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INTRODUCTION

The conventional way of forecasting future political developments
in BEurope is.to build on present trends in order to find out where they
might lead; the known present, the situation of today and the decisionsg
taken now, is extrapolated into the unknown future. But the results

can be misleading.

In this year's BEuropean Studies, ISS is experimenting with a more
adventurous technique. We have assumed a known future, or rather,
several conceivable futures for Burope in the 1970s. - The purpose of
this exercise is three~fold: First, to examine different stmictures
of a future Western Furope, in order to see what their effects would be,
especially their impact on the Atlantic Alliance and East-West relations;
secondly, %o assess the pqssibilities each of them offers for the solution
of Burcpe's problemé; thirdly, to bring out the choices with which

policy—ﬁakers will be faced in the coming years.

For this reason, six different models of Western Europe have been
set—upufdr examination, ranging from "Evolutionary Furope" (a status~quo-
plus formula) and "Fragmented Europe", (a Hurope shorn of collective
structures and sims), to a tightly-structured "Partnership Federal Europe".
This may not cover the whole scale of theoretically possible Europeén
futures, but in an exercise limited to the next decade we have thought

it wise to exclude the more utopian.

The models are of different degrees of probability, leaving aside
any question of desirability, but all are possible. The purpose of the
study is not so much to judge the probability of the models as their -
feasibility (consistency and immer logic), their effects and possible con=
sequences. While the relative position and policiés of the super-powers
will no deoubt partly determine Europe's fﬁture,!ﬁe have confined our
moaelling to Westerh Eurépe. Ve have arbitrarily assumed that its future
structure will be determined primarily by Buropean decisions, and we have
only considered the super-powers in terms of their reactions to the models.
These six models must, therefore, be taken as intentionally artificial
congtructions of the unknown and as artificial points of departure for
the assegsment of political developments. Some aspects may be over -
gtressed at the expense of others; but this, too, has been done intention-
ally in order to bring out more clearly the political choices and

implications involved in each model.

In order to create an atmosphere suitable for speculaiion and to
avoid being congtantly confronted with questions of probability, we in-

vite you to accept the following 'rules of the game':
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+ the take-off point of the examination of the models is -
put at some time in the seventies; 19701+ x; how we
managed to get there will not, in the first inétance, be

questioned.

+ The general political scene at that time is assumed to
be the following:

(1) the Non-proliferation Treaty has been signed but the adversary-
partner relationship between the U.S. and the Soviet Union

remaing, other things being equal, unchanged
(2) the German problem is unsettled
(3) the Atlantic Alliance and the Warsaw Pact continue in some form

(4) President de Gaulle has left office but the Fifth Republic

continues

(5) the war in Vietnam is over but the U.S. continue to be sub-

stantially committed in Asia

(6) potential dangers of armed unrest occur mainly in Africa and
Asia, but developments in the Third World do not fundamentally
affect Furope's position in the 1970s.

During the past six months, a study group of ISS staff and cutside
consultants have examined the six different models. The discussion, so
far, has concentrated on Western Eurcpe and the respective implications
for the Atlantic relationship. A Pfurther study will be devoted to Eagt-
West relations during May.

The paper is in six parts; each devoted to a different model; its
structure, feasibility, and effects. At the end of each part, there is
8 series of questions which we should like to put to the Lerbach

Conference,



- 3 -
I. EVOLUTIONARY EURCPE

(1) Motive: Some form of political union remains the only long-term solution

(2)

for Western Furope. 'But it is blocked, for the time being, by conflict-
ing polltlcal concepts - ranglng from a federal structure to a mere
concert of the leading powers, and from 1ndependence of the U, s, to
partnership 1n';ts crientation. It is agreed, however, that these
different views on the future of Rurope musf not be allowed to create

an unbridgeable gep-between the West European countries, Governments
must, therefore, minimize their controversies and design their polieies
so a8 net to pIEJudlce any of the alternatlve concepts of European

polltlcal organlsailon or orlentatlon at a later stage.

Structure: The present situation in Western Burope remains basically un-

changed into the seventies. European governments are anxious not to
assume commitments which, by being incompatible with the policies pur—
sued by one or ‘other West Buropean state, might jeopardize a unified
political structure in the future. Waiting for better times to build a
political Europe, governments are reluctant to be closely associated with
either of the super-powers. GCermany remains preoccupied with her national

problem and Britain with her economy.

Intra—European consultation, both bilateral and multllateral, is

, 1nten31fled. - The EEC moves slowly towards an economic union, but common

pollcles are kept to & bare minimum; e.g, & common tariff and commercial
policy is developed, but monetary. pollcy remains the Jeelously guarded

prerogative of natlonal governments. The division of Europe 1nto BEEC and

- EFTA remagins. 3By necessity. or convictlon, governments engage in certaln

forms of functlonal co-0perat10n, €.£. 2 Iuropean Defence Organlsatlon
(EDO) wlthln NATO, and JOlnt efforts in the field of technology, muclear
energy, etc. But the issue of supra—natlonallty iz avoided and the low-

est comnon denomlnator of agreement among partlclpatlng governments sets

- the pace. Functional co—operatlon is no longer regarded as a step towards

.a political system.

The EDO, -as distinct from the concept of a supra-national Furopean Defence
Commnity (see model Partnership Federal Furope), is & functional organ=

isation for promoting co-operative defence arrangements on an inter-

- governmental basis. It consists of the six EEC countries and the four

applicants, Britain, Norway, Denmark and Ireland. Its ingredients are:
(a) Joint Strategic and Defence FPlapning. there is an integrated European

planning staff concérned with specifically Buropean requiremenis, based

on a strategic concept that may be distinet from, though not necesgarily

opposed to, an American strategic concept. The EDO is supported by
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operational research, policy evaluation, and systems analysis groups

which are in close consultation with their American counter-parts.

