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Introduction

Integration in the field of West European security has again
become a timely and important issue. This is not due to a
m&jor progress toward an independent West European defense
and a central political structure but derives from
incremental recent steps of integration and cooperation
among West European countries. Those gradual developments
create the potential for structural changes within the
Atlantic—-West European security setup as well as within

continental East-West and North-South relations.

The impulses in Western Europe are neither oriented toward a
revitalization of the early concepts of the European Defense
Community nor are they based on a deliberate decision of
West European policy makers to establish a security union by
the year 2000, Rather, Western Europe is part and parcel of
a relatively rapid process of domestic and international
changes which create new and pressing challenges for further
West Eurcpean integration in the security secter. Such
developments have occured since the eighties within two
diverse political processes: the transition from
confrontative to cooperative patterns in East-West relations
following Gorbachev's accession to power and the evolution
in West Buropean integration starting with the Southern
enlargement and culminating in the decision on the Single

Eurcpean Act.

Along with the shift in Moscow's leade;ship and the
beginning of a 'new thinking' in Soviet foreign policy, a
new cooperative component in the relations of the two super-
powers has been developed.! The INF agreement and the U.S.-
Soviet talks on the reduction of strategic weapons are only
two of many more signs for a new bilateral dynamics creating

extensive repercussions on security policy in Western

1 European Strategy Group, The Gorbachev Challenge and European
Security, Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft Baden-Baden 1988.
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Europe. However, many among the West Eurcpeans directly
affected get the impressicn of being in a position to
exercise only limited influence on these outcomes, whereas
others look upon them as a chance for specific West European
contributions to the modification of East-West as well as

trans—-Atlantic relations.

On the other hand, the West European integration prbcess has
also started on its way. Notwithstanding Turkey's
application for membership to the EC, the Southern-
enlargement was completed, as for the time being, by the
admittance of Greece, Spain, and Portugal. Yet, Malta and
Cyprus are alsb at the door stéps of the Community, while
other aspirants'in Central and Northerh Europe have started
a serious discussion on Jjoining the Twelve. Integrated
Western Europe reaches out into new geographic and, “indeed,
geopolitical spheres. Measures to intensify the integration
process have also been taken: the Single European Act and
the decision to complete the Internal Market by December
1992. In addition, the stengthening ¢f Franco-German defense
cooperation and the revival of the Western European Union
were proceeded - the latter being interpreted by many

Europeans as the basis for a European security union.

Overmore, in the United States, the President, Congress, and

the American strategi¢ community are unanimously claiming an
increased West European contribution to Western defense
efforts.?

It seems as if various processeé would supplement each other
in a perfect way: the new international need for a stronger
security cooperation in Western Europe on the one hand and
the more traditional domestic demand in Western Europe for .
an integrated security component, added to the previous

unification activities. However, looking into the practical

2 The emanating challenges for Western Europe from these U.S. demands
are discussed by Sir Geoffrey Howe, The European Pillar, in Foreign
Affairs, Winter 1984/85, p. 330 - 343.
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development of West European security ccopéeration more
thoroughly, .serious structural and conceptional problems on
the way to an appropriate and productive Western European
security identity become obvious and seem to disgualify -
for the time being - any substantial plan for the
construction of the European pillar in NATO or for an

autonomous West European . defense entity.

The West Europeans should, however, be: aware of
preconditions as well as conseguences of thelr new
integrational dynamic in order to direct the process rather
than to be pushed by internal circumétances and by the
international environment. In the following chépﬁers we try

to look at this dynamic from four different angles:

— from the perspective of the trans-Atlantic security
setting,

- the security functions to be taken up by the West
Europeans, C

— the integration strategies applied by Western Europe, and

- the tasks ahead for West European integration and security
policy. ' :

These different perspectives of analysis are meant to widen

the view of the issue and to show its most important

dimensions. '

I. The United States, security, and integration in
Western Europe 7 '

There is reason to analyse the West European integration
first of all as‘a part of the‘trans—Atlantic cooperation and
_ integration process. The compatibility of a WestrEurbpean
security union with NATO is, without any doubt, one of the
most difficult preblems. It is certainly part of mdst_public
s?eeches of officials and other experts, however, so far no
ready-made solution is in sight. Unlike the integration in

the "field of economics and foreign policy, where the EC and
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EPC have been built up, Western Europe's defense policy is
already being tied on to a firm cboPerative security
framework, NATO. Supplementation to it seems tc make sense
only if additional gains were to be made in terms of
strengthening Western defense and cohesion. Bowever, it
remains an open gquestion if the West Europeans will be able
to push the substance and organization of their own security

interests without weakening the Western Alliance.

When the Atlantic-West European security system was created,
after World War II, West'European integration was regarded
as an integral element of the organization of Western
defense - at least from an American peint of view. A close
econcmic and political cooperation among West Eurcpean
states was not only intended to support NATQO's defense
efforts, by strengthening the bulwarks vis—a-vis the Soviet
Union, but was also expected, in the middle term, to make
the U.S5. engagement in Europe cbsclete cor, at least, to help

reducing Washington's burdens.

President Kennedy's call for an equal partnership between
the United States and the West Europeans was less an offer
tc share power in the Western Alliance than a demand for
more equal burden sharing among the allies., The Europeans
were hot only asked to take over more of NATO's defense
costs but also - even more imbortant - to assure part of the
protection of world-wide common Western interests. However,
a West European international power which would carry such
additional burden has not yet emerged. The United States has
probably mistaken the foundation ¢f the European Economic
Community as being the beginning of a West European

federation with authoritative foreign and security policy.

Those miscalculations or wrong expectations on the part of
Washington may occur again if the United States will take
the ubiquitous talk in Western Europe of the necessary

strengthening on the "European pillar”™ and the declaration
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of a Europeanizing of defense for real. It seems that the
West Eurcpeans have not yet become aware of the fact that
240 million Americans may not for ever continue to guarantee
the security of 320 miilion West Eurcpeans against 280
million Soviets. American disappointmént tomorrow may be as
wide as it has been when the original idea of a more
comprehensive Atlantic alliance and a more equal burden

sharing did not materialize in the last forty vyears.

Western Europe has played an active part in a trans—Atlantic
integration framework in the field of security rather than
in the creation of regional West European substance for
defense and security of its own, except for France which has
produced the only relevant structural change in NATO so far.
While, in the field of security and defense, the United
States was part and even leader of the cooperation and
integration among Western allies, she remains an external
actor when it comes to eccnomic and foreign peolicy .
integration in Western Europe. In some respect West European
integration was developed even in opposition to the United
States and her trade and economic policy. The moest prominent
clashes occurred in agricultural trade: from the chicken to
the corn war. The concertation of the Economic Summits has
been trying to overcome part of the cleavages which exist
here without, however, being able tc¢ go back to the golden
days of the immediate post war situation. Western Eurcpe and
more specifically the EC has grown up as a powerful economic
actor in the world, it has become an independent economic

European pillar among Western industrial centers.

However, the military European pillar in NATO does not
automatically follow this achieved positicon. There are too
many traditions and difficulties to be overcome. Were the
Europeans to enhance their substance and say in NATO, a
restructuring of the Atlantic Alliance would be unavoidable.
Henry Kissinger and others have made interesting suggestions

in this regard. Does this mean that Western Europe now can
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play this bulwark role Washington wanted it to play? And, if
the Internal Market is the single moét important challenge
from Europe for the United States, will Washington tend to
ask more impatiently for a larger share in the common

defense efforts?

West European integration has achieved a stage where it will
affect trans—-Atlantic cocperation and integration,
especially with respect to securtiy gquestions. If, in fact,
Western Europe were able to build up a Buropean NATO pillar,
this would mean the introduction of a further competitive
element in the trans-Atlantic relations. Will we have to
expect a series of trans-Atlantic "wars" following the
wellknown pattern of agricultural trade? What would then be,
on balance and in terms of security gains,‘the outcome of
the West European integraticn and the Atlantic restructuring
process? Could it be a relief or a burden for America? Would
it help West European integration but harm Western Europe's

security?

II. The range of security tasks and the West European
integration process '

Despite and because of the persisting structural asymmetries-
in the Alliance and the continuing'(nuclear) prdtection of
West European countries by the United States, the |
integration effort in Western Europe has not been without
attempts for more self—assertiﬁeness in the seéufity sector.
But, Jjust as economic and foreign policy remain rather a
side-theater of the trans-Atlantic security coopefation;
security cooperation among the West European states has been
at the marginrof their precccupation with coﬁmunity

- building. Nevertheless, the idea of a speéific West European
contribution to Western security, even without the
establishment of a common defense union, was always on the

the West Europeans' mind. Integration and security have
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always been regarded as an unseparable organic connection3,
Security, in this context, was not restricted to doctrines,
soldiers, and weapons, but included a number of other and
sometimes more relevant practical factors, such as intra-
West Eurcopean stability, economic and social progress,
cooperative networks, etec.; factors which are not directly
relevant in the military East-West balance but which play an
important role for the Western cohesion and strength to cope

with a wider range of dangers to West EBuropean interests.

The first contribﬁtion to the security of Western Europe in
this wider sense was devoted to reconciliation among former
enemies and to intra-alliance stability. The attempt to
reach this goal via integration was the creation of the
European Community for Coal and Steel, an organization which
introduced a high amcunt of mutual confidence into formerly
warmongering states while, at the same time, submitting
major resources of war-making under a supra-national regime.
Other attempts for confidence building followed ranging from
the project of a European Defense Community via the European
Fconomic Community and the Fouchet Plans up to the Franco-—
German security cooperation of today. Not all of them were
successful. The. Common Brigade and the Defense Council in
themselves are not a direct contribution to the defense of
Western Europe-in_terms of military missions. But they are
helpful instruments of confidence; and valuable embryonic
test cases for a diversification within the Western approach

to seCurity.4

From its very inception the Brussels Treaty and WEU were
intended as an intra-Buropean stability measure and have

kept part of this function up to now. WEU was never really

? Karl Kaiser, Ein unaufléslicher Zusammenhang: Sicherheit und
Integration, in Werner Weidenfeld (Ed.), Pie Identitdt Europas,
Schriftenreihe der Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung No. 225,
Bonn 1987.

4 Maybe it is helpful for the success of this- policy that there are

hardly any possibilities to go beyond the test, as all German brigades
are incorporated in NATO.
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used as a nucleus of West European security integration.

. Only since the failure 6f the Genscher/Colombo initiative
has it become a kind of substitute for the paralysed EPC
thus starting an independént line of security integration in
Western Europe. But even during this period the activation
of the WEU (just like the Franco-German military
cooperation) served - at least from .a French point of wview -
to stabilize the political structure in CentraI'Europe and
to tie the Federal Republic as firmly as possible to the

Western world.

The core challenﬁe for Western defense has been to cope with
Soviet expansionism, agressiveness and excessive military
capability. As all military forces of the WEU member
countries and their command have been assigned to NATO, they
have not been able to emerge as an identifiable West
Eurcopean contribution to overall Western defense. As an
organization, WEU has not much helped to deter the USSR, to
bring about arms control agreements, or to develop
cooperative East-West networks. Since 1984, the activated
WEU has not much changed in this regard; WEU could become a
last resort, if NATO dismemberéd. Even with respect to so-
called out-of-area security challenges, WEU has remained far
below reasonable expectations, the very recent concerted

mine-sweeping action in the Persian Gulf not withstanding.

More important for West Européan security have been the
policies for cooperative East-West relations by the EC and
the EPC béth of whic¢ch played a substantive role during the
CSCE process especially regarding the subjects of baskets II
and III. This performance was one of the major reasons why
political and economic aspects of security have become part
of EPC's agenda. EPC helped to formulate and implement a
West European position on economic and huﬁan rights

questions.
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It has been a precondition for an effective defense (and a
challenge in itself)} to organize the economic and
technolegical competition among Western nations. The
guestion of how to organize production and procurement of
armaments has become mcore and more important. The
integration efforts in this regard are very weak in Western
Europe. The EC does not deal with subjects related to
military gooeds. Other organizations, such as the Independent
Eurcopean Program Group (IEPG) have started practical
approaches to the problem without being that much conceived
in terms of West European integration. The same applies to
organizations such as EUREKA and ESA which are defined to be
dealing with non-military issues only, however, their
existence and their achievements have undoubtedly military

implications.

Part of this challenge was the gquestion to which degree the
West Europeans and the members of the Western industrialized
world at large should organize an economic and technological
exchange with the opposing Warsaw Pact countries.. Here,
again, the EC was a useful though not the only framework of
consultation among West European nations. The issue of the.
béginning eighties will certainly re—-emerge 1in connection
with Gorbachev's economic reform policy. It has, in fact,
already started with the Europeans asking to shrink the
COCOM lists and the Americans asking their West Eurogpean
allies to refrain from large amounts of favorébly

conditioned credits for the Soviet Union.

A growling challenge for the West Europeans has been how to
find enough public support for the security and defense
policy of the Western alliance. In this regard, consensus
building and legitimation has not only been a contribution
to internal stability but alsc a factor of external
efficiency. EUROGROUP has tried to bring about at least
partial consensus among the European naticns in NATO (with

the exception of France) to convince the American government
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of the West European contribution tc the Alliance. WEU and
partially EPC have been instrumental to develop a West
European view on a wide range of security related gquestions
and to propagate it among the European public. WEU's so-
called Platform of October 1987 has had quite a stimulatihg
effect on West EBurcpean consensus building both for member
and non member countries.-The problem here remains -how to

implement the provisions of the Platform.

