further?

However, Soviet deployment has started and he-expected 1t
to continue; and he expected that the United States would therefare
respond, From the point of view of the impact on Burope, it was
important that U.S. deployment should take place only in response to
Soviet deployment. It was also extremely important that the U,S.
response should be a mix of missiles and improved interception aids
and civil defence measures that would show that the U,S, is matching,
but not over-matching, what the Soviet Union is doing.

Apart from giving another turn to the spirdal of rising
defence costs and the arms race, if it appéared that the U,5. was
stepping up the race the political effects in Europe would be
extremely unfortunate,

While he believed that all the psychological effects in
Europe would be adverse; if the United States presented this deploy-
ment skilfully, and especially if there were a lively hope of an East-
West understanding that would allow-the cessation of deployment, these
psychologlical effects need not be very serious,

On the question of how far things have progressed on the
Soviet side, a second British participant said it was clear from
Soviet statements over the past four or five years that they were
very interested in ABM technology (he thought this derived partly
from their traditional interest in defensive systems, the artillery
being the dominant arm of their forces in the sense that navies
were to maritime powers), So far what appears to be a close defence
anti-aircraft system has. been deployed around Moscow and perhaps
Leningrad, The question remains open whether they are going for
an area system, like their elaborate air defence system cons tructed
in the early 1950's: but there is no doubt that they regard this
as technically possible and politically valid., During Kosygin's
visit to London he was asked whether the Soviet Union considered
ABM deployment a step towards a new spiral in the arms race. He
replied that the U.S5.S.R, see an ABM system as having basically a
defensive effect, and building up defence did not increase the
arms race but could help to keep it at & certain level.

The first British speaker added that the point at which
anti-aircraft defence shades into something to be used against cruise
missiles or high level airciraft can become blurred, Certain weapons
have a dual capability, Undoubtedly the Soviet Union has done and
is contimuing a lot of research work on ABMj; but he had no reason
1o suppose they have come up with anything very good.,
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An American member of the conference said this was not the
main consideration for the U.S. HM defence is like a ceiling: even
if 100 per cent effective, this means only up to & certain level of
saturation, Against forces below the level of the ceiling the degree
of effectiveness of the system is important, But to the forces that
can go beyond the ceiling it is not: the relevance of Soviet deploy-
ment to the U.S. capability lay in the consequent Jacklng up of forces
an both sides,

A Prench participant fully agreed that for Europe an ABM
gystem would not be effective enough to justify cost. However the
political and psychological aspects of deployment were by far the
most importent; he believed deployment would have de-stabilising -
effects by modifying the present gtatus guo., He did not exclude
a Soviet-American agreement not to go ahead with deployment: it is
always easier to reach an agreement not to arm than to disarm. On
the other hand he was not hopeful of the U.S.S.R. agreeing to such
a step so long as the Vietnam conflict hampers a further improvement
in relatlons between the two countrles.

Two Itallan members of the conference did not share the
rather optimistic British view of the likely effects on Europe,
It was argued that technological advance was bound to reach the point
where the already highly effective Nike-Sprint system would be able
to ensure 100 percent security against incoming missiles,  Already
the fall-out problem, necessitating a very expensive shelter
programme, is well on the way to being solved., No matter what the
cost, American public opinion would demand absolute security if it
were avaeilable, Assuming the Soviet Union would be able to reach
the same point, both countries would become Invulnerable.

This would undermine the credibility of the U,5. nuclear
guarantee to Europe at a time when the imbalance between the super
powers and the other states and between European states and the
U.S5e would be more marked, since deployment would drive both the
UsSe and U.S5,S.R. to increase their mumber of ICHMs. It would
be a step back towards muclear bipolarity, and the old fears about
the imposition of hegemony would be intensified. Viewed in
combination with & non-proliferation treaty, the increasing
irrelevance of the French and British and to an extent also the
Chinese nuclear forces, the result would be a heightened sense of
impotence asnd resentment vis-a-vis the super powers and inecreasing
pressure for neutralism. It would become far more difficult to
make politically acceptable the politico-military capability of -
the U,S, and U,5.5.R. in the world at large, as well as in Europe,