(b) Joint Arms Procurement: Depending on the incentives behind it

and the time given for ite development, this may comprise any of the
following elements: the pooling of research and develcpment efforts
in the major science and defence-related industries where governments
are the chief buyers; Joint purchasing by govermments of military
equipmen%; a %eparate Buropean Arms Developmenf and Procurement

Agency, (c) Reorganisation of National Forces: Integration of

national logistic chains; specializéd roles for national forces,
implying some abandonment of fully balanced national military capa-

bilities; integration of some foreces on a European basis.

NATO remains structurally unaltered, though probably with reduced
force levels. American troops remain in Central Europe; The EDO tekes
on the character of an inner core within NATO; acting, in its planning
capacity, as a specialist regional group of NATO members concerxned with
the political-security problems of Central Europe. British and French

nuclear forces are kept outside the EDO structure.

_The long-term aim of political union may have to be abandoned either

for lack of interest or lack of choice. Public opinion becomes increas-
ingly impatient. Nationalism, promising to achieve more rapid results,
will grow in impoftance.' But even if political union does remain Eurcpe's
objective, shé cannot indefinitely keep her options open., (Secession

from the EEC will become incressingly difficult politically and harmful

economically, however timid the steps towards economic union.) Though

it ig impossible to forecast precisely the point at which the balance

E will be tipped ~ whem a reluctant Burope will lose the option for &

more independent political orientation, economic and technological factors
are likely to weigh most heavily in weakening her power to resist American
domination. Half-hearted economic and technological European co-operation
will not enable Europe to stop this happening, nor will it serve as a
catalyst for European unity. .To be effective, a European Arms Develop-
ment and Procurement Agency would have to have its own budget and exercise
responsibilities in the field of R and D, as well as production and pro-
curement; and its controlling board would have to be governed by majority
voting mles. The main obstacle to progress will be the reluctance of
West Ruropean governments to relinquish direct control over their high
technology industries. If they continue to ingist on the principle of

the "just retour" for these industries, their chance of withstanding



American penetration will diminish and, with it, Burope's option for
eventual political union. Particularly in the field of the defence-
related industfies, governments will be tempted by the easy epfion
of acquiriqg American weaﬁons.more'cheaply, either ready—mede or on

license.

Nevertheless, the increasing weight of defence costs, the diffi-~
culty of maintaining balanced collective forCee, fhe inadequecy of
national markets to support Rand D investments and the concern about
Ameriecan domlnatlon, mlght provide the incentives for a Buropean Defence
Organisation. It mlght 1ntenszfy the realisation that something has to
be done, that Europe must elther acqulre a greater amount of unity to
keep her independence, or remain passive and become subordinate to
the United States. But, given the lack of BEuropean enthusiasm, this
feeling may serve more to encourage national aspirations rather than

collective efforts;

Evolutionary Europe seems, at best, a transitory Europe.

(4) Bffects: This passive Burope might suit the ‘American industrialist
but it becomes of diminshing significance for the political objectives
of the U.8. More and more, American diplomacy will concentrate on
relations with the Soviet Union, with Germany and with Brifain and
favour the more tradifional forms of biieteral relations rather than
attempting to build further on the-NATO structure, BSelf-interest will
characterize American policy towards Eurocpe. Paying lip-servioe only
to European views and spplying pressure to getlits wey, 2.Z. arms sales,
foreign aid to the Third World, disarmament etc, the U.S.willtry to prevent
those co-operative projects which may be disadvantageous to its own

interests, e.g. joint BEuropean arms production.

The Soviet Union sees no need to make any concessions in Central
Europe as she feels Europe is drlftlng in & direction favourable to her
objectives. Yet, she would rlghtly feel that this Burope-was not a per-
manent structure, that a skillful diplomecy could alternate what is left
of the Buropean idea. She would, therefore, strenuously object even to
an EDO - believed likely to be dominated by Germeny -, and would offer
gpecial inducements to the more indeﬁendent and nationalist-minded West

European states; France certainly, possibly Britain and Germany as well.

This Soviet attitude might induce Germany to be chary of new efforts
to promote closer West Buropean co-operation, so as not to impede her
Ostpolitik. If, however, Ostpolitik mekes no head-way, Germany may reaet
either by taking new initiatives to increase West European political

integration, or by accepting Soviet conditions, or, thirdly, frugtrated



by deadléck in the Fast and stagﬁation in the West, by 1aﬁsing into a sgtate

of internal instability, the outcome of which would be unpredidtable.

movement towards pelitical unity in Western Furope, as this offers them

more room for manoeuvre in thelr relatlons with the Wegt as well as the

East.

European framework rather than scquire a lone<wolf status, they would want
this to stop short of strong political or even military co-operation.
West European integration in the ecconomic and technological fields they

would find acceptable and even hope to profit from it.

The East European countries will welcome the stagnation of the

While they would prefer to see Germeny integrated into a strong
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(5) Questions: (the defence aspect)

(1)

(2)

(3)

Will the Buropean membefs of the Atlantic Alliance have gufficient

incentive to create their own defence organisation?
How far can an EDO develop without effecting the structure of NATQ?

What is the most likely sequence of steps in building a BEuropean

Defence Organigation? -

(2)
(b)
(e)
(a)
(e)
(£)

Is en EDO feasible without (a) France? (b) Britain?

What would be tbe

Joinf Arms Procurement;
Joint Arms Produétion;
Joint.Defence Planning;
Integration of ldgisﬁics;

Integration of forces;

‘Specialized roles for natioral forces.

forces?

What will the American attitude be to Evolutionary Furope with
Britain (a) inside or (b) outside the ERC and/or the EDO?

position of the French and British nuclear

-
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IT, ATLANTICISED EURCFE

Motive: The individual West Furopean countries have given up hope that

Burope will again play a significant role in world affairs. The world
seems to be dominated by the two super-powers and subject to their
antagonisms., So, if Wesiern Europe cannot be a super~pcwer herself,
she has but two alternatives: *to adopt a neutralist pesition and be
left, an_aéglomeratjpn of powerless states,at the mercy of two super-
powers, or tc accept a sqbordinate role at the mercy of one. Western
Furope accepts the hncoﬁditional leadership of the U.S, for three reasons:
in order to maintain her security against Soviet threats, secondly, to
the U,S. historically and culturally, is most closely related to West-
ern Burope and is, therefore, her ineluctable choice. The more depend-
ent Furope is of the United States, the firmer the U,S. will be linked

t0 her.