The record of Western Europe's attempts to take cover some of
the functions of a security community is ambivalent. Given
NATO's existence, 1t is hard to justify additional endeavors
for more security. Western Europe tries to identify specific
tasks for West European "missions"™, such as the mine
sweeping action, military technological cooperation, or
contributions to-the CSCE negotiation proceSs. One problem

is the unbalanced development of a collective West European

‘actor for security policy (dealing only with the cooperative

side of East-West relations). The other problem is that most
of a West European security identity is gained by deviating

from Washington's views.

IIT. Integration strategies and security in Western
Europe

1. The models
The West European integration process has never only

followed the classical models and strategies. It has been
developed with federal as well as. confederal elements, with

‘supranational and intergovernmental components. It has been

conceived as leading to a "superpower 1in the making" or as a
civilian or neutral power-acting as an ally to the Third
World countries. At present, the most promineht model seems
be that of a "market power" combined with a European pillar
in NATO. Security has always been included in thoselmodels,

even in the civilian power model.
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Two main integration strategies have influenced conceptional
thinking in Western Europe: defense-first and defense-last.
The defense-first strategy proceeds from the assumption that
integration can only move forward if the process starts with
a political and defense union. Defense and foreign policy
are both the core areas of national sovereignty and the test
areas for the political will of the member countries to
proceed toward unity. They will provide the breakthrough for
the whole integration process and all other sectors will
follow. The Pleven Plans, the European Defense Community and
the wider reach#ng European Political Community, were
largely inspired by those integration strategies. They
failed and were never picked up again. Fouchet's missicn was
less comprehensive and had to take intc account that three

sectoral communities had successfully been launched before.

The defense-last strategy 1s also based on the cenviction
that the defense sector is the crucial one. But exactly
because of this sensitivity, all other areas have to be
integrated first before the defense union can mark the final
stage of the whole integration process. After the failure of
Pleven's Plans this strategy has become, nolens volens, the
dominant integraton philosophy. Once the EC had developed to
a relatively substantial level of economic integration, a
pragmatié initiative for European Pcolitical Cooperation was
taken and a concertation in security questions seemed a -

logic next step of .develcopment.

Within this strategy two main approaches have been applied:
security integration inside or cutside the Community system.
The inside-approach was concéntrated on the EPC which, from
the outset, had to deal with security relatated subjects
such as the Middle East conflicts and the CSCE. The
Genscher/Colombo Initiative, which wanted to add defense
ministers and the respective substructure to the existing

EPC apparatus, was not acceptable to countries like Ireland,
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Denmark and Greece. Since this unsuccessful attempt, the
Single European Act and specifically its title III confines
EPC to economic and political aspects of security and it may
well be difficult in the future to go beyond these treaty

boundaries.

Evolution toward security cooperation coculd rather be
expected from another‘angle of the Community system, the
Internal Market. The deliberations on the Internal Market
are still in progress and the Community programs on
technology are still to be imblemented‘but thelr impact on’
armaments production, procurement and trade is at least a
potential field for future integration of an important

component of a West European defense union,

The outside-approach is centered around the Western European
Union, the Independent European Program Group, and the
Franco-German ccoperation. Given the politicél hindrances
within the Community system, some of the West European
nations have‘decided‘to open up soperate lines of security
related integratioh. The boom of the Franco-German defense
cooperation may well turn out to be a straw fire, given the
multitude of unresolved strategic-military and political
questions which arise in the West European-Atlantic security
setup once Paris and Bonn were to go beyond their current
table manoesuvres. IEPG} too, has entered a potential take~
off period and it‘mioht well be that the defense ministers
Cat theif upcomiﬁg meeting decide to introduce an "Internal
Market on defense goods"® following the Vredeliﬁqueport.
This would be a purely functional move largely disconnected

from integrationist ideas.

The WEU, finally, is certainly the core institution for all
those who are disappointed with the unsuccessful attempts of
security integration elsewhefe. Some look upon it as a host
institution which temporarily serves West European security

cooperation needs as long. as the Community system is
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constraint.® Others regard WEU as the nucleus of the West
Eurcpean Defense Union to come and want to enlarge its
members, 'intensify its work, and prepare it as an
indispensable component of the future European Union.® As it
seems, both groups of protagonists may be disappointed. "In
their wisdom, the statesmen who drafted the birth
certificates of WEU, the modified Brussels Treaty, signed in
Paris on the 23rd October 1954, specified in the preamble
that the high contracting parties were resolved 'to promote
the unity and to encourage the progressive integration of
Europe.' Thirty-four years have now passed without WEU doing
much to this end."’

It seems that neither the inside-approach nor the outside-
approach is extremely successfui right now. Yet, the
integration-process in security matters seems to continue
somehow and has cobviously switched to a new integration
strategy which cculd be called the as-well-as approach: Both
approaches are applied in a pfocess of testing the scope and
the possibilities for security integration. West Furopean
nations seize cpportunities for security cooperation at
various ends at the same time, may it be inside the
Community system cr outside, may it be in NATO (Eurogroup)
or in bilateral relations. All of those attempts have their
particular limits -and their specific political chemistry.but
they all have in common that they do not venture into the

% See The Netherlands Commission for Peace and Security, Report on West
European Security, The Haag 1987. Peter Schmidt, Sicherheitspolitische
Entwicklungsperspektiven der Westeuropéiéchen Union (WEU), Ebenhausen,
October 1985.

® See Alfred Dregger, Die Europier brauchen eine §Sicherheitsunion, in
Die Welt, 20 Octcber 1988, p. 4 .

7 Eric Hintermann, European Defence: A Role for the Western European
Union, in European Affairs, Vol. 2 No. 3 {(Autumn 1988), p. 38.
Hintermann who was an Assistent Secretary General of WEU is very
critical on its working record to which he must have contributed:
"Instead of dealing with the major problems of Eurcpe's secutioy
dimension at a time.cf history when the pclitical and strategic
environment is rapidly changing, the WEU is being condemned by some
governments to devote to permanent bureaucratic restructuring and
endless clashes over the place of collocation for this London and
Paris based crganization.™ (page 31)
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heart of defense policy making which remains basically a
national and a NATO duty.

Thus, Western Europe disposes of a ring of Europe-oriented
institutions and organizations which partly or entirely deal
with security questions but, for the time being, this '
remdins an endeavor at the fringes. The center, the defense
organization, 1s located outside this circle. Will the
coordination of the various components lead to more
substance in a later stage? Will their activity gradually
spill over into a European pillar in NATC or will they

create a center of their own?
2. Intenticns

There seem to be as many ideas on the appropriate
“combination of security and integration in Western Europe as
there are pclitical leaders. Like many other statesmen the
French President wants to build a European pillar of the

Alliance, because "Europe" without defense is unconceivable:

"L'idée d'Europe est indissociable de 1'idée de défence. Or,
présentement, 11 n'est pas de défense qu'atlantique. Je
n'écris pas cela comme un reproche qui viserait 1'Alliance,
et principalement les Etats-Unis d'Amérique. Nous leur
devons notre sécurité, donc notre liberté et le discours
d'ingratitude n'est pas mon fort. Je désire seulement
distinguer, une fois dissipé le brouillard des réves a bon
marché, quelques idées claires ancrées sur le réel. Seule la
France, -en Europe de 1'Cuest, dispose de son autonomie de
décision dans l'ordre stratégique. Et le seul embryon de
défense eurcpéenne commune réside dans le traité franco-
allemand de 1'Elysée. Cela tient sans nul doute, et on ne.
peut 1lui donner tort, au fait gqgue 1'Europe cherche ailleurs
les assurances de sa sécurité,"8

The British Prime Minister, who has been the most critical

of all on the intensification of the Franco-German security

8 Frangols Mitterrand, Réflexicons sur la pelitique extérieure de la
France,Librairie Arthéme Fayard, Paris 1987, p. 101.
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cooperation, focuses on the multilateral approach outside

the Community system:

"It's not an institutional prcblem. It's not a problem of
drafting. It's much more simple and more profound: it is a
question of political will and political courage, of
convincing people in all our coutries that we cannot rely
for ever on others for our defence... We should develop the
WEU, not as an alternative to NATO but as a means of
strengthening Europe's contribution to the common defence of
the West."9

Helmut Kohl is the most dutSpoken by demanding "the
elaboration of a European defense policy, having as its goal'
a4 European defegsive capacity closely linked to that of our
American partners." He uses the notion "union for defense"

and never misses - a chance to urge everybody

"to think seriocusly about the ways in which we can develop
a common European defense which could eventually lead to the
creation of a common European army."

However, it 1s not clear at all, how he wants to move from
declaration to implementation, especially, when he asks to
"concentrate our sovereignty in such a way as to be able to-

exercise it together so that it will be effective."10

Are the politibal leaders fully aware of the wide raﬁging
differences among Eurppean public and experts on the major
questions of security? It is basically to be questioned if-
the processes of economic, technological, and cultural
integration'presently require an extension to security
issues af all, or else, if security issues should be singled
out from EC's integration policy —- at least as far as
deterrence is concerned. The purpocse of such an approach

would be two-fold: firstly, to avoid overloading the process

9Margaret Thatcher, The future of Europe, Speech delivered in Bruges
on the 20 September 19288, Europe Documents, No. 1527 (12 October
1988), p. 6.

10 Helmut Kohl, Deutsche Politik fiir Europa, speech given at the

General Catholic Conferences in Brussels, 18 October 1988 (Europe, 19.
October 1988, p. 3).
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of unification (while facing severe problems in creating a
homogeneous internal market), and secdndly, not to endanger
the specific West European goal of building a network of

cooperative East-West relations.

A further problem may be seen within the various national
interests and (correlated) heterogenecus coalitions in West
European security policies. There are, for example,
differences to be stated between nuclear versus non-nuclear
states, depoloyment versus non—deployment states, large
versus small and economically,strong versus‘weak countries.
Looking upon the debate on nuclear disarmament of short-
range missiles, major differences in the positions of Bonn,
Paris and London become obvious. On the other hand, broad
consesus has been reached betwéen these and other Central
European states in regard to the role of nuclear weapcons for
West European deterrence policy while,‘in this respect,
states at the West European periphery (Spain, Greece,

' Denmark, Ireland) are holding quite dissenting views.

This last context already indicates the problems of regional
differentiation in Western European security policies,
following the concentric circles pattern from the center to
the periphery. Western Europe today is not at all a
consistent integration area, as may also be seen by the

following three factors:

1. In the past years, initiatives for a cooperative defense
policy have mainly concentrated on Central Europe,
particularly concerning the Franco-German military
cooperation, the French-British dialog, and the revival of
WEU. If at all, proof for counter-evidence is shown th;ough
the work of IEPG and the Génscher[Colombo initiative, both
attempting to include a wide range of West-European member
states., However, the Genscher/Colombo initiative had to turn

from EPC to WEU just for the wvery reasen that some EC member
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states (Greece, Ireland, Denmark) would not agree to a West

European security integration.

In Southern Europe, preconditions for independent regional
cooperation have been rather detrimental (Turkey/Greece).
There were no institutionalized regional structures and
there was also little preference for a simple linkage with
‘Central European initiatives. However now, analogue to the
developements in the Internal Mérket, the Southern European
member states prepare for an alignment with West European
integration efforts, alsc in foreign and security policies.
This will result not only in newldemands upon a
comprehensive definition of Western European security

- purposes but, correspondingly, also upon an adequate
development of the institutional frameworks. Moreover, the
relationships of South European states to Washington have to

be redefined.

2. The conceptions of defense and disarmament policies in
Northern!! and Southern Europel? ‘have taken on individual
characteristics, coinciding in some respects only marginally
withlthose in Central Europe. For example, ‘the political
pleading for nuclear-free zones (as in Denmark for Northern
Europe, in Greece for the Balkan étates) is widely
propagated while only a political minority in Central Europe
‘acts on this behalf. Tendencies to refuse nuclear means of
deterrence within the own bdérders are also.being shown in
Spain, unfavourably iooked upon by the nuclear powers Paris
and London while Bonn, for reasons of conventiOnél military

asymmetry, still cannot afford such an attitude.

3. In the past nine years, attention has focused to a great

extent on nuclear land based missiles and therefore on

1l Jean-Pierre Mousson-Lestang, La Norvége et l'Europe: a propes du
Livre Blanc Norvégien, Revue du Marché Commun, No. 314, February 1988,
p. 64 - 67. )

1?2 Rafael Dezcallar, On West European Defense Cooperation: A Spanish
View, The Washington Quarterly, Winter 1987, p. 153 - 169.
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Central Eurcope. To begin with, this was related to the
deployment of INF, however how it concerns INF's destruction
and verification. Consequently, problems following these
disarmament activities (the question of compensation, the
balancing of the conventional asymmetry) are drawihg further
attention to Central Europe. Although Mediterranean states
will certainly heold quite a different view, regional
security prdblems in the Mediterranean area as well as in
the Middle East seem to be only of marginal significance to
West European strategists compared to those in Central
Europe. The threat deriving from North Africa and the Middle
East, as wéll as overlappings of specific Mediterrdnean
conflicts on one side, and the threat of an East-West
conflict on the other side are of no comparable immediancy
to the Central and Northern European states aslto Scuthern

European societies.

Apart from obvious national, geographical, and historical
differences, actually alterating processes therefore support
a regilonalization in Western Europe's'security policy, a
process that was given much less attenticn than the
integration process. Hencé, regionalization and integration
are on the same terms of tension with each other as are
unilateral and collectivélapproaches to defense.