An American member of the conference maintained that it
was not possible to judge where the ceiling can be or how good the
present hardware systems are - but the effectiveness isnot 100 per
cent, It was true that even present anti-aircraft systems have
potential EMD capability - ranging from marginal to insignificant,
although this may improve over time, But at the upper end he
could only repeat McNamara'!s view that crediting the Soviet Union
with all the technology that we admit for ourselves, we are
“sbsolutely confident'" of being able to overwhelm that defensive
system, The speaker was sure of an equal Soviet confidence in
being able to overwhelm any defensive system the U.S., could
construct,

A seoond French representative wondered, since & non-
proliferation treaty would be an example of co-operative bipolarity,
whether the Buropeans would be more worried by a further agreement
over their heads not to deploy ABM systems or by the element of
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competitive bipolerity involved in a return to an intense arms race

-a8 the result of deployment. And was it conceivable to have both
these aspects of competition and tacit sgreement between the two
super powers, or was ABM deployment more likely to have an adverse
effect on prospects for the NPI?

o Pursuing & question about the poseibilities for milding
& system in Europe, a British member of the conference said that
Western Europe has & higher population density than most of the
United States except for the two seaboards. The shorter flying
timé from the Soviet Union to Western Europe would complicate the
interéept problem, even though medium range missiles may fly at a
marginally slower speed than ICEMs, Assuming the technical problems
could be overcome, the order of costing would be the same as for
‘the United States: 40 billion dollars for & system that would have
a notable effect on the level of casualties for city populastions,
which would suggest a 20 per cent increase in European defence
budgets,

Another British speaker suggested that the major difficulty
would be a3 much political as technicel: an ABM system for Europe
would require central control - it would hardly be possible to defend
one European country apart from the rest. It would be realistic to
speak of nuclear rather than conventional warheads for the defending
missiles, 80 the problem of proliferation would be involved, as well
a8 control,

A German participant could not see the Europeans foregoing
the possibility of nuclear BM defence if the United States went shead,
This already impinges upon the Geneva negotiations. The German
Government is trying to keep that defensive option open: not that
it is considering a German or even a European system, but the
question of discrimination becomes very important in this context.
Personally he oonsidered that to proceed with AEM deployment would
kill the NPT,

It was reported that this sentiment is held in Indie and Japan
Japan too. An American member of the conference confirmed that
those lobbies pressing for ABM deployment in the U.S. are inter-
connected with thosé groups who advocate another round of tests to
prove the workablllty of the system.

This led to the con31derat10n whether a technically
significant difference could be drawn between ABM missiles and
offensive ballistic missiles; it was suggested that in any case the
Russians would never accept such a dlstlnction so far ss a German
defensive option was concerned.
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FIFTH SESSION N ‘SUNDAY 7 MAY

Agends  Changes in the strategic and fechnological
environment:

2. The problems of technological co-operation. _
The future of the Atlantic Alliance,

Signor Albonetti said the problems of technological co-
operation related to the "technological gap" =20 much under discussion
in the past year or two and which was in turn a problem of economic
development. . The technelogical gap in a sense could be considered
a false problem, at least from the economic point of view, because
~ there is statistical proof that the economic gap between. Burope and
the U.S. is not increasing. Drawing attention to tables which had
been circulated, he said that quantitatively, in terms of GNP per
capita, manufactures, export of manufactured products and share of
international trade, from a statistical point of view there is a gap
in all these figures, But from a dynamic point of view thls gap is
narrowing. His argument was summed up in six points.

(1) The consequences of the technological gap for economic
development and increased productivity are for the time being negli-
£ible and most probably will remain so in the coming years;

(2) The technological gap between Europe and the U.S. is
limited to certain sectors, especially space, aviation, electronics,
nuclear power in certain fields (specifically enrichment of uranium)
and does not have a general application:

(3) 1In the last twenty years, despite the technological gap
and the gap in resesrch which exists between Burope and the U.S.
the rate of economic development, productivity growth and the rate
of growth of exports have been higher in European -countries than in
the U.S. European national competitiveness has increased more than
that of the 7.S.