Structure: The European members of the Atlantic Alliance tacitly accept

permanent American leadership in foreign and defence policy. West
Eurovean- states support American policies the world over and shape their
own accordingly. The American strategic concept is unchallenged and her

dominant position in NATO undisputed. Britain and perhaps even France

" place their nuclear .forces under NATO command and dismantle their military

research facilities.

There is no common politieal EurOpeén structure. The Eurobean
Communities (EEC, ECSC, Buratom) continue to organise economic policy in
Europe (é.g. rules of competition, social poiiéy, harmoniéatioh of legis=~
1ation),ubut they are no longer intended to serve European economic
independence nor do they pursue é protectionist policy vis -3~ vis the
U.S5. They become part of an Atlantic economic structure based on free

trade and unrestricted access to the markets of the member countries.

The Atlantic A1liance brosdens its scope to include all mafters of
matual concérn, not only in the defence field, and is reorganised in order
to co-ordinate Eufdﬁééﬁvbdlicieévwith American objectives, but not vice
versa. Machinery is set up for ffequent and regular consultations in
Washington among heads of government, foreign, defence and economic
ministers and planning staffs; specialized bodies of permanent represent-
atives are installed following the péttérn of the WATO Council. The U.S.
takes account of the interests and views of her Buropean allies, as far as

they/80mpatible with its own interests.
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(3) Feasibility: Atlanticised Europe is a powerless but prosperous Zurope,

(4)

protected by the U.S. and profiting from Amcrican know-how and invest-
ments, while at the same time slipping gradually under American industrial

control.

These very elements, on the other hand, cause widespread anti-
Americanism, further embittered by Burcpe's political impotence. The

choice between neutralism and subordination is ever present; nsutral-

ism gaining ground the more American penetration is felt and resented.

The major force working for neutralism and anti-Americanism is national-
ism, spreading through all BEuropean countries. Communist movements, al-
ready representing a considerdble portion of veoters in France and Ttaly,
may join with nationalist foreces, and ftogether succeed in directing public

opinion to 2 more neutralist approach. This tendency will be further

- strengthened if France somehow succeeds in profecting itself from the

Atlanticised relationship, setiing an example to its European neighbours

that might prove especially tempting for Germany.

Atlanticised Burope is, therefore, = highly unstable Europe. Unless
the Soviet Union has adopted a much harder and more menacing line agein
towards the West as a whole, West European staﬁes, by inclination and
domestic pressure, will be little more than passive and reluctant allies
to the U.S. Moreover, it is douotful whether the U.3., would be prepared
to exercise domination and accept the conseguential responsibilities i.e.
guaranteeing Burope's total security, and direct ;nvolvement in alllmatters

concerning the European countries.

Effects: As the model assumes Aﬁerioan‘readiness t0 accept Furope as a

client, the Atlantic relationship is almost a domestic issue. The main

interest, therefore, lies in the effects of Atlanticised Furope on Soviet

‘and East Buropean policies.’

With the American presence and influence firmly implanted in Western

Europe, the Iron Curtain will thicken into the border-line between two

‘spheres of superhpoﬁer domination. The Soviet Union will harden its

p031t10n in Fastern’ Europe and might even welcome the developments in VWest-
ern Burope as a means of regalnlng dontrol over the Warsaw FPact countries.
This control could be exerolsed less obv1ously as there w111 be’ llttle dang-
er of any East European ‘state belng attracted by Atlantised Western Furope.
Fagt and Weet European oountrdes, equally resentlng super—power presence

and domlnance, become llnked by under—dog solldarlty.

Soviet policy towards Western Europe will depend on. the overall

relations between the two super-powers. If Atlanfticisation was the result
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of a major debacle in bast-West relations from which the Soviet Union
had emerged as a strengthened power, she would try to exploit this
position to atiract West Europeen states away from American domination
and. towards neutralism., If on the other hand, the Soviet Union had
gained nothing, there would be a strong tendency to come to arrange-
ménts on BEurope with the U.S. in order to stabilize the European situ-

ation and to free energy and resources for other problems e.g, China.

In any case, the Sov1et Unlon w111 be tempted to encourage national=~
iem and’ 1ndependence among West Euroneans and thereby make Aftlanticised
Furope even more unstable, But she will not offer concessions in
Central Burope. ) '

(5) Questions:

(1) Wwhat are:the factors likely to bring about a situation of American
predominance in Furope?
(a) American technological superiority and economic penetration?

(b) a major crisis in East-West relations?

(2) Would ‘the U.S. be prepared to exercise the leadership and under—
write the obllgatlons requlred by Atlanticised Europe° ‘

(3) Would European dependence of this kind

(a) egenerate neutrallsm within Europe and perhaps prompt attempts
fo seek a iapprocheﬁent with the Soviet Union?