In contrast to the EC integration and the cocéperation within
EPC, security issues afe dbviously proceeded in patterns of |
graded integration and of "géometrie variable." The threat
to security intefests of the periphery of Western Europe is .
no integral part of an all-West European integration
process. While the EC is doubling the set up for its
structural programs to include the oﬁtskirts of a 12~state-
Europe (Greece, Southern Italy, Spain, Pértugal, Ireland) in
the concept for the 1992 Internal Market, secufity issues

are being proceeded on a selective basis.
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The advantage of this strategy may be to bring about a

gsecurity cooperation at all. However, it will certainly

deepen the division between the West European states which
probably will not to be overcome soon again. Negative
consequences will presumably arise from the following two

factors:

1. The completion of the West European unification by
including security issues will be endangered. The burden-
sharing among European nations concerning finances, defense,
and political risks in terms of package deals will not work
and unfavourable repercussions for the developments of the
EC are likely. '

2. But also defense and security objectives will be
negatively affected. Depending on the cooperating forum,
only sectors rather than the entire spectrum of West
Eurocpean seéurity policy will be taken into consideration.
Especiall& the dependericies between Central and Southern
European security challenges will not be raised in an
appropriate way. It will become more difficult to reflect
the various Western European decisions reciprocatively. Only
exceptionally will the Europeén states be able to act as a
homogeneous group with common political ideas.

These splitting tendencies within the West European seéurity
community are not yet alarming. However, the diverse
processes of subregional ccooperation are likely to impede
the development of a common West Eurépean security policy.
It is, therefore, important to study some of the major

questions in this regard:

1. How far advanced are the processes of naticnal, regional

and subregiocnal differentiation; what are the diverse
perceptions of and activities in West European_security
policies; are the options for advancing cooperation in West

European secﬁrity-policy already restrained?
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2. Is there, after all, sufficient congruity among the West
European states to. undertake steps for "strengthening the
European pillar of the allicance" or for the "development of
a West Buropean Ostpolitik?" And céuld the new burden of a
security—related Stdpolitik be successfully carried out at

the same time?

3. Of what kind are West Europe's mechanisms in reaching
security policy agreements; are theyfqualified for reaching
a continued consensus; do the existing institutions and. '
authorities guarantee the implementation of collective

decisions?

Scheolars have started to deal more systematically with the
subject of West European security cooperation and
integration.13 But, so far, the two communities hardly meet.
The workshop attempts to "measure" the scope of
identity/heterogeneity as far as security policy in and for
West Europe is concerned., We want to test"the basis and the
preconditions for further West European integration effbrts
in the field of security and defense. So far, experts in
European integration and‘specialists in security and defense
matters have too often worked in séparate circles. This
conference is intended to be a starting point for bringing
these two communities together in a comprehensive and,more-

systematic manner.

13 The very first move toward a more systematic approach was a
stocktaking of research institutes in Western Europe, which deal with
security questions. See Robert Rudney, Luc Reychler, In Search of
European Security, Leuven University Press, Leuven 1986.
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IV. Security and integration: Europe at the

crossroads

For more than two decades the economic sector carried the
West European integfatiOn process. Now, after some ten to
fifteen years, during which foreign policy and monetary
initiatives (EPC, EMS) bridged the gap, the economic sector
is back at the center of the West European integration
process. This time it is accompanied by two important
flanking éomponents, technology and security policy, which
introduce methods of multilateral cooperation of thelr own:
EUREKA, ESA, WEU, IEPG. The integration process has become
more diversified but alsc more comprehensive. All of a
sudden the Eurcpean Union seems not to be such an utopia any
longer as it used to be - even if its final shape continues
to be rather blurred.

In former years the process of West European cooperation
could be extended and intensified without producing
fundamental changes in the political structure of Europe.
Today this does not seem to be possible any longer. Almost
all further steps of integration seem to affect the

architecture of Europe in a more or less substantial way:

- The accession to the Community of German speaking
countries would create the disputed point of an all-German
hegemony. ‘

- The entry'of neutral states would undermine Western
Europe's defense moral and leave East-West relations
without the neutrals as a bridging element.

- The accession of another South European state, especially
Turkey, would deemphasize the East-West inclination of the
European architecture.

- A multilateralization of the Franco-German brigade would
intervene in the existing NATQ structure,

- The participation of non-EC members in the EMS and the EPC
would blurr and disorient the integration process. .

- An association of Hungaria to the EC would destabilize the
integration process in COMECON,

- Already the invitation to Gorbachev, to address the
European Parliament, touches the political-diplomatic
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balance of continental East-West relations which have been
respected so far.'¥

The West European integration process seems to'have arrived
at many crossroads at the same time without disposing of a
specific vision of the political structure of Europe.
Security related cooperation and integration does not occur
in isolated, separated and clearly defined sectors any more.
Security has become a more or less important dimension in
many fields of integration. The level and scope of West -

European integration itself has taken on a security quality.

The present integration dynamics of Western Europe has
substantially differing consequences for the European
neighbors'of the Community,'partly attracting, partly
rejecting them. A few exémples: Neutrals, East European
states, and the Soviet Union do not regard an ever closer
defense cooperation within Western Europe as a constructive
development. Some countries of the COMECON want to
participate in Western Europe's teéhnological programs and
are keen on bilateral cooperation agreements. Others see
mainly disadvantages from the upcoming Internal Market and
push for a more intensified cooperation inside COMECON. EFTA
countries see major problems which miqht flow from the
Internal Market, some of them wanting to solve them by
applying for EC membership. Does the West EUropéén '
integration dynamic lead to further separation'between 7
Western and Eastern Europe = an economic'cleavaée beyond the

existing military and systemic ones?

Western Europe is both a pillar of the Atlantic Alliance and
a pillar of an all-European political structure including

the Soviet Union. Its position and function in the Alliance

14 The European Parliament was quick in inviting Gorbachev to visit
Strassburg in the Spring of 1989 in connection with hbis wvisit in
France. See also Klaus Hidnsch, Report on behalf of the Political
Committee of the European Parliament on the political relations of the
European Community with the Soviet Union, Document A2-155/88
{18.7.1988) .
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determines also Western Europe's relationship with Eastern
Europe (see the pipe line deal, the CSCE process and, on the
horizon, West European credits for Gorbachev's reforms). As
the increased dynamics of integration suggest, Western
Eurbpe is likely to dispose of a wider range of manoeuvre in
its Ostpoliitk but it will also have to use it. However,
neither the West European position and function within an
all-Eurcpean political structure nor this structure itself
has been conceptionally defined so far. Which role will the
two superpowers claim and accept within this structure? Is
it conceivable to design and develop part of the all-
European structure without the Soviet Union? Even for such
practical things as the interregional cooperation between
EC/EPRC and COMECON the necessary pollcy and instruments are

relatlvely underdeveloped.

Recent initiatives for further integration in Western Europe
have not been launched to shape continental East-West
relations or td change the all-European political structure.
The initiatives rather derive from the challenges of the
industrial centers of the American-Pacific realm and ffom
gradual changes in the Atlantic Alliance. The side effects
of the adaptation process in Western Europe have an impact
also on Bastern Europe. Is Western Eurcope able to and should
it use this side effect to shape a specific Ostpolitik or
should the Community avoid to overwork itself and rather
concentrate on the Western challenges? Or should Western
Europe parallel or primarily pick up the Eastern challenge
and make it its main concern? If so, which would be the ‘
underlying assumptions for the direction of development in
terms of power balance, society, and political structure?
What would be the common meoral of West European states in
this case: IMF rules, linkage policy, deviation from the
communist doctrine, priority for human rights, rélations

with both government and opposition?
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Is the West European integration dynamic strong enough to
build a concentric shaped space of gravitation with the EC

in the center, the neutrals arcund them, the East European

countries following and, finally, on the outer circle or as

a kind of counter-point, the Soviet Union? Will the
attraction of the West European integration all by itself
overcome the problems of the Iron Curtain, the military
antagonism, and the systemic contradictions? Does this mean
that we don't have to invest any more in the laborious
dévelopment cf an entanglement network between East and
West? Has it become of secondary importance to achieve a new
East-West military balance in terms of minimal nuclear

deterrence and leveling off of conventional asymmetries?

Or does the economic-technological attractiveness of Western
Europe engender new types of danger, mainly in the
perception of Soviet leaders who feel that all their
concerns for an East European buffer space since Yalta are
undermined? In other words, the EC Internal Market as a
(peacefui!) instrument to the revision of the postwar
pelitical structure of Europe? This, with prominent German
help and without the still pending peace treaty? Is this, by

the same token, the solution to the German question?

Or does the far-reaching West European integration dynamic

meet with Gorbachev's intentions? Does he need this
challenge to help to mobilize and support the process of
reform in East European countries as well as in the Soviet

Union?

How to combine the two major dynamic processes in Europe,
the integration boom in the Community of the Twelve, and the
pelicy of perestroika in the USSR and in Eastern Europe? How
to render them compatible and mutually useful? Originally
both processes were not related to each other and have grown
from their specific context. Or is the Soviet Union, too,

driven by the American-Japanese technological-economic
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challenge? Is Moscow thus admitting the failure of its
deterministic-communist approach? Are these the
preconditions for a normalization of relations on the

European continent?

At any rate, the two dynamic processes in Europe are

partially interdependent. Both will have an impact on the

‘future political architecture of Europe. Will thié_be-a

concerted and jointly guided process? How will the
West/Western Europe deal with the new political- structural
prlurality in the East° Will the West/Western Europe resist
the temptatlon to instrumentalize instabilities ;n.the East?
What are the implications of these processes for the role of
the United States in Europe and the influence of Western
Europe on the leading power of the West?
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Our Goal: The European Security Union -

Plea for a European security policy

Hans-Gert Pottering

"If the New Year bells ring out in the year 2001 and the states of the European
Community'are no further advanced in the unification process than they .are
i today, they will no longer be helping to write history; they will be writtén
off by history,’ warned Federal Chancellor Helmut Kohl in a newspaper
interview. By 2001 the Europeans will have to learn to speak with one voice,
or they will be reduced to a marginal role. Further work had to be done on the
European bridge of the Atlantic Ailiance, was how the German Chancellor summed

up his European political credo. We can only concur.. Our goal must be the

abba il e g

Political Union of Europe, encompassing a security union. The concept of
security includes many elements: defence policy, ceffainly, but also foreign

policy, economic conditions, national psychology and so on.

v R it 130

Security policy should and must serve the cause of peace - thisg is beyond
dispute. Thus, in the quest for security, the concept of peace assumes a’

decisive significance. Our concept of peace also determines the partners with .

e s g 4 b

whom we choose to collaborate. In our technologicai civilization, in the
i nuclear age, peace is the essential precondition for human survival. But peace

P is more than weapons falling silent. Peace implies the ability of men to live

together. A democratic, constitutional state lives in peace with its citizens
i - because it makes freedom possible and is concerned with justice. It must

. therefore be one of our top political priorities toipromote peace at home as
well as abrocad. Of course, we know that éoﬁflict is part of human life. The
thing is to resolve disputes in a non-violent and humane way. The.thrust of
our foreign policy must be to promote peaceful co-existence with our
‘'neighbours, as fellow members of the family of nations. The desire for peace
unites people. But peace is more than just the absence of war. Real peace is
only possible under a just social system. Peace is not possible without
justice, nor justice without freedom. It is thus essential to guarantee human
rights and basic freedoms to ensure a peaceful future, not only in the divided

country of Germany and the divided continent of Europe, but all over the world.

)
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rhis concept of freedom means that as our security partners we can only accept
thoge states that profess and practise the same principles and human rights as
we do. For a democratic society, therefore, the only security partners can be
other demoéracies. For the democracies of Western Europe it follows that the
United States is Weétern Europe’s security partner. For Western Europeans
there can be no gquestion of equidistance, that is, keeping both Washington and
Moscow at arm’s length. This does not mean of course that the Soviet Union and
the other communist states of Europe can be excluded from the common striving
for greater securityf On the contrary, our policy towards the Soviet Union
must be designed to reduce tensions, seek new fields for cooperation, promote
arms contrel and disarmament, if these things lead to a stable equilibrium in ‘
Europe, and-generally create confidence. Togéther with the Soviet Union and
the other Warsaw Pact countries we must make'every effort to increase ocur

common security.

The Western Alliance, the North Atlantic Alliance, has proved its worth. For
this we may thank not only the efforts of the United States, but also the
countries of Western Europe. In the decades since the Second World War, -
however, the decisive factor in the security of Western Europe has beeﬁ the
United States’ security guarantee. It is more than doubtful whether the United
States will stili be prepared to stand up for $uropean security forty years
from now, that is to say in the year-2028. No doubt it is desirable, but there
is no guarantee. If anything, historical facts tend to speak against the idea
that a céuntry will guarantee the security of other countries for almost a
whole century, risking in the event of a conflict the safety of its own
territory and population in the pfocess. The American nuclear guarantee for
Western Europe, 'the presence of American tréops on European séil, will be .
necessary, indeed indispensable for the foreseeable future. But it would fly
in the face of historical experience if the American attitude towards Western
Europe were to remain unchanged in the fears to come. Eurcopeans must make
allowances for possible changes in American policy, however unwanted they may
be, if only as a precautioh in their own interest. But not solely for this

reason.
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One of the Western Alliance’s basic problems since its foundation has been that
politically and militarily it is unbalanced. The problem at the heart of the
alliance is not that America is too self-assertive and too strong, but that
Western Europe is politically too weak and lacking in self-confidence. It is
necessary not merely to talk about the Eurcpean pillar of the Atlantic
Alliance, but also to build it. A European security union: epitomizing the
foreign policy and security policy coptions of all Wéstern Eurcopeans wishing to
participate wéuld be a suitable basis on which to construct an ‘Atlantic
Alliance on two pillars’. A European security union must develop gradually.
The first thing that is necessary is better coordination between the Western
European partners on foreign and security policy planning. In this process the
different approaches - European political cooperation (EPC) within the European
_Community, the ﬁestern European Union (WEU), NATO's Euro Group, Franco-German
cooperation, and so on - should be seen as complementary elements of this new
policy. It falls to Bonn and Paris to provide the spur in this process. The
Franco-German brigade and the Franco-German Defence Council were steps on the
right road. But in all their ventures Bonn and Paris should make it ciear that
Franco-German cooperation ig open to all Western European partners wishing to
take part. The opportunities for a European security policy worthy of the name
have never been so great as they are today. The crucial point is to combine

the various proposalé into a practicable policy.