(4) The principel negative consequences which the technologi-
cal gap between Eurcope and the U.S. could bring lie above all in
relation to Turope's political and economic independence vis-a~vis
the U.3. and S.U,

: (5) Given the causes of the technological gap which exists in
 BEurope vis-a-vis the U.S. (military secrecy, industrial secrecy,

" the relative dimension of research projects, etc.) significant
results are not to. be expected from any increase.in collaboration
with the U.S3,

(6) The principal solution for the technological gap between
FBurope and the U.,S. is to be found in greater concern for growth
of productivity and for European co-operation in research and

development through certain well-defined proaects within equally
well-defined sectors,

This last point led to the core of the subject, the problems
of technological co-operation, During the morning reference had been
been made to the increasing cost of procurement. European techno-
logical co-operation sprang precisely from the inescapable fact that
our national states find it increasingly difficult to produce
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essentially by themselves certain major systems, He did not think
certain Buropean states, especially Britain and France and perhaps
tomorrow Germany and Italy etc. would bhe ready to give up completely
their capability in certain advanced sectors such as aviation, elec-
tronics, the nuclear sector and space. If we admitted that, and
tock the example of the bilateral co~operation in the aviation field
between France and Britain (which he believed would be extended
towards CGermeny and Italy,) then we discover both the broad scope and
the necessity for increasing co-operation in the technological field,
Two kinds of solution wéere possible: one more institutional,
the creation of a kind of technological community with a special
budget, or & Buropean defence asuthority for the procurement of weapons;
the ‘other more pragmatic - defining certain projects in certain fields.
Personally he favoured the second approach. If we were able to
organise a few projects we should find that the problems of techno-
logical co~operation could be solved to a great extend, It was clear
~also that the sectors eligible for this kind of co-operation were
those 'in which the Furopean national resources were not adequate to
develop such projects due to the risks and the ‘cost and the resources,
human and technical, involved: aviation, space, the nuclear field
in 811 its' aspects, and electronics, The case for co-operation on
other items such as tanks, or air-ground, air-air, ground-air
misgiles, was not so over-riding as long as national states had the
phyaical and economic resources to develop them nationally; moreover
past experience had not been encouraging,

Existing possibilities for international co-operation in the
aviation field included a supersonic plane, an air bus, the v.g. air-
craft, the jaguar training type aireraft, a VIOL plane. For space
we already had a multilateral organisation, Eldo. In the nuclear
field, extensive talks were in process among Europeans to build an
isotope sepdration plant for civil purposes, even though major pro-
blems of a political and technological nature were involved., In
electronics, so far there had been some bilaterasl co—~operation between
the Fench and British although there was still a question .mark whether
wider co-operation would not be called for to increase the technolo-
gical posture of our countries as a whole., He repeated his grave
doubts about the-possibility of the Furopean countries bearing upon
the technological gap without international co-operation...-

Signor Albonetti's approach was welcomed by both European
" and American members of the conference,

A German participant suggested that the influx of American
capital to Europe, often resented as a new kind of.American. imperial-
ism, would help the European companies to close the gap in the sense
that lack of capital for investment may be the real handicap. How-
ever, recallihg Mclamara's reference to the managerial gap as being
more important than the technology gap, he felt the urgent need for
a new form of co-operation between American and European firms:
American insistance on teking over the management of . joint companies
in Europe has done a great deal of harm to European-fimerican relations.

A Canadian member of the conference pointed out that his
country had had to face this problem for a very long time,  So often
a choice had to be made between pursuing a certain.rate of develop~
ment (what we call the gap is rather a craze.for development) or
retarding this by imposing controls,or of seeking some inbetween
position, There was no ideal solution, but Canadian industry has
succeeded in certain cases in retaining a measure of control at board
level, 3Bilateral mechanisms had been invented which smoothed many
of the day-to-day problems, although where feasible voluntary arrange-
ments were preferred,
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A Belgian member of the conference observed that for Belgium,
as a small country, multilateral arrangements would be more advanta-
geous than bilateral arrangements.

A British speaker agreed gbout the political harm of American
company practice., But he felt that it wes partly the Europeans! own
fault if management did pass out of our hands: the Japanese have
successfully operated a very tough policy, permitting no more then
minority holdings by foreign.investors in their companles and retain-
ing managerisl control.

- Another importont reason for examining the scope for a more
comprehensive form of co-operation on defence technology in Europe
was the harm caused by the BEuropean fear that their political action
-would be further circumscribed by relisnce on the United States for
advanced weapons or by such things as the Fl104 arrangement.