(b) Cause the Soviet Union to adopt an active poliey towards o
‘Western Europe or %o concentrate on consolldatlng her p051tlon

within the communist bloe?
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(2)

(3)
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III. EUROPE TES PATRIES

Motivet Europe's cultural and historic heritage gives her a special
responsibility for safe-guarding world peace, But peace is only possible
in a situation of equilibrium between the two super-powers, 1In order to
acquire the necessary weight in world affairs to bring about that
equilibrium, East and West Europe must move closer together., This is only
possible in a loose political structure. Since the nation state is the
only viable entity in international affairs, European unity does not depend
on a formal common structure for co;operation or decision-making, But it
requires - unlike Fragmented Burope (liodel IV) - a general concensus of

political views among the Furopean states,

Structure: Wést’European states join together in a loose grouping with
frequent and regular consultation in all fields of policy, on the level

of heads of governments and ministers, to bring about common European
attitudes and joint actions. Member states keep their full sovereignty,
without relinquishing any decision-making powers to European organisations,
but all accept co-operation within Burope ~ East and West - and independence
of the super-powers as the major principle of their policies. Consideration
of the relationship with Eastern Europe is a major pfédécupation. In this

respect,Burcpe des Patries is the most eastward-orientated of all the models,

The EEC continues but is gradually divested of its supra-nétional
structure; the Council of Minisfefs becoming thé'only seat of political
power and/gggmission limited %o mere administration. The Atlantic Alliance
survives in its Article S,or guarantee,aspect, the integrated machinery

and command structure of NATO gradually erodes; defence bhecomes primarily

a national concexrn again, There is no integrated European defence organisation

hér joint arms procurement, but a general acceptance of "Buy BEuropean First",
French and British nuclear forces are now explicitly designed to serve as

a minimum deterrent force for Western Europe. The other West Buropean
states accept this protection and the prerogatives accompanying it.

Germany remains faithful to the obligation not to build up a national

miclear force and accepts restrictions on her conventional force levels

and the requisite inspections.

Treaties of trade and non-aggression are signed between East and West

European states,

Feagibility:
(1) European states will only be disposed to disregard American strategic

protection and to co-ordinate their policieé if they no longer feel that

their security is threatened, i.e, if détente continues and the Soviet Union
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pursues a mild policy towards Western Europe. Even then, given the

abgence bf political structures strong enough to mould diverging West
European policiés into some common form, Europe will be little more than
fhé nineteenth ceﬁtury Concert system, providing for permanent co-operation
and joint policy-making only in very iimited fields, and, moreover, in.
those léast affecting national sovereignty. Europe will, therefore, be
unable to live up to her political ambitions; instead of creating an
equilibriumibetween the two super-powers, Europe will, industrially and

strétegically, continue to be under their influence.

The inequality inherent in the Europe des Patries formula - privileges
enjoyed by nuclear powers, restriétions_imposed on West Germany - makes for
a considerable amount of instability. These inconsistencies can only be
avoided in a hegemonial structure, e.g. France or Britain or both becoming
the acknowledged leaders in Burope. Buf, zpart from the fact that this
leadership would not be taken.seriously either by West Germanyand Italy
or by the US and the Soviet Uﬁion, it wouid scafcely provide the other
West European states‘with advantages in international relations which they

could not hope to obtain by purely national policies,

Effects: ,

The US may, at firét, be opposed to this shift in Buropean pelicies. It
would appear to represent the failure of twenty years of American policy
towards Europe. If it starts to evolve, there would seem %o be only one
course open to the US, which is to concentrate on the clogest possible

working partnership with the Soviet Union and probably on a subsidiary

- bilaterial relationship with West Germany. There would seem to be one

posgible set of circumstances in which the Furope des Pairies formula might
suit the U3, namely if she has to devote increasing resources to domestic
problems while remaining militarily very active in Agia, so that she has
diminishing physical and intellectual resources to devote to European
questions, and at the same time wishes to free herself from the nagging of
her Europeén allies and the restrictions they impose on her freedom of
manoeuvre. o o

The eastward orientation of Europe des Patries makes for an ambivalent
Soviet attitude., Satisfaction with what would be regarded as a major set-
back to the American position in Europe will be balanced by the fear that
this Europe may prove almost irresistable to the BEast European nations.,
It would seem the Europe of their choice, sufficiently loosely structured
to embrace East and West FBuropeans, reviving the idea of Buropean heritage,
restoring the nation state to its traditional importance and challenging
the Soviet position in Eastern Europe. To be accepted by the Soviet Union,
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Europe des Patries would, therefore, have to coincide Wlth a lessening of
Soviet interest in Central Europe a2& a strategic g1a01s. "But this would
seem wishful thinking. Lacking the structure to integrate Germany in a

'~ collective organisation or to give her a position of equality emong European
nations by other means, Burope des Patriés does not offer a lasting
solution to the German problem, central to Soviet post-war policy. Far
from decreasing Soviet interest in Central Furcpe, it would, tﬁerefore,
arouse Soviet apprehension and increase Soviet concerﬁ about Europe. At
the same time, it would push the Soviet Union towards eioser coeoperatien
with the US.

Europe des Patries is not capable of unltlng the v1ews of West
European states for more than a short perlod, nor of g1v1ng satlsfactlon
to Germany, If West Germany is reluctant o0 accept dlscrlmlnatlon this
might ‘revive the complexes and fears of the inter-war years among Germany's
neighbours, adding to the residual fear in East and Vest Burope that so
loose a System could not handle a Buropean crisis. The result mlght 81mply
be to break up exlstlng collectlve gtructures without puttlng anythlng in

their place.

Europe des Patries lacks inner stability and may, therefore be Jjust a

slippery slope leading to Fragmented Europe (HModel IV)

(5) Questions: ‘
(1) What will be the effects of Europe des Patries on Eastern. Europe and

the Soviet Un10n9 _ , : _ ‘
(2) Would the trend towards eloser contacts with Bastern Burope imply the
_ dismantiing of Western coilective organisations, e.g., EEC and NATO?
(3) TDoes this model offer any aﬁtracfions toi~
 (a) Germeny? | | |
(b) Britain? . _
_(c) The smaller West European_countries?
(d) The US?
(4) Is the model viable w1thout a de Gaulle°
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IV, FRAGMENTED EUROPE

Motive: Nationalism and independence are the distinguishing features of

this model, There is no common motive, but a general acceptance that by
pooling their resources, the West European powers can neither better the
conditions of their peoples nor increase their influence in the world.
West Buropean states must avoid being drawn into super-power conflicts in
the Third World. This canh only bé achieved by more indepeﬁdent national
pblicies. They must co-operate more closely with East European countries.
This cénnot be achieved through either Europesn or Atlantic international

organisations, but only by each state pursuing its own national aims without

regard to any collective interests,

(2)

Fragmented Europé is in close proximity to "Europe des Patries" in
the scale of the models., While in the latter the Furopean states still
believe in some common actions though not structures, in the former they
have giveﬁ up any consideration of collective interests in their policy-

making and are no longer restrained from doing so by common structures,

Structure: No common structure. Western Burope splits into two major-

. groups: those countries which prefer a close relationship with the US

(cp, Atlanticised Burope), and those whose primary aim is complete

independence from any external influence.