Two developments might, however, conspire to prevent the realization of a joint
Western European security policy. The changes in the Soviet Union, Mikhail
Gorbachev’'s policies of glasnost {openness) and perestroika (restructuring),
might deter leading political forces in Western Europe from helping tc make a
Western European security policy a reality. 1In addition to this, the attitude,
increaéingly common in West Germany, that E2Zurope needs to be "freed’ from
nuclear weapons, might obstruct the tangible,lgradual realization of a European

security union.

»

A propos developments in the SoQiet Union: we must wish Mr Gorbachev every
succesg with his policy of renewal. In the interests of the people of that
country of many nations, the Soviet Union, in the interests of the wﬁole of
Europe and also in the interests of the international community. Thefe should

and must be no doubt on this point, though we must always remain aware that
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Gorbachev’s reforms are not a democratization of the Soviet Union in the
Western sense. The Soviet Sebretary—ceneral wants more openness and efficiency
in order to enhance the dynamism of Soviet society. It is not hig intention to
do away with the Marxist-Lenninist system, the communist ideology. Even
assuming that the outcome ig a favourable one and that Gorbachev manages to
force his plans through, the European democracies must be ready-and able to
defend themselves. At present, however, it is not evident ;hich path the
Soviet Union will take. Mr Gorbachev’'s ideas of perestroika and glasnost are
encountering heavy opposition from the orthodox elements within the Soviet -
Communist Party. The abrupt downfall of his keenest supporter Boris Yeltsin
is a =sign of the breach within the ruling pérty. It is no secret that
Gorbachev’s deputy, Ligachev, and many other top officials are opponents of the
reform line. The view put forward by many Europeans that we should "help’
Gorbachev in this power struggle completely overlooks the realities of life in
the Soviet Union. Gorbachev is not caught up in internal party difficulties
because we adopt a particular attitude towards him, but solely because of
domestic political and ideological differences, which we Europeans are unable
te influence in any way. The fall of Boris Yeltsin clearly demonstrated that
the official elite, the nomenklatura, fear for their privileges and those of
their families. It is to be hoped that Gorbachev’'s reformgs will lead to
genuine pluralism and greater freedom for the people of the Eastern bloc but we

have little chance of influencing this internal Soviet procesé.

No, the lesson to be drawn from the internal showdowns in the Kremlin by us
Western Europeans is a different one. We must not allow our destiny and our
foreign and security policies to be dependent upon the success or failure of a
single person, who may be replaced tomorrow by a Stalinist: Western Europe
should not lock towards Moscow with delight or in dread and its policies should
not be dependent on Gorbachev’'s fate. We Western Europeans must finally define
our own, autonomous foreign and security policy and plead its cause abroad on a
long-term basis. Only if we succeed in that will we really be independent of
Moscow and at the same time capable of engaging in broad cooperation with the
Soviet Union on an equal footing. We may, for example, joiﬁ with the Soviet
Union in seeking to achieve 'cooperative security’. If we act together as
Western Europeans, there are tremendous opportunities ahead for a realistic

policy of detente.
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A Western European security union is only conceivable if France not only
belongs to it but also perceives a responsible role for itself therein. In
France, nuclear weapons - the 'force de dissuasion’ - is of crucial importance
to the strategic plan. Socialists, Christian Democrats, Liberal and Gaullists
are all agreed that there can be no strategy without the deterrent effect of
nuclear weapons. So anyone in the Federal Republic of Germany pleading for a
Western European security policy, while advocating the denuclearization of
Europe, is excluding France from efforts to achieve a joint European security
policy. A joinf European security policy without France would be condemned to
failure; it would be inconceivable. France has the key role to play in the
strategic plan of a European security peolicy. Anyocne who cannot see this is

either blind to the facts or dishonest.

But, gquite apart from the role of France, would the denuclearization of Europe
be such a desirable thing? A nuclear-weapons-free Europe would increase the
risk of a conventiocnal war. Many Europeans forget that since the end of the
Second World War wars have broken out wherever an attack with conventional

weapons was not linked with a threat to use nuclear weapons.

Since 1945 more than 14C conventional wars-have claimed over 35 million
victims. 1In this century alone Europe has twice been devastated with
conventional weapons. Have the Germahs forgotten that no German has yet been
killed by a nuclear bomb, but that many millions of Germans fell victim to
conventional weapons and traditional bombs? Have the Germans forgotten that
when the freedom of Berlin was under threat of extinction the risk of an
all-out nuclear war forced those inveolved to show moderation and military

restraint?

wWithout the peace-keeping effect of nuclear weapons Euroée is unlikely to
benefit from a secure peace in the years ahead, either. The situation would,
of course, have to be assessed differently if the Soviet Union were to evolve
into a truly democratic state. For the foreseeable future, though, no such
prospect is in sight. Nuclear weapons are political weapons. Their effect is
to encourage moderaticn and to keep the peace, making it impossible to plan,

wage and win a nuclear or conventional war in Europe.
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A realistic peace policy for Europe must not dismiss the peace-keeping function
of nuclear weapons. The necessary policies of arms control and disarmament
must lead to a balanced combination of conventional and nuclear weapons at the

lowest possible level, thus leading to greater-miiitary stability.

A Western European security union is a necessity. Neither illusions nor the
rejection of nuclear arms must be allowed to prevent it. The Franco-German .
relationship is of particular importance in achieving this security union. 1In
the short term we must succeed in Europeanizing France's strategic plans. The
defence of France does not begin on the Rhine, but on the Elba. The necessary
practical implications for strategy and tactics spring from this bagic fact.
It is essential to involve France’'s conventional forces in forward defence and

to step up cooperation between Bonn and Paris on questions of nuclear strategy.

With its nuclear planning group, NATO has demonstrated that nuclear cooperation
is possible, without control of the nuclear weapons having td be shared. We
Germans do not want to have a finger on the trigger of French nuclear weapons;
this must be ruled cut. But we can demand that there should be no French use
of nuclear weapons on German territory - if, indeed, at all - without
agreement. For psychelogical and also for fundamental Eurcpean policy reasons,
Bonn and Paris must emphagize their bilateral cooperation is open to other
partners. 1In particular, we should strive for close cooperation between Parisg

and London on nuclear matters.

If France and the United Kingdom were to make thelr nuclear forces available to
deter an attack on their partners, it would signify the Europeanization of what
have hitherto been nétional nuclear forces. This would be an important element
in achieving the European security union. Such a step is also in keeping with
the obligation to provide assistance under the WEU Treaty, whereby all parties
agreed to provide the necessary support to repel an attack. Would it not
accord with the logic of this agreement if all of the forces of the countries
involved - including nuclear forces - had tc help to deter an attack on other

member states?

All the available instruments at bilateral level, within the Western Eurcpean
Union and Eurcpean Political Cooperation (EPC) and so on, must now be utilized

to step up the debate on security policy and come to some decisions.
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A European security union is a crucial constituent of a European Union. In the
October 1987 declaration of The Hague, the seﬁen WEU states showed as much
commitment to the goal of European Union as the twelve Member States of the
European Community did in the Single European Act, which entered into force on
1 July 1987. 2all seven WEU countries are members of the European Community.

If it should turn out that it is not possible at present to achieve the-
security union at Community level, because some Member States are still
reluctant to tread this path, then the security union must be forged at WEU
level. Ag the twelve coﬁntries of the European Community develop into a
European Union, the Western European Union could ultimately merge into it. 1In
other words, it is conceivable that the WEU and the European Community will one

day be co-extensive.

This development must be accompanied by parliamentary contreol. This contrcl
function should be exercised increasingly by Members of the European
Parliament. The present assembly of the Western European Union consists of
national deputies. As in recent years, the European Parliament has
increasingly developed into a forum for discussing security policy in recent
years, a link between the assembly of the Western European Union and the'
European Parliament should be created. This can be done by augmeriting the
assembly of the Western European Union with Members of the European Parliament
from the WEU countries. It would be appropriate if 50 per cent of this ’‘joint -
asgembly’ belonged to the Eurcopean Parliament. If the European Community
develops into the European‘Union, including a security union, it would be only
natural for‘the Burcpean Parliament to control-all the policy areas of the
union. Admittedly, we have a long way to go before we reach this stage. For
this very reason,. realistic interim measures are regquired. On no account,
however, must the European organ;zations concerned consider themselves in
competition with one another. They all serve the same end: the European Union.
The process whereby Eurcpe finds its own identity must be accompanied by close
consultations with the United States of America. Only in this way will it be
possible to keep the European-American relationship free of irritations,
misunderstandings and crises. The'formation of the European security union
would establish a solid bilateral structure within the Atléntic Alliance, based
on Europe and Bmerica. The way would also then be clear for comprehensive

cooperation with the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Pact countries. Security
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policy should also be understood in a broad sense in its bearing on East-West

relations. The elimination of tensions, the establishment of trust and

.comprehensive cooperation require a meeting and exchange of people, information

and opinions. The assertion of human rights in a divided Berlin, a divided

Germany and a divided Europe will also become a key element in security policy.

Mikhail Gorbachev speaks of the "house of Europe’. We cannot give wholehearted

‘credence to this term as it excludes the US. This is unacceptable to us. But

we should nevertheless make use of the term "the house of Europe’ to go on the
offensive. In the house of Europe it must be posgsible to walk from one room
into another without running the risk of being shot on the threshold. For this
reason, the walls, barbed wire and orders to kill that are characteristic of a
divided Europe must be eliminated. There will not be any real justification
for describing Europe as a "house’ until all the peoplés of Europe are able to
enjoy to the: full fheir right to self-determination and their human rights -
and hence also to live in liberty. In future, more use should be made of
European political cooperation (EPC) to bring human rights issues into the
East-West dialogue. This would enable us Germans, in pafiicular, to turn a
justified national aspiration into a matter for the whoie of Europe.

At the same time EPC must be expanded with regard to security policy. At
presént it is limited - formally at least - under the Single European Act to
the ‘political and economic aspects of security’. Any perpetuation of this
limitation is unacceptable. To be more effective the EPC.should deal with all
aspects of security, including the military ones. 1In this way the European 7
Community can become a security union, too; This will not be handed to us on a
piate; it will have to evolve gradually. Within the European Community the
only conceivable instrument for achieving this goal is EPC. lWhen the Single

European Act is reyised - after 1952 -~ the dYnamic-developmeht of seéurity

policy must be taken 'into account. Countriés‘wishing to joint.thé'Eqropean

Community, especially if they are neutral, must not be allowed to impede. this

process.
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The unification of the free part of Europe is in the German interest. It will
ensure our freedom, foster peace, and énhance our ability to campaign' o
effectively for the human rights of all Europeans. It wili also give us the
oppoftunity, as part of an historical process and within a united Eurdpe, of

overcoming the problem of a divided Germany.
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VIEWS OF THE FINNISH INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
INTEGRATION WORK GROUP

I Finland’s line: an active participant, a critical'ponformist

1. Finland must take an active part in the European integration
process. The opportunities for influence offered by various
forums must be exploited: Nordic cooperation, EC-EFTA}_Council of
FEurope, CMEA collaboration, the ECE and CSCE. The benefits of _
integration must be utilized to the utmost and the disadvantages
minimized. Finland’s line should be:-an activé participant, a

critical conformist.

2. Finland’'s integfation policy must not conflict with its
policy of neutrality or its main social objectives: Membership of
the EC is not a realistic possibility from either the Community’s
or Finland’s point of view. Cooperation arrangements must strive
to ensure that Finland can influence preparatory work and
decision-making on the EES (European Economic Space), while
preserving Parliament’s authority with regard to new legislation.

One possibility in arranging relations between Finland and the EC
ﬁould be to have joint decision-making and judicial procedures
for the EC and EFTA on matters concerning the EES. The
relationship between national decision-making and that concerning
the two bodies must then be clarified, together with the

questions not to be covered by such an agreement.

3. PFinland must retain its independent power of decision in
"matters concerning trade with the Soviet Union. Finland must
continue to act as a pioneer of such trade, developing néw forms
of cooperation and if necessary also in association with other

European countries.




4. Finland must negotiate with other EFTA countries and support
the endorsement of EFTA as a channel of negotiation.

5. Any agreement on the EES must provide an adequate balance of.
advantages and disadvantages. If necessary, it must guarantee
Finland a period of adjustment or special conditions.

6. Finland succeeds best in international competition and
combats the threats this poses when it pursues a disciplined,
long-range economic policy. That means a policy of slow

" inflation and a stable curréncy, the aim being full employment

and sustainable development.

7. If we wish to ensure Finnish companies equal opportunities

within the EES, we may have to ease the regulations on foreign

ownership. The aim must be for key natural resources and other
ownership vital in the national interests to be kept in Finnish
hands.

8. In opening up our labour markets to the EES we must love
forward slowly. There is no reason to import foreign labour
actively. Cures must be found for our labour shortage primarily
by promoting the employment of the Finnish work force. When
foreign labour is resorted to,'such'employees must be guaranteed
the same benefits and'rights as Finns. |

9. The agreement must safeguard full access to EC cooperation
programmes in the area of R&D. Finland must continue to increase
its contribution to international cooperation in these fields.

10. European trainee and student exchange programmes must be
fully utilized. Opportunities for foreigners to study in Finland

must be improved.

11. Environmental cooperation to cover the whole of Europe must
be substantially expanded within the EES. The countries of




Eastern and Central ‘Europe must be supported in their attempts to
save the envxronment.