However, recalling the Belgian spesker's point, we soon came
up against the problem of the intra-European balance of power, 80%
of the defence procurement resources are spent in three countries:
Britain, France and Germanys well over 90% of the R and D resources
in Kurope are spent by the same three countries, with Britain and
France taking the lion's share. To envisage a system of Buropean
defence procurement in which the smaller countries or indeed Italy
would not feel dominated by the Big Three would reguire a very in-
-telligent -form of international institution.

From this point of view, Signor Albonetti's project by

project approach was the right one, Looking at the opportunities

in the 1970's for co-operation on mejor systems (especially aircraft)
he felt we should not attempt to set up a Buropean defence production
agency, but should keep the objective in mind of eventually producing
co - Ooperatively as many systems as are eccnomically worth while over
the next 15 years.  Thinking back to the morning's discussion, he
-suggested that.we may find the over~riding argument for technological

co-operation in defence in Furope wae not economic saving so much as
stendardisation.

Future of the Atlantlc Allisnce

Mr. Thomson said that despite all the difficulties and things
said, we were not seeking to alter the alliance beyohd recognition,
vut to reform and alter its character, It was important for all of
us that the alliance should have a future. The future would be
‘different from what we have known, because most of the big problems
of the next decade would take place outside Durope: trade and aid,

- food and population,.a modug vivandi with China and East Europe, the
emergence of Japan as a greﬁt power, the. Indian deollne into even
further weakness..

Looking at these problems, our main tasks will lie 1in the
creation of order, Our own sense of community will be.an essential
element for success, There were many considerations which make for
community., But others were making for discord. Two were obvious:
- (1) the difference of scale between the U,S. and other members of the
alliance, which we had already discussed a good deal, and (2) the
strength of nationalist feeling, But those two things we could do
gsomething to correct and he had no doubt that the extension of the
 Common Market was the most important of the corrective measures we
could take, although even that would not entirely do awsy with
gither of the problems in the next 10 years,
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The real dangers however gtemmed from the actual and poten-
tial differences of interest between different members or different
parts of the alliance, Many differences had come out during ouxr
discussion on the NPT and on troop reductions, International mone-
tary questions may be a future source of difference., Competing in
trade with Eastern Europe will have political and, economic consequences,
Whether or not the Kennedy round is a success, there will be frictions
in the 1970's, between commercial and agricultural members of the
alliance and between BEurope and the U,S5. and differences about how
to approach the problem of UNCTAD, Also problems will arige ine
volving the German situwation, and policy outside the alliance - Africa
and the Middle East ete, He would like to discuss what should we
do about this situation, The obvious thing was to say we should
have a common will, He proposed to take just one part, the insti-
© tutions and sympathies which work within the alliance divided under
headings of defence, politics and economies, If we could get this
right, it would provide the soil and the climate which is necessary
for the encouragement of a common will.

He waz sure NATO would continue throughout the next decade -
there were far toc many common interests between the allies to think
otherwise -~ and in something like its present shapse., But he expected
important changes: e.g¢ a form of a Buropean defence organisation.
There were many possible ways in which this could be organised and
he did not wish to go into detail,” But it would be something like
nationsl units under integrated command and logistics and a common
budget., He believed such a force would be assigned to NATO, either
connected, or seperate with a linked system for some form of European
co-operation in a R and D and productions of weapons,

Thig would provide a better balance between the U.S. and
Europe within the alliance than exists now. Also it would help %o
bring NATO up to date: it would produce the standardisation and
streamlining mentioned in the previous discussions, He hoped this
could be done in such a way as not to push the U.S, out of Europe.