The first group includes Britain, trying to maximise what is left of
the "special relationship"; possibly the Mediterranean members of NATO,
Holland and, in the first instance, West Germany, as long as security
considerations are high in the scale of her political priorities and she

requires a continuing American presence and strategic protection.

The'second gfoup of Buropean countries move towards & policy of pro-
tection in the economic and technologicél fields and neufrality in the
political and security field. They seek to.couhterbalanée their diminished
influence in Western Europe and the Atlantic world by increasing links with
Eastern Europe, France continues to 1a§ the physical basis of a stratégic
de tous azimuts, that is of armed reutrality, and establishes close
relations with Rumania, Czechoslovakia and possibly Poland, as well as
technical agreements with the Soviet Union. Benelux spiits with Belgium
and Imxemburg moving into France's orbit. The Scandinavian countries revert
to their traditional neutrality but try to acquire'ﬁore collectiﬁe power
by the formation of a Nordic Union; Sweden, as the leader of the group,

opts out of the NPT and decides to build nuclear weapons.
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All the West Buropean states:accept the fact that each separately
cannot keep up with the super~powers, and do not aspire to compete with
them in the world. They are resigned to the status of small, unimportant
powers. Reluc¢tance to be tied to super-power objectives or to be involved
in super-power struggles inspires and increases neutralist tendencies all
over Europe.

Some consultation continues in matters.of foreign and defence policy

w1th1n each group, but nelther 1ntegrat10n nor any other form of supra-

,natlonallsm is accepted. The EEC collapses. Economlc co-operatlon in ‘

Festern Europe 1s organised through bllateral arrangements and 1nternat10na1
conventlons, 1nulud1ng the East European states (e.g2. GAT;, UN Agencles)

The Atlantic Alllance, shorn of military integration and permanent con-
sultative bodies (e.g. NATO Council), continues merely as a pact of mutual
assistance in case of unprovoked ‘aggression, while the peripheral members,
€.g. Portugal or Canada, have left it altogether. In addition,.new"defence
arrangements link the "Atlanticised™ nations to the US, possibly within a
mini-NATO, '
Feasibility: Present economic and security arrangements in Europe, like
EEC or NATO, have not yet imposed enduring patterns sufficient to prevent

fragmentation; e.g. the EEC can stop short of an economic union and turn

"into a mere secretariat body for administering a customs union. If West

Europeans accept fragmentatidnﬁ)it will be at the cost of mounting
sacrifices in their economic, technological and military potential. The
econcmic and technological independence of the individual states can only
be achieved at the price of industrial provincialism, dirigisme and a -
decline in standards of living. The disparity between the countries trying

to retain independence and those profiting from close defence and industrial

" ties with the US, will offer a conetant incentive to forego the ambltlon

of complete natlonal 1ndependence.

Fragmented Europe presupposes that, securlty con31derat10ns have a low

_ prlorlty and that West Buropeans. trust détente to be permanent, But the

very unpredictability of Fragmented Europe, the friction between the
independent powers and those retaining a link with the US, and the unrest

caused by nationalist emotions .(e.g. nationalist irridenta breeding crisis)

. . would run counter to détente. The undefined position of Germany and the

competition for its allegiance would add to this. ingtability. West Germany
might be tempted to seek an arrangement with France both for security
reasons and in order to find help in her quest for a stable solution of

her national problem. But the chance of reaching a solution acceptable to
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German interests will be negligible., At best, if the Soviet Union were
ever prepared to come to an arrangement with a Franco-German entente,it
would be an arrangement on French, rather than on German,'conditions.

It is doubtful whether if would be in France's interests tb pa& more than

lip-service to German reunification in a Fragmented Europe.

Effectss The US would regard this Europe as a risky area and adopt an
attitude of political and economic caution, trying to limit her commit-
ments in order to avoid bheing dragged into inter-European skirmishes, and

almost certainly withdrawing her troops.

Yet, the presence of American troops may seem essential to the East
European countries, While-they are not at all opposed to Fragmented
Furope'!s main features of independence and nationalism and might themselves
be influences by them, they will continue to fear German independence and
nationalism. For this reason, they may advocate a collective security
gtructure for Burcpe, or at least a system providing for continuing

American military. presence.

The Soviet Union will, at first, regard fragmentation in Western
Europe as a congenial development. The absence of common structures or even
cohesion within Western Europe, and American reluctance to become involved,
will be seen as an opportunity to gain influence in the West without losing
control in the East. Yet, second thoughts might lead the Soviet Union to
a different conclusion: would a nationalist Fragmented Furope not escape
control, and would its latent instabiiity not adversely affect the Soviet
position in East Europe? Europe's instability and unpredictability might,
therefore, foster closer co-operation between the super-powers, seeking

to control the explosive European area.

Such considerations might prompt the Soviet Union to try and impose
her own model on Europe. This might take the form of a renewal of the
demands of the 1950's for the abolition of all forms of multilaterél
security arrangements in Europe (relying on the fact that there is already
a network of bilateral treaties between the Soviet Union and the Eastern
European powers and among them) coupled with a special arrangement for
Germany. This might either take the form of a return to Potsdam which might
find support in Paris and would be resisted in Washington and London, or
some form of four power security agreement involving the two super-powers
and the two Germanies. At the very least this would imply the international
recognition of the DDR, and of course considerable restriétions on the freedom
of the FDR. Yet in this situation it might be difficult for the US to oppose

such a suggestion,



-16-

Whatever the Soviet reaction mey be, the country that has most to

loose from Fragmented'ﬁurbpe is Germany.