12. The principles of justice and equality aimed at in the
Nordic countries, taken in a new and broader sense, must be used
as a starting point in developing the social dimension of the
EES. Integration must not mean lowering our sights on social

issues.

13. Balanced regional development in Finland must be safeguarded
in the integration process. Far more resources must continue to
be devoted to regional development here than in Western Europe on
average. Decentralization of decision-making and executive power
must continue. Opportunities for regional cooperation in, for
instance, the North Cap and the Baltic must be seized.

14. Finland must take an active part in Européan cultural
cooperation, especially within the Council of Europe. The
European involvement of the Finnish scientific and cultural
community and free civic organizations must be given full
support. Investment in furthering the creativity of Finnish
culture and developing communlcatlon systems must be increased,
to achieve cooperation with other countries on as equal a basis

as possible.

15. Finland must bring its human rights and treatment of
foreigners up to the level called for by the_Couhcil of Europe.
Finland must also take responsibility for the world refugee

problem insofar as its resources allow.

16. No economic space should be created in Western Europe which
excludes cooperation with the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. Pan-European cooperatlon and ltS 1nst1tutlons must be

furthered side by side with Western 1ntegratlon




17. The CSCE process must be further strengthened. Finland must
work actively to ensure that the 1992 review conference in '
Helsinki can take place at the highest political level.

18. European integration must not exclude the Third World.




II TOWARDS OPEN DEBATE

The effects of the present stage of West European integr&tion on
the economy and society in Finland are diverse, ranging from tax
and social policy to foreign policy. The creation of the
European Economic Space, which would comprise both EFTA and the
EC, with joint decision-making and judicial pfocedures, could
mean that some decision-making power would be transferred to a
supranational level.

Against this background, all future decisions taken on Finland'’s
role in West European integration will be more far-reaching than
those connected with the EC free trade agreement.

In this situation, decision-makers, organizations and citizens
are expected to familiarize themselves with matteré.pertaining.to
integration and to debate policy freely. This requires from the
government, in partichlar, cpen-minded preparation and active
dissemination of information;

The Integration Work Group of the Finnish Institute of
International Affairs proposes the following lines of action:

1. Parliament should be regularly provided with information and
opportunities to discuss and take a stand on matters concerning
integration. A special integration committee should be
established in Parliament.

2. As actual negotiations between EFTA and the EC begin, the
basis for preparatory work should be enlarged to give equal
representation to various citizens’ groups and organizations in

Finland.




av

3. Research and surveys on the economic, political and social

effects of integration should be increased considerably.

4. Parties, unions and professional organizations, the scientific
and cultural community and free civic oxrganizations should
improve their readiness for and further European participation on
all levels. The government should subsidize the involvement of
organizations whose resources for international operations are

limited.

5, Study of European languages at schools and adult education
institutions should be increased.

6. Finnish corporations - also those operating only on the
domestic market - should develop a strategy vis a vis
integration.

3
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The Specific West Buropean Contribution in Shaping Fulure East West Hoelalions
Adrian Hyde-Price and William Wallace

The Sirategle cohcern estern Europe

Wastern Eurape was defined by the evolution of East-West relaiions in the
yeare  immediately sfter World War Two. It was the twu ‘suoerpowere’s who
imposnd  the new pattern of confrontation and cooperalion on FEurope.  Howsver,
tha West European countries, to s far greater extent than tneir East Huropean
countarparts, were never entirely passive actors.  The sixtean counlries which
mat st the invitation of France and ihe United Xingdom tn fuiy 144/, Lo reSpond
to the Marshall Plan by establishing the OEEC, did not sewe lhelr actions 33 4
simple acceptance of American domination, but 85 & means of re-establishing
thetr 2conomic security in collaboration with the lnited Slates, M.Schismias,
iaunchilng iz ‘Plan' three years later, recommended it first and foremost on
secnrity grounde- as the whole thrust of Monnet's post-war =ffort had indicated.
‘Faur gue la paix puisse vralment couwrtr 53 chance, 1l faut d'ahord qu'il vy aif

un Lurope®.

wWewlern Eprepe'a security concerns in the late 19495 wera desperately
dependent  on American support. But thelr" priorittes were nover entiroly
ideatlcal with those of thelr transatlantic protector. TheWe were, from the
rnmrt, specific West Eurdpean concerns: ]argel;} implictt, even incéherent, then.
but far more explicit'today. They include:~
1y preoccupation with the position of Germany, ito future political
struciure and economic strength. far more acute than fthatr of the more
distant Americans. ' '
2yeoncern for the future of the countries of East Central Euronpe not onty
we purt of the political and idenlogical struggle bet#een East and West
but as countries with which they hsd natural social and economic 1inks,
Lernporarﬂy-cut but Inconceivable to abanden for ever. This applied for
more strongly to the northrn Warcaw Pact membars than to tha two southert
states- as it still does today. Foland, Czechoslovakia ¢nd Hungary wera

part of 'Western' Christendom., Their populatioEns overiapped fntn Wastarn
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turene: not only the ethnic Germanz who remained but also the refugees
and migrants who had left, and the new waves which fntlawea from the GDR,
reore Mungary  after 1958, and in slower itrickles trom Unilana and

“zachnzliovakis., Both Britaln and France saw substantial PFébizh communities

mn
m

t1i2 agtter the war: visible reminders of the fallures of ore-war pelinies
te protect elither Czechoslovakia and Poland, and of the sontributicn the
foies made to the allied war effort.

S concern te malntain stability in Central Curope, and ftherefore also in
“ast antral Europa. Limited conflict in Eurepe was always in principle
thingzkie to American planners, as was limited conflict in Ewsst Azla, as
nart of the proress of contelning the Soviet Unicn. 'Limiled' war was A
contradiction in Itg own terms to all West European countries, all the more
vivit a contradlctionm because of the destruction which conventional war

Bad inflizted on them so recenily. Any outhreak of fighting in w=niral

Curope would be a disester, threatening to escalate out of control.

Therre waz an unavoidable tension between these second and third aims-
hetwaen the urge t0 restore 'normal’ relatlons and fo rediscover lost markato
Aty concern to maintein order and stability. The straing of destalinization
in the mid-n03 led to disorder In Hungary, West German eftorts fo deveiop
clossy  economic links with their Eastern neighbours in the mid-189060s. fueiled
voviet sugpicions and contributed to the Warsaw Pact deciston te  invade
Crechoslovakia in 1968. West European pursuit of 'little datepta’ in the 1970=
and 1930= has therefore become a sophlstlcated and cactious swercise,
coardinatad  among the various governments through EPC, the EC, and  through
hilaters! contacts— with long-term evolution as the aim rather than short-term
thange=.  This essentially West European approach had been blessed by NATO'S
Harmet Report of 1967 and by repeated NATO gonsultstions since. Gul lhere has
e gome  truth in the bitter Amerlean comment that the E:Jropeans wantad Lo
pursue détents while the Americans provided deterrence, spiitting Harmel's twlin

nbjfectilves betwean the twe sides of the Atlantic.

The prime focug for West European security interests has  bean—-  and
remains Central Europe. The Nordic wirea has proved remarkably stabie, In

spile of recurrent anxleties over Norway's northecn border and over Soviet
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submarines in +he Baltie, the ™ordic bslance' has been undizturben- and mo far
vey dlzcaders iy the soclalist countries which border the Baliic lwve lireatened

no diaturh it The southern ‘flank', the Med!iterranean acrea. has bLeei lesy easy

oo contaln- and much less easy to apgres upon o concerlad approsch Lowa s,
Tugoslavia from 1948 on was a common priority, partly rescived bv soonomic
4s3:18tante and hy opening West European markets to that country. (Grnece ang
Turkey have been the focus for repeated crises, contalned within the t{ramework
of NATD wnd -to A much lesser extent- within the wvurlous West Curcpean
organizatinns, trom the Council of Europe, as a symholic ferum tor demotralic
representaticn, to the EC. The French Government attompted o persuade (tz
=1lize in the late 1950s that the Algerian civil war was a throat fo the West.
ard was repuitfed on thia ‘out of ares' conflict. British and French actton at
Suaz In 1990 was unsupported by the United States. For mest of the 12605 wand
19705 Medlierrsnean security was guaranteed by the Unitaed Staten, with France
At one remsve from  the Alliance and Italys its only signlificant partner.
Developments in the 19808- intervention in the Lebanom, the Slnal's peacekeeping
foroe, minesweeplng operations in the Red Sea, and the assignment of a derman
destroyer group to the Mediterranean~ suggest thet this may now be changing.

But that 's a major question for this conference.

Ihe Historical Experience .

- Tre first independent West European detente initiative (n Faszt-West
relations iollowing the stablilisation of the European security order waw that of
De Goulle. The fallure of his endeavour to forge a Eurcpe 'from tha Atlantic to
the Urais', however, was not due fto Eastern taCttljrnity, bui becausa of 5 iack

cl Western support.

The cecond initiative was launched by- successive West German yovernments
from the late 1960s, It proved sucecessful because it achisved tnira-bloc
support and {ntra-bloc compromise, both through NATO (from the Harmel Report

oowrds, which served as the basis for a new conceptual unity for Western polley

“towards the Soclalist community) and the KPC (which at the outset appeciled lo

lhe Germans above all for the multi-lateral cover [t offered for the FRG's
OstpolftfR, At the same time, the FRG's (sfpolitik was supplemented by

superpower cooperation, linking Europesn and global detente,
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Furopaan detente in the 19708 was anchored in the various Oetvertrage ot
e eurly sZevantles and In the Helsinkt Conterenco of 1975, which served g5 3
Zirrarata seace treaty. The CSCE process which emerged from Helsink! has
iproaviderd an indispensable  institutional framework for conducting Fast-West
relaticns  in Furope. It also provided the first successtul fest ror EPC,
arabting West European governments o develop their new eonsulialive procedures

2rount 3 process in what the USA was prepared to let tha Furopeans fakn tha

233, Tha wusetulness of the CSCE was particuiarl!y marked in the aarly eighties,
whan b0 provided a cruelal forum for contfnulng East-West dlalogie thrcugh ihe

warst pariad of what has been called 'the Second Cold Wart (Fraa Hatlliday).

The erperlence of the sixties and seventias contains a numper of frnporta;nr.
Izg-on= firr Lthe future conduct of West Suropean policy towards tha East, Firge,
that intor-blac rolatlons depend on a modicum of  intra=bloe concoreus and
sompromise.  Unilateral initiatives from wlithin either bloc are unithkaly to be
sucneszful, wharess {ntiatives pursued in a multilaterat framawork have meore
vhance af achieving results.  Secondly, that equal stability f{or both alliances
{3 emsanrtiai for the Esast-West dlalogue to produce resuits, Attemptz at
dastabilization or dividing the spponent: alliance relationzhips are uvltimately
counder productive and threaten the European security eorder., Systamic stability
and a equtllbrium between the two blees iz a vital preraguisite tor Fast-Waest
conparation and understanding.- Thirdly, that i{n terms of Wast BLuropean
Qstpolitih, the crucial ‘axls iIs the Franco~FRG relationship, This will tw

wxplored in greater detail below.

The Late Seveptles and Early Eighties

By the end of the 19705, Eazt-Went cdetente had hegun to  [alter.

Interactingty cnough, hoeWwevar, it becaome apparent that the reots deterte had
IanE In Burcpee in_ the seventles proved strong enough to weather the chill winds
browing frwm both the East and the West. Despite the tenslons caused by tha
Ewo-mizetio doployments ond the Polish orisis, the underlying vreastes for the
arosicn of detentfe ]aéd with developments outzide of Europe, in Africa, Centrail
Amarica, Guwuth~East Asie and the Middle EHast, and thiz affected the superpowers
more than i1 did the Eduropean states. As superpower relaftions went {nfte deepn-

freeze in 1983-54, tensions within the two alliance system= mounted s: each
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totpower sought to rally its BEuropean alites behind a prlicy of confrantation,
Within, the Westarn Alllance there were disputes over the Hrengoi oil-gas
Dipatine apd atonomic sanctions, and In the WTQ there were heafed exchanges
avar  the Hungarian—GDR theses on the rcle of small and madinm  states in
mamraining dislogue in perlods of International tension. The atfractive power
2t detante 1o the Europeans s most strikingly illustrated oy the case af the
DR, wrich had 4o be dragged kicking and screaming into the detente process in
mut which publicelly resisted the Soviet policy of contronistion with

e West fn 1233-84 (notably over the issue of Erich Honecker's scheduled visit
o tne FROGY

Froim the middle of the eighties onwards, however, the irtarnatjonal climate
hae begun te improve as US~Doviet relations have thawed, sad Europe has been
supject Ly s number of potentially benaticial but peverthalessz unsettling
ey lnnmants, firscly, Mikhatl Gorbachav's eleclion to the pozt «f Goneral-
Cecretary of the CPSU, eng the initistion of a tar-reachlng refora programme in
e Foviet  Unien. Gorbachew's policies of glasnost, perestroika and
demoersiization hold out the promise of a reformed USSR which would apprar lass
threataning to the West, end alcce have great significence for the CMEA and the
E‘.:;rﬁman members of the Socialist Community. Tha ‘New FPatiticat Thinking' in
iormign  policy also promise to transform the Soviet inion into a more
cnoperative and accomodation participant in the infernational system. A number
of Wewctern commentators (for example Michael McGuire and Stephen thanfiald
have aisc argued that & major reassessment of mititary docirine is under wsy in
e Soviot Enion which obviates the need for an affensive stratagy against

Western Europe In the event of hostilities breaking out.