On politics: Alastair Buchan had put forward some valuable
ideas for ecrisis management within the alliance, essentially involv-
ing 2 special group for this purpose sitting in Washington although
there could be other groups, composed of only a small number of
nembers of the alliance, to deal with specific problems of particu-
lar concern to them, Some groups already exist, e.g. the Berlin
contingency group, But he could see others: for instance on the
problems of the southern flank, He could imagine NATO countries
combining to discuss problems ouiside the NATO area: e.g. Italy,
U.S8. and U.K, could plan for the dangerous situation emerging in the
- horn of Africa, - He did not suggest that the groupings should be
exclusive; and NATO should be kept informed.. But small groupings
tend to work more effectively. However, on the really big problems,
and the biggest is the German question, the whole alliance would need
to be involved. He was convinced that we could only deal with our
problems with common policies. But he was not able to offer a
definite proposal about how we should evolve them, One possibility
would be that the NATO agenda should be widened to include this sort
of thing. On the other hand OECD doeg exist and it discusses a lot
of these things. On the day to day running OECD does a good job.
But i1t is less effective in the fundamental policy discussion, which
is the point at which the alliance must come together. Decisions
on the very big issues can only be reached at the Foreign Minister
level: he could conceive of the Ministers: coming together under a
different heading, & cap fitting over -the existing institutions of
NATO and OECD, and this body, perhaps with an enlarged membership on
occasion when the agenda warranted it, could also discuss the in-
creasingly important economic problems,
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Mr, Bowie (first respondent) very mich agreed with
Mr. Thomson's analysis, In an objective sense the need for common
action was overwhelming, But the divisive factors were very real
also and Mr, Thomson had mentioned the central ones, the disparity
in power which produces a difference in perspective on the world,
the Americans tending to look in global terms and the Europesns in
more limited terms, and the revival of nationalism in the sense of
a desire for greater independence in local affairs which he saw as
the result of a reduced fear from the Soviet Union, He did not
see any way out in the short run of the dilemma which this poses.
The critical issue was the structure of Europe and the capacity
of Europe to act as some kind of entity, the only way in the long
run to overcome the disparity and to change the outlook of Europe
on the world.

The allience would .therefore seem rather rickety for some
time to come. The gquestion we all faced, particularly over the
next 5 years, was how to mitigate the effects of this situation.
One of the best ways would be to fry to recreate some sense of
perspectlve on the longer term relationship., Politicaelly the need
was to cast this in ways that suggest the perspective of an .
emerging Furope. He supported the idea of a European joint produce
tion activity and arrangement in the defence field, if only to give
a feeling that there are things which can be done in this stage.

He was not pessimistic about the ultimate emergence of a united
Europe or the working together of the various units provided that
the people who have power really focus on the most important
aspects., But undoubtedly we shall have to face very severe stages
of turmoil and bad feeling, The question was whether we let these
feelings take over or whether we try to bring them under control.

Endorsing the approach of both speakers, an Italian member
of the conference gtressed the need for institutionsy institutions
are the means to surmount probvlems if some common purpose exists.
And these institutions must be,. if necessary by stages, supranational.
He agreed with Mr. Bowie that one of the most important aspects of
the long-term perspective was a united Europe. But we could not
wait for the oonstruction of Europe before organising our cormon
purpose on the'Atlantic level, He did not see why the procedure
adopted in the European communities should not be adapted to the
Atlantic level - perhaps with a European clause,

It was suggested from the Amerlcan side that because of
resistance to the suprenational idea in some quarters, it would be
wiser to use other means towards this end, VWhat is important is
operation, and it would be possible to devise corporate patterns
which were supranational in reality. A useful form of operating
agency for a Joint Atlantic effort would be the existing inter-
national agencies, such as the International Bank, .

A German participant supported Mr. Thomson's idea of a
European grouping within the alliance = although this would have
t0 be in very close contact with the U.3¢ This might be a
solution to & challenge to the alliance which he did not think
the West had foreseen: the bilateral treaties recently cancluded
in Eastern Europe, widely regarded as a means of preventing the
Eastern states from establishing links with the Federal Republie,
are also part of a network of bilateral treaties within the
Eastern bloc which could when completed offer the Soviet Union
the political choice of renouncing the Warsaw Pact, say in 1969,
and calling for the dissolution of blocs all over the world.
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A Netherlands participant supported the idea. of special
groupings as a matter of expediency, although because of the intra-
European power problem referred to earlier the smaller powers would
not have much influence.. And he feared the German problem would
become more dlfflcult. ' : S

A French member of the conference, as a supporter of the
alllance, felt both reassured and disturbed by the opening speeches:
he was not sure how far the consensus that we should work on &
commnity basis was in tune with present realities and thé likely
course of events, He saw the disruptive tendencies as much more
powerful than the will to act in common, Of course everyone wants
to keep Noto and the Common Market, But what counts politically
is the priority given by the most important states to Noto and =
European integretion and to solving questions like the German
problem within the alliance framework - and he did not see this
priority as very high, ' The strongest trend he could see was
towards bilateralism,

A Swiss member of the conference suggested that since the
trend did seem to be towards looser forms of co-operation, with the
consequence that the automaocity of alliance dec¢isions will be
superceded by the more complicated process of national decision-
making, perhaps we should try to find means of making Nato politically
and militarily more flexible, for example by putting more emphasis
on military co-operation for crisis rather than war, and adapting
the machinery to the development of strategic mobility. If the
trend towards more nationalism and bilateralism was inevitable,
NATO was still one of the multilateral instruments which provided
an institutional framework for Europeans to influence American
policy.