(5) Questions: . _ , '

(1) Would Germany's security neede be satisfied by the American military

| guarantee or might she seek further security, e.g. the proteotion
offered bj a French nuclear umbrella or, despite NPT, a national nucleer
force? ' - | ' '

(2) If post-war European'cé-operation is collapsing, could the essence of
Buropean security be maintained?
(a) By miulti-lateral arrangement between the US and those West

: Eﬁropean states which accept continuing defence ties with the US?
(k) By bilateral defence arrangements between the US and these states?
Which solution would the US itself prefer?
(3)' Would fragmentationh in Western Burope lead to a similar situation in

FBastern Burope? Would this facilitate a solution for the German problem?
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V. INDEPENDENT FEDERAL EUROPE

Motive: The Wést EBuropean powers rally together in order to achie%e the
maximum independence from the super-powers. They aim to gain a decisgive
influence for Burope in world affairs bj acting as & balancing element
between them. They agree that this can only be achieved by the creation
of a West European Federal State,

Structure: West Europe - the six EEC countries and the four épplicants -
adopts a federal structure. 4 federal parliament, elected by direct
suffrage, controls the federal goﬁernment, which is equipped with decision-
making powers in matters of foreign policy, defence and economic policy,
including taxation. The Federatlon pursues an 1ndependent policy ‘towards
the US and the Soviet Uhloq,

The Federation inherits national nuclear forces and forms a European
strategic force, -But it does not succeed to the component states! commitment
to the Atlantic Alliance which is abrogated, though the US may retain
bilateral defence relations with some European states outside the Federation,
such as Greece and Turkey (or Britain if she is not a member). US troops
leave federal territory. The unéettled,German problem becomes a problem
of the Federatién which inherits the former allied responsibilities in
Berlin.

The federal structure excludes discrimination against a member
states or its nationals;the Federation's president, prime minister or
defence minister, might, therefore, be German as well as French, British

(if she is a mgmber) or Iuxembourgois.

Peagibility: Federation implies that national and regional loyalties have
been chammelled into a Burcpean loyalty to the extent that the French
accept being governed by a German, the Germans by an Italian, etc. Only if
this amount of cohesion is acguired is an-Independent Burope,feasible?
Failure of complete identification among component states, as well as the
persistence of natiocnal distrust, will leave the federal government with
weak central power and disable it, especially in the field of nuclear

defence, from living up to the objective of independence.

But although the required cohesion would be difficult to achieve, the
concept of an independent and united Europe might help the Europeans to
live through the difficult period of federating; acting as a powerful myth
by projecting the nation state on to the FEurcopean scale and by flattering

a sense of moral and cultural superiority vis-4-vis the two super~powers.
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A European federation can, if it is ready to make the reguisite
financial sacrifices, establish at least a minimum, e.g. "arm-tearing-off"
nuclear deterrent with hardened second-strike and penetration capability,

provided that not only France but Britain, too, contribute their nuclcar

- potential capacity. If the ten member states are prepared to accept an

(4)

additional 20 per cent expenditure on defence,it should at least be able

to affect unacceptable damageron Soviet and American cities., It will not
have the counter-foroeoptioné that the super-powers possesAs,' and tolthat
extent Burope's freedom of action iﬂ a real crisis may be limited. DBegides
in the early years of such a federation, it is inconceivable that the federal
government would wield the'centrélised power required to take rapid

decisions about the use of nuclear weapons, if necessary in defiance of
Moscow or Washington. Nor would thefé be sufficient identification of
interest among the component hations, s0 that a serious crisis would involve
a high risk of the Federation breaking up., Moreover, the growing costs of
maintaining and developing a viable European deterrent could lead public
opinion to endorse less ambitious defence policies. The federal government's
ability to meintain the independent deterrent would be politically at risk.

Conseguently, the credibility of the deterrent would be low.

The Buropean nuclear force may, therefore, do little more than mark
the formally independént chardcter of the Federation, without endowing
Europe with decisive freedom of action in a crisis or creating any long-

term balance in the relations of the super-powers.

Effects; iﬁdependent Federal Eﬁrope would be unwanted and opposed both in
East and Vest. In the West, it would incresse American disenchantment with
Europe, mixed with'grudging admiration and even the hope of converting this
rowerful Europe into a worthy ﬁhftner at a later stages For both the
Soviet Union and East Buropean countries it will be the least desirable

Burope. 'The EBast Buropean states would draw closer to the Soviet Union for

fear . of a new power, endowed with nuclear arms and dominated by West Germany.

The Soviet Union would share this fear., The possibility of winﬁing over
this powerful Europe would not seem to be open to her. The Soviet Union
would distrust West Burope's.claim to have dissociated herself entirely

from the US; and continuing economic and monetary relations would give good
ground for this suspicion., The Soviet position in Central BEurope, therefore,
would harden, and any prospects of settlement of Buropean problems would

vanish,

Independent Federal Europe would invite super-power co-operation
agaihst it Its emergence, therefore, is improbable, It would not even
. X hi
come about through  some great catyclysm in world affairs. T 1?wou1d have to

be a crisis of 2 kind that is gifficult to foresee, in order to bring about
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independence as well as federation, since it implies both zoiclsion
against American policy and, simultaneously, renewed apprehension of a
Soviet threat to Eur9pe. 'Unless these were linked, revulsion =u.inst
America would incite national independence rather than federalisation,
while apprehgnsion bf a Soviet threat would fosﬁer European federalisation

but not independence from the US, Besides in the event of a cat clysm in

international relations, it is doubtful whether Europe would at all be

prepared, in the 1970'5, to unite against thehSoviet Union in the event
of a Soviet threat, It may be more realistic to expect - e.g. Wwith France
continuing her present policy - different Buropean states adopting different

attitudes towards the Soviet Union.