Secondly, Seviet peresiroika has lmportant imptlications {or t;‘a.'-:‘r.ern-u:.u-ope
nwud for ralations between the Soviet Union and the countries of this region. in
aiz alaction 10 the post of Genaral-Serretary, (orbachev declarad that his 'first
commandment' was. to improve relstions with the fraternal snciazis;t-a.llieg of
Raslern Europn. It appears that the new Soviet leadership wishues 1o @ncourage
ithe process of aconomic restructuring -in Eastarn Europe snd in the CMEA In
rrsder o op2duce the implicit Soviet subsidios to these countries and Lo harneas

1

iy reopurses and  technleal expertine 1o Soviel perestroiks. Furthermore,
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watls to see pelitical reform in these states In aorder o improve the
Liternaciongl altractiveness of socializm. Hence, much more Scop® pas baen
given to fhe East Europeans to pursue thelr own natlonal paths to socialism Gor
aAs tha -~ynicz say, away from soctalism!d, At the same time thern i5 ﬁ move
toward: flliing Iin the 'bBlank spots' of history whaoth nave =ourad Doviel-Zasd
Turmpaan  relatlons {(such as the Katyn massacre in Soviei—t~lizh relationz:.
wirllet there nave bpeen suggestlons from leading Soviet spoxesmen  that  the
Dretiney principle' ne longer governz Soviet-fast European ra2istions, Thess
brenids promive to contibute to a re-shaping of the polifical map of Turone, dnd

increany tho zcope and potential impact of West European Osfpolltfh,

“hirdly, the underlylng questions of transatiantic securiry sac econonmic
relalisne= the balence of burdens and :'e::puﬂ*.-:ibllit.i@g betwaen ithe U5 and ifs
Euaropearn aliles, the sharing of ooi-=of-arca security tasks,the definition of
Aalifanca sTratay and the nature of the threats to be faced- are Ayain r&::ing
o the surface,  European reactlons both fo the SDI and to tho Reykjavik summit
caflocted a growing unease st the apparent divargences cf US and Europeau
sriorities.  The looming problem of the US budget deficit now averspadows ihe

US convartinnal commitment &b continenta! Europe.

In the .wuree of the warly 1980s West Eumpean governmantis =trengthensd
their nrocedures for cooperation gn foreign and security -p;D‘.il:y. in reasponse to
their unease at the quality of US allisnee leadership. The Londars Rn:'et;'_xurl_ and
the Genschar-Columbo Plan grew out of the crises over Afghanistan, Iran and
Folana, and  the painful awsreness of West, Eui‘opeen governments of thelr
thadequate courdination. th responding to them., Confidential meetings ameong the
European  'nig  three', and the revival of the Franco-West uderman wecurity
Alaleogne, lad on to the resuscitation of WEU, as a forum t!irough which the
-4

‘serious' West Europeans governments could discuss security issues, from FfAst -

West raiations to alllance strategy and arms control.

By 1986 WEU was again faltering, in the face of continuing dlfferences of
approach from within the French, West German and British Governments, and of
interm!ttent disapproval from Washingtun for tha toplcs discuseed. 'The schoek aof

thw Feikjavik summit transformed tha sftuatlon. Working groups .F.p:-anp inty

Page &)
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activity, foretgn and defence ministers gave itm mestings renewed attanrtion .}
The ‘Tlatform of European'Security Interests' was agreed at the Hague in October
{987. The ‘'hlessing' of the multilateral WEU framework -was given 1o naval
daployments by the Dutch, Belgiems and ltalians to.r.he Gulf land by the Germans
to the Mediterranean).  And in the course of 1888 the nagotiations on
Portugnese and OSpanlsh applications to join were accompanied by significant
changes in the emphasis of USpanish defence policy. Accaession, in 989, would
transform  this centrali'front organization into a 9-member bedy of which 4
member  governments ot including  the UK Government's residual Gyprus

commitnents) had major forces and preoccupaticns on NATU's southern flank.

Wes !, Europroan Policy towards Eastern Europe

Daspits the broad consansus reached st the end of the sixtiss in NATO and
tha EPL over the general aims and desirability of developing good relatlons with
the ‘Eautern bloa', West European policy towards the region differs substantially
in intensity and direction. To begin with, 4s has already bean mentioned, (he
West is primarily concerned with the countries in the centra of the continent,
rather Lhan the Balkans and South-Eest Europe. Furthermore, Wastern interests
and activitias in these countries varfes cons iderably, Wwith the FRG and Austria
playing the most aective role, followed by France and Italy f(and mere recently
perhaps, the United Kingdom). At the same timae, for some Western Europeans
(above all, France), an adtive Usipoi/ftik 15 as much about managing inkra-bloc
relallons as it 15 a reflection of an intrinsic Interest in the raginon for its
own sake. These factors must be born in mind when considering the scope of

Western pulicy towards the East.

Auy Ji-cussion of Western Ostpolitik must begin with the Fedarsl Republic
of Germany. This Is because the Cold War division of EBurope fruclured the
territories of the former Third Reich and split the Germen people into two rivai
and anlagonistic states and alllance systems. Not only deoes the FRG Government
therefure parcelve itself as having a direct Interest in the (DR, but it slso
feels responsible  for Gér‘man minoritirs fn Hungary, Romania, the USSR and
elzewhare in Eastern Europe. The reglon has traditicnally bean of greut
rongern to the Germans for reasons of trade, economle interdendence, political

Influence and cultural affinittes, and despite the Westintegratfon of the FRG,

Page 7
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the Wast termans continye to have an ablding Interest in the lands to thelr
Easl. Az Frofeasor Werner Link has expressed it, the Siaatsrdson of the FRG (s

Westhindung (Wast bonding) and Ostwverbindung (East connectlons).

with the fatlure of Adenauver's Folitik der St&rke and the Osivertrdge of
the early seventies, the FRG ceased to he a formally revisionist power in Furape
and became & status quo  power. Consequenfly, the nature of the "“erman
Quexntion' haz undergone a process of change, in which the goal of pollitical
rounificatinn has been subsumed within the broader end long-tarm guastion of

eelbablishing & europdiische Friedensordnung {a 'European Peace Order’s,

lodeed, the divisien of Germany hac emerged as a factor of ctability in
the post-war European security system, and there are few ruolers  for 4

revnil ind ttermany in either East or West. Nevertheless, as Rlchard Vine argues;

'3 German "system' in which neither trade ner persens cAn mova normally
between the two parts and whare cnltural life is stitlad, is not visbls
over the long run. Germany's cultural and sclentific greatnass in the past
predated Germany's political unification; it is, thus, not ohligatory to
think of pollitical reunification as a means of - escaplng *he horns of thls
dilomma® (pp, 33-34), '
;
Relalinna betweasn the t&o German states have improved considerably over the

pazi few years, with a record number of visits by East Germans to the FRG;

growing economic. and political iinks; town-twinning; and broad-ranging cultural

" edchanges.  The joint SED-SPD document on ‘Common . Security and the Struggle of

ldenicgies' also represented an Important- if controversial- landmark in
pnlitical dlscussion and understanding between the vtwo parts of Germany. Gdod
relationt between the Gearman states, standing as they do in the heart, of the
continent and on the frontline between the world's most powerful military
alliances, can therefore serve ag & model of ‘peaceful coeXistenre' buiween East
and Wesl. For this to prove durable, hoth sides must accept the political
sovorelgnty and territorial integrity of the other; for the Faderal Republir, the

logical corollary of this is the establishment of full diplomatic relations with

the GDR and the recognition of East German citizenship, however unpatatable this
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wight be domestically. West German t.?stpoutlk, therefore, cannot be the purawit
of reunificatlon I other gulses, ftor this threatens the European security
syslew and would he unacceptable te the Soviet Union and Cermany's neighbours
=ncky Ax Fraunce and Poland. Rather, Bonn's policy towards the EHast must aim at
improving the security situation in Mitteleuropa, and fostering and deepening

acanomic, palitical and cultursl ties with the countries of the region,

France, as a long-eatsblished natlon-state on the Western wdge of fthe
Europaan centinent does not have the same cultural, ethnic and ilngulslic ties
Lo East-Central Hurope that the FRG has. Nevertheless, France has played an
dtive role In the politics of the region, having hatt previous tles to Peland
and Russia ¢s partners In containing first Prussiaf and Austria and than a
nnified Germany. For simtlar security reasons, France played a kay reia  In the
pulitics of the reglon In the inter-war period. Although the Gaullist policy of
‘turope  from  Lhe Atlantic to the Urals' did not slignificantly change the
potltical map of Eurcope, France did succeed ln the 18803 In establizhing <losa
relatinns with toth Romanla and Poland. However, over the lact dacsde lrench
cizltural and pnlitical Influence in the reglon has been waning, as the Fronch
have last out to the Germans, both because nf the attraclive powsr ot the FRG's
st keds, and berause of the East Europeans' more fevourable perception of Boan's
cummitment to  Ostpolitik A5 a result of this, and bacause of French
unwiilingness to leave West European (Jstpolftfk to Hans-Dietrich Geuscher, it
appears  that President Mitterrand's second term: will witnes: ronewad French
(nterest in Fastern Europe (see Barbara von Ow in the Silddeutsche Zeftung, 29
Septambar 1958). It seems that Mitterrand wishes to 3ee Franco—Garman
influence usad to limit the dangers of inatability In Eastaern Eurd?e, in order
to providea  the most favourable conditjons for the =urcess of’ fmfnrmiét
endeavours  in the Soclielist Community- snd conventienal disarmament talks in
Eurape. Al Lhe same time, the French élite has continued to he anxious- indeed,
over —amidous  about percelved lendencies towards neutralism, pacificism and
Mapalle in the FRG. The closeness of Franco-West WUarman coordination on
cecieily aud Fast-West relations 15 thus intended to anshor FRG Goevornments
firmly in Lhe Western camp. [t is therefore as much about intra-bloc relations

as it is aboul blgec-to=bloe concerns.
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For Britain, Eastern Europe has tradifionally been relativeiy low on the
fureizn policy sgenda. Chamberlain‘'s romments on Czechoslovakia in 1938 ('a
amall country about which we know very little®) seemed o typify the British
tack of interest In the region, except as & factor in the Europesan baiance of
power.  As an island state, the UK has historicaily felt ltsaif (o be somewhat
diztant from the affalrs of the continent in the first place. angd when Britain
haz bean (nterested in Europa, it has been with Western or Central Rurnne (see
Oplions For__British Foreign Policy in the (9904, W.Wallace and C. Tugenhal, pd

and 122, Nevertheless, Britain's role as one of the Four Power states

responsible for Berlin gives it a direct stake in East Centrai Europe.  The
Polish crizis and the perceivedrneed for West Furopean tavolvement in the FRG'S
Ootpolitik have made the Conservative Government more aware- of the pnlitical
and =trategic importance of Eastern Eurupe, and in her 3econd term of offica,
Marzarct Thatcher, and harr Foreign Minister Geoffrey Howe, began an aclive
pragramme of visits to the capltals of the Warsaw Pact. However, this reflects
a rchange In slyle and priorities, rather than a fundamental reaszessment of
nhjectives, The geal of the British Govermment remains as bafora:r o encouruage

peonomic  amd political reform, to boost British trade i the regilon, and to

~stimulate Hasi Luropean autonomy from the Soviet Unlon.

In centrast to the ‘big three' (West Germany, France and the #X), ltaly's
primacy Interest is not in Central Europe, but in the Balkans and Snuth-Fast
Europa. Altnoﬂgh in the eariy eightics Italy developed close relations with thae
ODR with visits by Erich Honecker to Roma in- 1989 and Craxi to Barlin in 1u88),
fur pecpolitical reasons 1t is primarily interested In Hungafy,'(uguulavia and
Albania. Italy's role in Eest-West reiations s also of interast in that, along
with the Foreign Ministry, 1t is home for two other impurtan't r:oh~gmrermncntal
inztitullons: firstly, the PC], which has had an influential role tu play givén
the challenge and attraction of Eurocommunism to ‘'existing seclalism':  and
sacondly, the Vatican, which has been a decisive political force throughout the
region, must notably in Poland, but also in Hungary, Czechoslovakia and
Yugos lavia, The re-emergence of ‘Mitteleuropean' cooperation has added a
regional demansion to Itallan Interests, with politicians and regional
nallorities from the No#h-East focussing attention on stregthening links with

Au=trian, Hungary and Slovenia.
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Pugional differentiation apd East-Wast Relations {n Ewrope

Tz casa of Italy tllustrates onm ot the key features of Fast-Wesl
relationes 1 Durope, namely the growing regional differentiation iwolied, At
thn hasrt of the Fast-West relationship is5 Central Europa, as we huve alraady
telivated, but tor the countries on the periphery, the prioritiss and concerns
are different. Un the Nerthern frent, for example, Denmard identifias with the
Gede yr ity noneetns of  the Nordle countries, and this colours {ts atiibuds to
nucinar deterrence and NWFZs.  On the Southern froal, Greoce falihough it too
covainped  wood ralations with the CGDR in the early aighilasi iz reimarily
wonrcorned with Balkan security issues, dand mingce the seventias has lendad ta gasz
Turkay (slher than the Soviet Unton az its maln security thizal., Fasr West
teletions in the Balkans have a logic and dynamic of thelr own iretiacting tha
Listorinal copflicte and animesities of the region), given that the arey contains
w1 ival HATO states (Greece and Turkey), twe very dJifferent WTO states
ibuigaria, o =slale loyal to Moscow, and Romania, a rogue =late in all surts of
wayss, and two pon-aligned soclalist atates with next to nothing in CATMEN
Yugoulavia and Albania)., The peripheral status of Denmark ond Greece g0 wome
way vt osrpleining why  these two  countries, along Wwith another  Peripharal
country, freland, have been regarded as the 'difficult' (sometime: Aal=n 20lied
e YoolnateY countries in NATO and the EMC. -

Swizn in Central Europe, there are differaent processes at work.  RKelations
batwnsn Lhe two (ermany states clearly nave a logic and dynamic ot theiv awn

over g abova of that of East-Wesat ralations in general (hance the purennial

coarrern o2t the neighbours and alliars ot the two Uermanies, sucl: as Franze and

Puoland'.  Auztria and Hungary also have such good relations that fals of an

“ruiocertatn’ In this part of Eurape has long sinee becoe unthinkable: Hungary
now o joy= better relations with its bourgeois capitalist 'clazs enemy' Lo the
Wies' then it does with tts ‘fraternal socialist ally' in the Zant. Romania. The
sancopl of o straight-forward East-West divide in LBurope has therafars become
gz et odeled Aas the now widaly dlecreditad notion of a 'lutalitartan® Eastern
hlog,  As the black-and-white conirasts of the old hipolar world of tha inld War
have f{ades, Lhe varlous cultural and political links which have paltornad the
to¥tuie of the Europgan continent have begun fo reassert thamseivas: tni= i

mast clewnrly demonstrated by the debates taking place about the meaning and

Page 11
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zigniileamee ot the concept of Miftelsurnps, which has captured fhe imasination
Sf yellocrnals aSs far apart as Pragee and Vienna, Derlin and Zagran, Mmepce
sl krakow,  Thiz procesa of regional ditferentlatlen in Fast-West rolatiors {n
;4 Furope fws o (orther complicated the already diftficult task of devejoping a
oommon West Foropean Ostpolitik.