. A Swedish speaker said it could be argued that the loosen-
ing of ties within Nato has been conducive to an improvement in
contacts with Eastern Burope., On the other hand a minimum level of
cohesion within the West is a necessary pre-condition for any
permanent improvement of relations between East and West - and the
loosening of ties has somewhat weakened the minimum level of cohesion,
Therefore a strengthening of Western unity was essential, but there
was a dlfference between Western unity and Noto ag SuCh.

A Danish speaker p01nted to the problem of the relation-
ship between Notc and public opinion. From the Danish point of
view, ‘any attempt to add any new element to strengthen alliance
cohesion would antagonise.public opinion, which believes that NATO
is Jjust melting away. '

An American member of the conference pursued a line of
argument from & previous session that in the absence of any other
structure the chief task of Naoto would be to make bipolarlty
polltlcally acceptable, .-

He found it difficult 1o anticipate such bipolarity with
its disparity of state between the United States and the Europeans
lasting foreseeably for ever., But he could not yet see anything
better - a European entity of some sort able to take a more .
independent position in the world. .The risk of that being anti- -
pathetic to the U.S. would be worth the achievement of such a new
basis of order in that area of the world, But it would need to
have its own military power; and the main intractable obstacle to
a European military entity would be the need for a shared nuclear
control, This would be very hard to share equitably - even more
difficult than between one supreme and lesser powers., Furthermore
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he did not know how to reconcile the wision of a European entity in
relationship with the United States (and the same applied to the
formulas for greater integration in the Nato framework) with the
general objective of resoclving the central political source of the
cold war, the division of Germany. At some point we would have to
face up to the relationship between our cbjective for Western unity
on the one hand and the resolution of the German problem.

A British member of the conference agreed with the observa-
tion that the quickest way to develop the European idea at this
stage would be on an anti-American basis. But since he did not
think that such a process would be manageable, he would be unwilling
to try. 4And even if it were possible to build a coherent European
partner not on this basis, then the second consideration raised by
the American speaker would come into view, the problem of close
military and political relations between two big-power combinations,

He would prefer to see a more functional study of relation-
ships, including intra-Buropean relationships. And he supported
those who felt that a trend towards bilateral dealings will make a
multinational instrument like Nato even more necessary. lack of
machinery in the past for co-ordinating bilateral approaches has
led to war.

The final speaker saw the European desire for national
entity as anti-American only in the sense of a parent-child relation-
ship. The BEuropeans want to stand on their feet: it will be a
test of American maturity not to react too strongly. It will also
be a test for the Europeans to understand that they cannot behave
really independently in pursuit of their interest any more than
the United States is able to do, ILike everything else, this had
‘to be managed, and he did not despair., But it would take time,
and sympathy on both sides.

Senator Gronchi then drew the proceedings to a close.
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La mia prima parola & di benvenuto a quanti hanno accolto 1l'in-
vito del nbstro Igtituto; in primo luwoge agli amici di altri paesi il cui
intervento ¢ pil altamente significativo, per il sacrificio di témpo che
esso ha loro imposto.

Nessuno di noi pensa che guesto bréve incontro possa esaurire
1 complessi problemi che i mutamenti profondi maturantisi negli spiriti
e nelle cose si presentano con volto grave e preoccupato alla nostra co-
scienza.