It is, however, possible to envisage Independent Federal Europe coming

about by way of failure of Partnership Federal Burope (ilodel VI),

Questions:

(1) Will a minimum deterrent be adequate to sustain the ambition of
independence? _
Will the signature of the NPT be an incentive for a European nuclear
force? : l '

(2) What will be the effect of this Burope, which includes a strong

. Germany and has inherited the German problem, on Eastern Europe and

the Soviet Union?

(3) What is likely %o be the scope of Independent Federal Europe!s
commitments and obligations in the Third World?
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VI. FARTNERSEIP FPEDERAL EUROFE

(1) Motive: Burope cannot on her own play a decisive role in world

(2)

affairs nor solve her problems, but only in co-operation with, and

by influencing the U.S3; expecting fmerican support for specific
European interests in return for European support for Americen policies,
Partnership is seen as a constellation that'will, in the long term, lead
to stability in‘American—EMropean relations and solve problems in East-
West relations as well as in the Third World, despite accentuating
Furope's division in the short term. To become a partner in its own

right in this relationship, Burope must unite.

Structures West Turope is organised as a federal structure with a federal
parliament and government to which oomponenf states, among fheﬁ Britain,
have handed over major decision-making POWETS, Yet,-while tﬁis structure
is similar to that of "Independent Federal Europe', Partnership Hurope's

political-orientation'is fundamentally different., Its policy is designed

to keep Kurope a partner of the U,S., sufficiently independent not to

become a gatellite, sufficiently co-operaiive not to alignate the American

partner, and to serve American as well as European objectives.

£

Burcpe evelves graduslly into its new fdrm. Turing the proceés of
federating, West Furopean governments increase their functiicnal co-operation
beyond EEC in order %o create a viable pattern for political integration.

In the defence field a supra-naiional, integrated Eﬁropean Defence Communilty
(EDC) is set-up, comprising the following elements: a.Eufopean'general
staff with integrated planﬁing staffs, the integration of national conven-
tional forces at divisional level, common uniforms and stancardization of
equipment and methods of training, and a single Furopean logistics system.
There is a Buropean Defence Board with its own budgety to which member
states contribute fixed proporiions; and a European Arms Development and
Procurement Organisaztion for all major weapon sysiems. The forces of the
EDC are assigned to NATO; SACEUR is & Buropean, with &n American deputy for

the control of American nueclear weapons.

In the early federating process, the residual British and French
nucleer forces remain outside the system, but if they are at all signifi-
cant when the federal political structure is nearing completion, they will
have tq be absorbed in some way intoc the EDC; Federal Eﬁrope, as the
"successor" state under the non-proliferation agrsement, will then have to

decide whether to maintain its own nuclear deterrent.



‘While Europe is evolving into a federation, the basic Atlantic
Alliance structure is retained, but a'SPecial system of consultation
and joint-poiicy-making is set-up to c¢o-ordinate Buropean snd American
policies, both within the Atlantic area and outside it. imerican leader-
ship is accepted in the stratégic field. The American nuclear deterrens
is designed and trusted to cover all partnership objectives. Stronger
machinery than the McNamara - Committee is provided to include Hurope
in the nuclear decision-making process; federating Burope - and sub-
sequently Federal Europé - contributing financially to the cost of the
American strategic force, Already at this stage, the Buropean members
are sufficiently unified and distinctive as & power group, primarily
concerned with Central European problems, to justify a separate relation-
ship with the United States. To bridge the gap until the multilateral
glliance is reorganised, the U.S. undertakes to maintain a minimum number
of forces in Europe. With the completion of the Federation the Alliance
is transformed from a multilateral collective security system into a bi-
lateral relationship between two super-states. The remaining peripheral
members of the original alliance are offered bilateral defence treatfies

with each of the federal pariners.

(3) PFeasibility: The federal structure would, in the Federation's formative
years, be faced with persisting national loyalties, having a weakening effect
“on the Federal Government's authority. Yet, in view-of the absence of a
European nuclear-deterrent, a lower degree of internal cohesion is required

than in "Independent Federal Europe".

Partnership's major problem is that of balance: ISurope, though a for-
-midable economic power can never - even with Britain a member of the
Federation ~ hope to acguire the degree of strategic power, the diversity
of interest or the politic¢al influence of the U.S. She is, therefore, con-
fined to the role of a Jjunior pariner, highly senéitive to. American supremacy.
-This basic inequality constitutes & germ of disunity within the Fartnership
relation. A considerable degree of goodwill and restraint on the part of
the stronger pértner is required, not only affer‘the Fedefatipn hasg gfown
into a sufficiently coherent and gtrong entity, but even more so during the
formative years when Buropeans, still precccupied with their infernal
problems and unwilling to assuwne responsibilities outside Furope, need the
encouragement and understanding of their American partner. The feasibility
of the partnership orientation for Furope depends, therefore, to a large
extent on the readiness of U.,S. official and publie opinion to tréatrEurope

like a pariner, notwithstanding her inherent inequalifty.

Iurope scquires a stronger say in American policy-mdking simply by



- 22 .
speaking with one voice, thus becoming one of the recognised elements in
the American decision-making process. She might, after having acquired
sufficient intermal cohésion, try to increase this influence by putting
hergel{ on a more equal fooling with the U.3, in the field of nuclear
weapons, By building upon residual French and British muclear capacities,
Europe could develop a minimum nuclear deterrent force. If nuclear
weapens continue io be an international status symbol, a Iuropean nuclear
force, however minor, might e regarded as essential by Europearsto main-
tain Burope's position as an independent partne? of the U.S. But a
Furopean nuclear force which endowed Europe with any real independence in
a crigis, might create a distru;tful and difficult working relationship
within the Pértnership. There would be constant American temptation to

gain control over the European strategic capacity.

comeg and the tighter its federal structure, the larger will be its demands
to participate in strategic decisions. The U.S.' willingness to accept
Eurcpe's participation w%ll vary in proportion to the degree of its power
relative to Europe, the state of American relations with the Soviet Union

and China, and her cwn intexnal situation. The greater the military threat,
the more the U.S. will need a strong partner in Rurope; but the less she

- will feel -able b0 -concede in -terms of equality and sharing in decision-making.
The stronger and the more independent the European Defence Community, the
greater the pressure on the U.S. to withdraw,.troops from Zurope and reduce

their Buropean commitments,

For the Parinership to remain stable and not to slip over into a
relationship between leader and subordinate ("Atlanticised Burope") or into
a relationship of rivalry ("Independent Federal Europe"), a state of near
equality or healthy competition in the economic and technological fields will

need to be balanced by an unequal relationship in military power.