It hus been suggested that the West's most effective Ustualitik s simply

K]

that of presenling an alternaftive model of socletal development to Fastern
Eurcpn. The scientific and technological achlevements of the west sneak tor
vhemaeives; u=  Lennid Albalkin has acknowledged (Novembar 193K, i many

welend ifie and technologicml fields, capifailsm has gone far ah&od of vz and has

wusantially excesdad socialism® (Dawisha, p.1212 The politiral llerctins and

il T e A A el B L Dodile s

democratic righls enjoyed (to varying degrees) by many In Western Europe, as

i

weil z. the traditiong of telerance and opien dabate which have beasn  an
impartant current in at least some of the Western liberai-demucracing, hsve an
S00rmoas  eppeal  to many  in East  Europe. The «culturai  divernity  andg
wsaiwy imentatinn of the Wast have ceptured the imagtnation of many wuembers ot
tha int=liigentsta in the East, whilst the consumer goods and marerjal oromise
of Western markefs exert an enormeus pull on virtuwally &l classaz of Rasr
Furopean =ncieties.  Youth culture is also heavily dependent on Irornds in o tha
Wanh, parttcularly as regards fashlon and music, Nevertheless, bhe palitical and
oaltirai puall oY the West on East Central Europe s not absoluts, ziven ihe
awaranes. iy the Ensl of the West's own problems of unemployment. homelessness,
-Ir;!:;.',-ﬁ wmd rripe,.  Furthermore, as Karen Dawisha has observmd. East Furopasan
ragimes 4o have certaln ‘legitimacy reserves' upon which they ran draw, siven .
e wide spread popular acceptance of the values of zocialism and +*ha high
deqree of swcial and economic weltare which charactarises e rountries  af
“wyinting socialism' (Eagtern Europe, Gorbachev aund Reform, p.t11: . 1L is cisar,
vy afera, that we need a more complex and  differentiated analesic of the
impart nf the West on Eestern Europe az an alternative model ot wsouial and

politinal devrlopment.

his takes tu the heart of our present conearns; the relaticnchip balween

e proces: of Wast European integratlon on the one hand. and tne devolopmont

e
5
1
3
i
:
b
1
1
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Nt Razi-Wzst relatlons in Eurcpe on tha other. In terms of mititary/security
integeatfon o Weslern Eurecpe, the building of & European pillar in NATO or ine
atvansthening of  the WEY might be sean as reinforcing the present gacurity
avder in Burops, which parpetuates the division nt Burope. This diiemmd is not
rrws 33 edrly ax 1948 some in the West worried about the conueguencas ot tha
diviston ~f Garmany and the creation of rive! military elliances. UGecrye Kennan,
for euampid, warned that |, 'Yfrom such a trend of developments, it would hae hard
S find "the road back® to a united and free Europe' (Dawisha, w095 As
frorgn KannAan nhas subsequently arguad, the preoblem {5 that althouph beth
aglijanres waera formed as Instruments of policy to cope with percelved euternal
security threats, they have incressingly become ends of policy hecause of their
vile g ullisnce coheslon and intra=-bloc political mapagemant. The FRGC has had
T tace  thjs  dllemma much earlier oo, because Adenaner's  nolicy ot
Westintezration effectively spelt the end of German aspirations towards
raunlfination, as the Soclal Democratic opposition argued at the time,  On tha
ol hand, 1t can be argued that the current trends in Weut Furopean szecurity
thinking represent the only reallstlic way forward, foliowing the iwo-track
shiaiesy of tha Harmel Raport of safeguarding Western delvnre whilst pursuing a
porifey of Jiaiogue end peaceful cooperation with the East.

The straonglhening of WEU ¢If 1t can successfully bLe carriod turthar: ths
impetus tn ecomonic  integration and yrowth rapresented by the FO's 19482
nragramnme; motual recognition between the HCand the CMEA, togather with Jlowmer
isilolural cenperation between East end West Eumppean aconomies through trade.
(inanco and  join! ventures; the exdpansion of human and cultural contacts both
through  formal agreements snd through the Informal procoszes of televiulon
recaption and tourism; all these contribute toz.Western Eurape which wil nxert an
incrrasingly magnetic pull on its East BHuropesn neighbours. A delugate at the
must recent Soveet Party Conference warned his listerners that failure to make
headwoy with Soviet economic reform would tead East Europaan counteiss ‘to look
increasing  towsrds  their Western noighbours rather than to ush Cloger
inlegration of Austria into the EC, whether by early full membrship of by
arrangemen s leading  towards eventual membeeship, wili further increase Lhe

farce of the pull for Hunsary and Czechos|ovaklia,
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The rask for West European governments {& to wordinate these Jifferent
dimansens wf East—West relatlons in euch a way as to main®ain ‘e precarious
bnlune botwesn stablility and change reprosented by gradual pelitical =velution
witnin ast Central Burope.  Coordination of these specifically West Huropeasn
ontloize with pelicies on arms reductions, nuclear and cenventional slrategy, and
driclinviet ¢ elations will prove the most difficult and delicate fusk  ahoad,
Linkine Woal European prierities with those of the UUA as aliianae {sader. Much
will depend up-:vn. the perspectives -~ and tha priorities - of the naxt US
Administrotion. The impact on Western Europe of the demestic U3 dehate on
delence speadiunyg and  commiiments will complicate the franzatlantic dialogue,
sarticuiarly if €as on earliar occastons) it lesds to ctrategic reformniatisns
which l.h-:.f:liie:; will be agked to acrept. Sc will the evolutiaon of U5 policy an
techinlogy transtfer, as West Europesn companies and govermments are pursawd by
CMEA enfe prices hungry for advanced fechnology. 50 may well disapremants on
pelicies towards the Middle kFast and Eastern Mediterranean, as Arab-lorandi

bens b spill aver into terrorism or local conflict.

Wiz, if tt can successfully provide the | framawork for coardination of
weority  wolbicies among  the major West European governments, will play an
increaningly important role, linking NATQ and transatlantic relations to EFC and
B Gul 2o will tha European Community and its member -gnver-mnentc.. 3% Llhey
come to terms with the immediate.and expllcit d'emandé from the EFTA cuntries
incUdding the key European neutrals - for a redeflnition o thelr olice in oa
more  integrated WEstern Europe, and with the Jesg aexplicit lin-:.\imq of tha Fast
Lertral Buropean countries for clozer economic relations. In a veey real sense,
i Anglrian: have gagain come téu tho centre of Eu:;épe; for tha _Cx‘.ﬂnhu.znityism
rusthige 1o the broader implicatiohsr of an Austrlan application wil?'qéf; tha

botwe tor Last-West relations within Eurape in the early 1290s.

Adrian lyde-Price and William Wallace,

tChatham House, London, ' o
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The Spanish perceptioh of the challenges to Western Eur-
ope in East-West relations were deterhined largely by the pecu-
liar situation in Spain during the forty years of the Franco
regime.A profound dearth of knowledge existed regarding the
complex relationship between East and West. During this time,

problems of security and strategy were not studied at the uni-

. versities; the various governments since the democratic tran-

sition have done little to instigate such studies. This 1is
due, in the first instance, to the fact that the subject of
NATO divided the Spanish political forces, and subsequently,
to the realization that pacifist studies were more profitable
in terms of political votes for the present government. Nei-
ther did there exist any sovietologists at any of the Few Fac-
ulties of Political Science.

From this perspective, we can understand in good part

the difficulties and problems that have hampered the definition

of security policy in Spain during the last few years.
The delayed exchange of diplomatic representations bet-

ween Spain, the ‘Soviet Union and the Eastern European nations

must also be pointed out. This is yet another fact that ex-

plains the partial removal of Spain from the debate that most
of the Eﬁropean Community nations maintain on the situation
in Central Europe. 7 ' '

The Mediterranean is a different matter. Spain's interest
in the situation in this zone has been relevant since the era
of the Franco regime. The friendship with the Arab nations,
the difficulties in the relationships with the principal Mag-
hreb states and the awareness of the importance of Gibraltar
have. all contributed to a special interest in the‘Mediterran—
ean region.

Another sphere of special interest has been and is the
relationship with Latin America, as well as that with the Uni-
ted States. This latter, imbued with a strong military content

permiteed Spain's indirect integration into European defense.

Br Anlorio Slarguina. _
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At the present, Spain's incorporation into NATO and the
European Community has produced important changes, although
several conditioﬁs have been maintained that pertain to the
previous era of relative isolation.

The Spanish Government maintains a strong Europeanist
orientation in gquestions regarding security. Spains supports
the idea of a European Union standing for a common European
foreign and defense policy, .which it considers indispensable.
Political and economic autonomy are insufficient; military
autonomy is judged to be necessary to balance the existing
disequilibrium with the United States and to reinforce the
European pillar which is considered to be separate from NATO
itself.

From this perspective, then, one caﬁ understand Spain's
interest in its incorporation into the Western Eurcopean Union,
with the softening of the initial posture on Spanish integra-
tion to NATO. However, several problems remain to be solved,
gsuch as 1)} the fact that non-integration into NATO's military
structure would prevent a possible parallel admission of shar-
ed command in a European army; 2) the problem of the compati-
bility between forward defense and the rejection of the plan
to send Spanish troops to defend the borders of its allies.
Regarding this last point, it should be noted, however, that
the creation of rapid deployment forces is a novel element
and thus the problems of modernization and mobility of the
Spanish Armed Forces should be kept in mind; and 3) the inter-
est in disarmament, as was. demonstrated by the speedy accept-
ation by Spain of the double zero option, is also more highly
nuanced at present, as are the role of nuclear weapons in Euro-
pean defense and the "progressive reduction" of the American
presence in Spain. The emphasis on solidarity with -the Allies
is a reality.

In any case, the reform policies that are being carried

out by Gorbachev and the results obtained up to now are viewed
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very positively from Spain. In the words of‘ the Secretary
of Foreign Policy at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, a posi-
tion of "constructive vigilance" is beingimaintained;

To finalizg this oufline, the special relationships that
have been creéted with  France and Italy to promote strategic
reflexion and coordination specially fdr the Western Mediter-
ranean should be underscored. Cooperation has also been acti-

vated with Portugal. It can be said that at the present day,

- the Strait of Gibraltar and its accesses, as well as the situ-

ation in the Mediterranean, continue to be principal centres
of Spanish interest. 7 -

From this perspective, the focus of the Western European

‘Union should shift slightly more to the south with the entrance

of Spain to this organization.
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TURKISH PERSPECTIVES ON EAST-WEST RELATIONS AND EUROPEAN SECURITY

Duygu Bazo3lu Sezer

How does Turkey view the recent developments in East-West relations,
i.e. the reduced tension, the accelerating search for‘expanded areas of
accomodation and cooperation, and hence the growing stability between the
East and the West? Inseparably Tinked to this is the question of European
security: How does Turkey view the evolving European secur1ty scene aga1nst
the background of developments in East-West re]at1ons?

These questions had been in the making for some time now, in fact ever
since the dawn of strategic parity between the super powers. Two relative-
1y recent and parallel developments have launched the debate to new heights
and kept it there: The movement on nuclear arms control, more specifically
the signing of the INF Treaty in Dec. 1987, and secondly, General-Secre-
tary Gorbachev's innovative approaches to Soviet foreign and security po-
licies as well as to domestic development. Together, they.have reopened
the vital and interrelated questions of the definition of “the character
of the threat", the role of the U.S. in European security, the continu-
ing relevance of the Alliance's military strategy of flexible response,
and the perennial inter-Alliance and intra-Alliance tensions over the
role of conventional forces for deterrence, and the question of the con-
ventional balance or lack.of. balance and what to do about it.

This paper will be an attempt by an independent observer to summarize
how Turkey approaches the questions posed above.

1. East-West Relations and the INF Treaty

~ There is no gquestion that Turkey welcomes the improvement in East-West
relations in all its dimensions. She believes that the signing of the INF
treaty has made important positive contributions to East-West relations;
but that the treaty is not sufficient by itself to create the desired en-
vironment of mutual confidence and security in Europe -and the world. A
START agreement and a chemical-weapons-ban agreement should follow.

At the same time, however, the INF treaty has increased the prominence
and significance of the conventional imbalance, thus paradoxically breeding
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more insecurity than before, particularly in regions where the NATO/Warsaw
Pact conventional imbalance is acutely adverse for the Alliance. Turkey
sees the southern flank as one such region. In other words, progress in
the nuclear arms control field should in no way overshadow the importance
of the conventional dimension.