Ma il solo fatto che gi sia éentito il bisogno e 1'utilita di
un confronto'di idee e di giudizi & per me altamente significativo e 4i
buon auspicio. Tanto pil significativo, ﬂon vi sembri un paradosso, per-
ché 1*incontro si svolge fra uomini che non sono legati direttamente a
responsabilitd di governo. I politici attivi e, pih, i membri dei gover-
ni sono legati a posizioni e compiti che menomano la liberta del loro
giudizio, elmeno nella espressione pubblica, e la stessa loro coscienza
critica - quando esista dotata della incisivité necessaria - subisce la
remora delle responsabilitd collegiali, di governo e di partito. Il re-
sultato dei loro contatti & perci¢ guasi di regola un compromesso che
pud, occorre riconoscerlo, rappresentare un gradino di progresso verso
la goluzione od almeno una pausa necessaria a non pregiudicare il rag-
giungimento, ma non & il metodo pilt adatto a render chiara all'uomo del=-
la strada nei singoli paesi il vero aspetto dei fatti e la loro essenza
pill profonda.

La nostra speranza ed il nostro sforzo sara di portare un mo-

desto ma convinto contributo a gquesta chiarezza, che & il solo modo de-

mocratico di creare nella opinione pubblica.la coscienza dei problemi,
della loro portata ed urgenrza. |

Dico urgenza, perche & certo che s& volessimo procedere anco-

S
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ra 2 tentoni nel presente periodo di disorientamento per contrasto di
impostazioni concettuali e di interessi costituiti, senza vedere‘i pe-
ricoli che la discordia cela nel suo grembo, noi provvederemmo assai
malg a quel progresso nella giustizia e nella pace, che sono i decanta-
ti ideali delle democrazie. ' | '

I fatti sono dinanzi a noi:
- il logoramento delle istituzioni internazionali e delle alleanze od
R R R BT SO st manns e ol 7 £
- le difficoltd, che non accennano a'%é%ﬁ%?gthé%ﬁ%fo un arresto della

corsa agli armamenti e la sostituzione del pericoloso equilibrio di po-
tenza con la progressiva creazione di una convivenza pacifica, basata
sugli ideali umani e civili dell'uomo moderno;

- i focolai di guerra che qua e la persistentemente si manifestano e
possono da un momento all'altro degenerare in conflitti di incalcolabi-
Le gravita.

In questo panorama di crisi generale si inguadrano i problemi
che ci riguardano pilt da vicino, come la crisi della alleanza atlantica
e del rapporti fra Stati Uniti ed Furopa, le questioni connesse con un
effettivo gradugle disarmo, che sono appunto i temi proposti alla di-
scussione in qguesto incontro.

Non siamo i primi ad océuparcene e preoccuparcene, né preten-
deremo ad originalita di esami eritici e di soluzioni. Anzi, molti di
voi hanno ripetutamente dato validissime e significative testimonianze
di interesse a questi problemi. Ma libere discussioﬁi, come quelle che
sfiamo per intraprendere, possono efficacemente servire a ridurre di di-
mensione il vuoto che mi pare di scorgere, pill o meno profondo, nei no-
stri paesi, fra le classi dirigenti e l'opinione pubblica, cioé in defi-
nitiva le masse popolari senza le qualli nessuna soluzione duratura pud

esgere raggiunta. E' il conitributo che la cultura porta alla politica)

/e
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la cultura che mette in valore preminente gli ideali umani e civili e
dimensiona, nella sua capacita di obiettive. valutazioni, la spinta de~
glirinteressi.

La crisi generale che stea dinanzi a noi, & un fatto di co=-
scienza pil che di interessi: pérchéll'Alleanza atlantica & oggl scos-—
sa cosi profondamente? la ragione pilr vera & che essa nacque sopratiut-
to come strumento di difesa militare ed il swo art. 2 rimase pura e~
spressione verbale; cosicché quando le esigenze della difesa parvero
attenuarsi preserc forza l'insopportabile tensione psicologica della
guerra fredda, il sincero desiderio di tranquilliti, l'inventato paci-
fismo neutralista, il patriottismo, sempre dormiente in noi, del pre-
stigio nazionale, e cosl via,

Si pud constatare per magra consolazione che uguali e simili
stati d'animo collettivi hapno minato la massiccia compattezza del Pat<
to di Varsavia. Ma il "male comune" non dispensa gli uwomini di intellet-
to e di coscienza dal riconoscere come'realté.potenziali 1 pericoli del
futuro.

Ecco perché non risponde ad un obbligo di convenienza, ma ad
una agpirazione intimamente sofferta, augurére con gincerits di spiri-

to gqualche fecondo resultato.a questo nostro incontro.