A closely-knit Partnership with a defined structure and formal rights of
consultation may only be praciicable for matters directly affecting the
European-Atlantic area. The U.S. will not readily concede to Burope similar
rights in respect of her policies in 4sia and latin America, nror will Buxope
want to assume new commitments there. But with Burope becoming united and
powerful, major events the world over will affect her., It is difficult to
conceive that FEurope would not insist on a say in American policy decisions
relating to East-West problems. Yet, Burope's influence on the U,S., will
vary; greater in economic and monetary matters than in defenice; on Middle-
Bastern and Afrfican questions than on Asia. In the early stages of Partner-

ship, the spread of consuliation will be eclearly limited.
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Effects: The U.S, is looking for a strong united Western Europe, hich

. times of tension will contrlbute sxgnlflcantly to Westerm cdefenues :nd,

- dn times of. detenta, will g;?vide a satlsfactory framework for Germany

aixd help fowards g setilement im Gentral Burcpe; besides sharing somc

of the U.8.' globael burdens. Nevertheles,s, the U.8. will ot be prepa. -
to how the amount 'of patience and consideration for Furope that Partner-
ship relation requires, unless she feels herself internally week and in
need of a ﬁiiitary and political partner in any renewal of the Cold Var.
The U.S; cannot support a degree of politicoémilitary wnion for Burope
which could leed to a political separation of Europe from Americe.

Though she is nominally committed $o a Partnership, it is in fect some
form of Atlanticised Burope which would suit her interests betier. .

Pax*nership Federal Europe might be of eonsidersble atiraction fo
East European countries, as it would keep the Americans in FEurope and
allay Eagt European apprehensions of a Germasn dominated Buropean Community,
vhile at the same time refurbishing the Ruropean image. But the East
Furopeans will feel themselves excluded from the European process while

fwestérn Burope is preoccupied with the exacting task of federating and of

defining its relationship with the U.S. As this period is bound to be long
and progress slow, the East Buropeans will have no other choice than to
move closer towards the Soviet Union.

For the Soviet {inion, Pertnership Burope will be an unwelsome form
of West Furopesn integration and orientation; 1t will be seen to perpetuate
the American position in Burope and inorease Western power. This Western
position of strength would preclude any mejor Soviet concession in Central
Burope. This would imply that, even within the Federation, West Germeny
would have to accéﬁt resirictions of a digeriminatory character o long as
the Ge;man and Berlin problems remained unsettled. On the other hand, by
the time the process of federation gets underwsy in Western Burope, Soviet
eontrol, both in terms of ideology and of policy, over at least Czechoslovalkia,
Hungary and- fumenia may have been very conslderably eroded, China mey be her

progress.. . In this case might nhot her wisest gamblt lie in & different
approach? She might encourage a counterpart to Western Burope by the form-
ation of an Eastern Iuropean Union, of which she herself was not a part,
but to which she was linked in a'"partnershipf relation and to which she

was prepared to give a guarantee of support in the event of aggression.

But whatever the external relations, the Partnership itself will be
subject to severe internal strains. Though giving firet priority to the

Atlantic Partnership, West Furopeans will wish to mitigate'adverse reactions



- 24 =
From Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, But to the extent t"ait Pertner-

ship Federal Burope adapts her policies accordlngly, she risks upsettlng
the Partnership. '

Moreover, a fully federal Europe w111 be more exactlng than are th:
_European states today as 1nd1v1dual allies of the U.S. The Partnershlp can
only be sustalneﬁ if both partners continue t0 act in sympathy and in harmony
in order ta counter_the,cenfrifugal forces implicif in the concept of
"equality", and the constant risk of a divorce which could not, thereafter,

be mended,

On the other hand, if Burope stops short -of full federation, the Buro-
peans will find Partnership frustrating because they will have less power,
individually and collectively, than they had before. A half-baked politiecal
Europe will lose more than it can win by choosing Partnershlp. If they chose

Partnership, therefore, the 1"uropeans must be prepared to go all the WEY

(5) Questions:

(1) Will the traditional American assumption remain valid that, the more
integrated Burope is, the more powerful and the more valuable she will

be as a partnexr?

(2) Would a Europesn nuclear force be compatible with

(a) the federal structure?
Would Partnership‘Federal Europe be conceivable with France
and Britain retaining their national nuclear capacities?

(b) the partnership relatidn with the U.S%
What would be the minimum that Eur0pe would have to demand to
maintain its p081t10n &8s an "equal™ partner in the strategic
field, and the maxlmum the U.5. would concede?

Are there clrcumstances where the U. S.’mlght a351st Durope to develop

4

"Junior deterrent"?

‘(3) Will the U.S. still think it necessary to maintain forces in Europe
when the ELC is formed?
Will Europe still require American forces as a "hostage" for its

security?

(4) What new structure will be needed to replace the.existing Atlantic

political and defence systems as Burope moves towards federation?

(5) Will Partnership require consultation and co~ordination on all major
 policy issues, or will it work better if confined to the Buropean and

Atlantic area?

..................



(6)

(7)

- 25 -

i
Does Partnership Federal Burope provide favourable prospects

for & settlement in Central Burope?

To what extent, and how, will the_international economic and

monetary environment affect the Partnership?