2. European Security Framework

European security requirements can be met most effectively with the
active participation of the U.S.A. Therefore, the North Atlantic Alliance
continues to enjoy a vital role in the preservation of European and world
peace. Similarly, the strategy of flexible response should not be tampered
with further, which continues to require an adequate mix of nuclear as well

~as conventional forces.

On the other hand, in order to help eliminate American apprehensions
and budgetary constraints, the European NATO members should make greater
contributions to common defense efforts within the framework of the
Alliance. Turkey would probably join most such moves. However, if the

. European NATO felt it expedient to move in the direction of a separate -

security identity and to institutionalize it in the Western European Union,
Turkey would want to be able to join such moves, too. Clearly there'are
serious obstacles to Turkey's joining, but she feels her resolve to be
part of any emerging European security arrangement should at least quali-
fy her favourable consideration in this process.

3. Indivisibility of security

Turkey believes that the security concept of the Atlantic Alliance is
based on the idea that security is indivisible. This means that the Alliance
should not compartmentalize its security priorities and requirements beyond
the level of geographic and strategic compartmentalization that has been
with the Alliance since its foundation. There are, of course, regional dif-
ferences but these should not be made the basis of a new impetus for the
enhanced political and military integration of one region as opposed to
the further distancing of other regions. The recently gathering tendency
to enhance the regionalism of the Center has been a source of concern to
Turkey. Similarly, Mediterranean security should not be viewed as a



separate issue. These tendencies threaten to disrupt the strategic in-
tegrity of the Alliance. The same tendency could manifest itself,
dangerously, at the conventiona]‘stabi1{ty—reduction talks at the cost
of a globalist approach.

At the other extreme, the question of out-of-area issues has always
been a source of discomfort for Turkey. She looks at the NATO commitment.
strictly within the geographical boundaries defined by the treaty. Yet,
she feels that NATO should review each case on its own merits in case
of a threat to NATO interests from a third-party and 1n third- party
areas.

4. The Soviet Union under Genéral-Secretary M. Gorbachev

Mr. Gorbachev's internal reforms serve domestic purposes, but they

. would be instrumental in reducing East-West tensions. Therefore, the

West can reap benefits from "perestroika" in indirect ways as well as
directly by entering into economic and commercial exchanges. Yet, the
West must proceed cautiously and must judge the Soviet Union by deeds
rather than by words only. ' o

Soviet Military Doctrine: The declaratory policy of revising the
Soviet M1]1tary doctrine from one based on offense to.one based on “ac—
tive Defense" has not so far been reflected -in either the qual1tat1ve or
the quantitative measures of a military strategy. Soviet-Warsaw Pact
forces fac1ng the southern flank continue to be offensively manned
equipped and dep10yed '

5. Public Opinion in Turkey on Seéurity Issues

Governments are increasingly feeling the pressure qf the attentive

| public, in particular on the questions of A) The, heavy burden of NATO-

related defense expenditures on the economy, B) The peace initiatives
of Mr. Gorbachev, C) Uncertainties of Turkey's future prospects with
and in Western Europe, and D) The possibi]ity of being Teft alone in
bilateral security relationship with the U.S., in case NATO is allowed
to further lose its collective security mission and identity and'Turkey
cannot move closer to Western Europe.



« . ISTITUTO AFFARI
3t INTERNAZIONALL - ROMA

n° Iny. _85&H_

3 ELIOTECA




88, viale mazxzini.« 00195 roma
tal. 316892- 354456 «» cable: Intaffarl-roma

m istituto affari internazionali

Stefano Silvestri
november 1988

Security challenges
as perceived in the Mediterranean

There is no "Mediterranean Region™. The Mediterrenean is a closed sea, shared
by different political, economic, sociai, cultural and military realities. In
the Mediterranean it is possible to draw the borders dividing various, :
autonomous, "Regions™. Therefore, there are no "Mediterranean Perceptions” as
such, of the security challenges.

.
Some countries, such as Portugal, Spain, France, Italy, Greece and Turkey are
formally integrated in the Western security system, from the Atlantic Alliance
te the European Community, with various degrees of participation and influence.
QOthers are variously linked with the Arab League, and divide themselves
accorcding to inter-arab and muslim parameters. Israel share the the Western
European countries its economic links with the EC and its security links with
the US, remaining however basically a Middle Eastern power. Since -the gsevering
of the alliances between the USSR, Yugoslavia and Albania, no Warsaw Pact state
is riparian of the Mediterranean. However, Bulgaria and Rumania are Balkan
states (ané the Balkans are a "Mediterranean” Regioh) and, together withn the
USSR, face’'the Black Sea.

m

Thus, the Mediterranean are& 1s certainly not "unitarian”. It extends beyond
the Mediterranean Sea ana 1its riparian countries. in this part of the worlé,
cirises involve the close intertwining of ideological, ethnic and political
factors such as Islamism, assertive nationalism, intra-Arab rivairies or
Arab-African disputes. The whole area , in security terms, is an "arc of .
crises” (to follow a éefinition by Brzezinsky).

Strateqgic military pianning and security policieg are equally divided. Forty
years age the Atlantic Alliance wag established, torning the whole area in two
sectors: a "northern” one, mainiy concerned with the Soviet threat, and a
"southern” one centered around decclonization and local crises and wars. The
faging away of Cento {a kind of Eastern "arm" of Nate) has sharpened this
distinction. Today, the Soviets see the Mediterranean strategic theatre through
the pianning of three different TVDs {the Wesiern, South-Western and Southern
TWDs), anc the US, wnile putting all its Mediterranean forces under its
European Command, has established a new Central Command in charge for the
Middle East and the Gulf.




No single Mediierranean power is capable of imposing its will on the entire
area by the use of military force or other means; rather, each is a somewhat
"junior” partner in a coalition with stronger powers. Thus local conflicts and
local security perceptions are mixed with larger and mere important
ipternational ones. For the past forty years, moreover, neither superpower has
attacned to the Mediterranean enough importance and priority, or invested
enough resources there to become its master. In Central Europe, the division
and confrontation between East and West have effectively frozen and removed
from the political picture the traditional intra-European conflicts. No such
result has been achieved in the Mediterranean, where borders between the two
"plocs” are muddled and dubious and alliances frail and changeable. A "balance
of mutual impotence” has been created, failing to impose long-lasting order and
stapility on this area.

in Nato terms, a large part of the Mediterranean is "out of area”. For many
years, Americang and Europeans remained at odds on the problem of ocut of area
commitments, with the US trying not to be obliged to support the dwindling
European colonial empires. The year 1556, when the US effectively dealt the
death blow to the Anglo-French military intervention against Egypt, marks the
highest point of US disagreement with Eurcpean colonial powers.

This situation was completly reversed shortly afterwards, when the Europeans
gave back the Americans the same sympathy and aid they had received in the past
on similar occasions - that is none. .
No common siraiegy was conceived, therefore, that could be dealt with through
the commen machinery of the Atlantic Alliance. The "let us do the best we can"
and "if somebody wishes to do more let him” attitudes on out-of-area issues
were already present in the 1967 Harmel report: "Crises and conflicts arising
putside the arez may impair its (NATO) security either directly or by affecting
the globai balance. Allied countries contribute individually within the United
Nations and other international organizations to the maintenance of
international peace and security, and to the solution of important
international problems. In accordance with established usage the Allies, or
these of them who wish to do so, will also continue to consult on such problems
without commitment and as the case demands.”

They have been repeated at length in the final communigués of the North
Atlantic Council meetings of the '80s. Typically the Allies recognise that
events outside the Treaty Area may affect their common interests as members of
the Alliance. I it is established that their common interests are involved,
they say that they will engage in timely consultations. Sufficient military
capabilities must be assured in the Treaty Area, however, to maintain an
adequate defense posture against the Warsaw Pact {the "primary™ Nato mission).
Individual member governments who are in a position te do so can endeavour to
support, at their request, sovereign nations whose security and independence
are threatened. Those Allies in a position to faciiitate the deployment of
forces outside the Treaty area may do so on the basis of natiocnal decisions.

Qut-of-area developments are normaily discussed at ambassadorial level within
the Atlantic Council framework, but these discussions are general in nature and
amount to information gathering and perception exchanging sessions rather than
to real discussions of policy options. Furthermore, consultation, while



considered desirable, has often been cosmetic and very late with respect to the
development of events.

The significant words of the Atlantic compromise are the following: "if it is
established that common interests are involved”. Therein lies the key clue to
the difficulties, a clear indication of the uncertainty of the Allied
commitment, of the different national perceptions of out-of-area challenges,
and of the obstacles on the road to an effective and coordinated Allied
response to crises outside the Nato-Warsaw Pact context.

The most important factor influencing the security perceptions of the
Mediterranean countries, therefore, is the coherence that can be found between

the strategic aimg of the major external powers and the local interests and
policies.

This factor could result in a kind of strategic interface, undermining the
solidarity between Atlaniic ailies. The main problem for the Southern European
members of the Alliance is understanding the scope of the "vital interests”
guaranteed by the Alliance. This term has a direct bearing on the extension of
American nuclear deterrence: therefore, it has to be used sparingly, especially
when other doubts are growing with respect to the credibiiity of such a
deterrence. According to the traditional behaviour of the Alliance, Central
Furopean interests have been considered somewhat more "vital” than the
Soutnern European and Mediterranean ones. It is also frue, however, that , at
least in principle, the Southern European allies are currently guaranteed by

the concept of "vital interest”. this is the key pillar of extended deterrence
for the Southern Region,

out-of-area interests are more "opinable” than "wvital”, however. In 1983, the
South West Asia Impact Study of Nato stated that no "conceivable contingencies”
in the area were bound to create unmanageable security problems for the
hlliance. A policy of greater inveivement in overseas contingencies, resuliing
in a de facto linking the Southern Region of Nato and out-of-area crisis
management - even for simple reasons of geographic proximity - will inevitably
biur the strategic assessment of what is "vital"” and what is "oplnable"
diminishing the strategic importance of present distinctions.

It is also true, however, that out-of-area crises are growing in strategic
importance anyway, and that the American perception of the U.S. vital interests
seems to be changing in the direction feared by the Eurcopean Allies. The
proplem, therefore, exists and cannot be avoided. It has to be "managed”. Thusg,
NATO will have to deal with the setting up of many strategies "4 la carte”
without loosing its political and military coherence. Differing perceptions and
alternate priorities of arms procurement will grow, straining NATO internal
consensus and efficiency.

Meanwniie, the United States hag tended more to inform its allies and seek
their blessing than to consult, except in cases where it was felt that the
issue had to be multilaterized in order to insure military support and burden
snaring. Even then, reliance was placed on bilateral comsultations with each
European coulitry, but with special treatment of "special” allies, in terms of
the level of officials involved and the amount of information provided. The
American consultation process before the April 1986 air attack on Libya is a
very good example of this.




Tne United States has, understandably, never been very willing, in the course
of consultations, to provide details of ity planned military operations, or
those ready for implementetion. The risk of very damaging leakages is
considered too high to be taken lightly, and information is given out on a
selective basig, and only if and when necessary. Thus, again considering the
April 1986 bombing of Libya, the information provided by the United States to
the British Premier, Mrs Thatcher, was more detailed than that given to French
President Francois Mitterand, which was, in turn, more complete than that
submitted to the Italian Prime Minister, Bettino Craxi.

While considering the "southern” perceptions, therefore, it ig also important
to compare them with the US policies. There are basic areas of dissension
between the US and the local countries, on various grounds, detrimental to the
effectiveness of Western policies in the Mediterranean.

The US are generally considering iocal conflicts and peolicies from an East-West
angle, while local countries underiine the importance of endogencus factors.
Thus, while the US are ready to cash in any "American option” taken by local
powers as an asset in the East-West balance, Mediterranean countries, on the
contrary, fear this political polarization as a new conflictual element, adding
fresh insecurity to an already troubled spot.

American and Mediterranean attitudes also differ on the possibility of
eliciting responsible cooperation from the Soviet Union. Nothwistandimg some
very short-lived attempts, the basic American attitude has been to keep the
Soviet Union out of the Mediterranean (or to the lowest possible level of
presence}. More or 1ess consciousiy, local powers do not consider this to b
consistent with their long term stability concerns. :

Dissensions appear on the question of terrorism. The US considers terrorism as
a global phenomenon, and it i3 certainly true that terrorism has played against
the US and in.the hands of the Soviet Union. Stil]l, terrorism is also a new
manifestation of old regional factors that require both political and military
responses. In the Mediterranean eyes the politicai factors are of paramount
importance, while military responses alone can be counterproductive.

Summing up: from a Superpower's point of view, the Mediterranean is mainly a
convenieat line of communication reaching various strategic theatres, and a
“flank” of various possible wars (from Central Europe to the Gulf}. From a
local peint of view, on the contrary, the Mediterranean increses the risks of
being unwillingly drafted in external crises, while local interests are
somewhat downplayed if not simply ignored by the major players.

2.

Southern European perceptions of the threat are egually out of lime with the
main thrust of the Atlanmtic Alliance. The Spanish attention to the threat from
the South, or the Greek concentration on the Turkish threat, are just two of
the many anomalies. Each Southern European country has its own view of the
Mediterranean and of its military needs.

Portugal, whiie firmly integrated with the Atlantic strategic theatre, has a
somewhat residual role for the ground defence of North Eastern Italy.



Spain, much less integrated in the Allied structure and planning, is
effectively reducing its utility as American bridgehead in the South, and
strives to maintain its traditional strategic "iscliation” from the Eurcpean
theatres.

France, apart from being a central European power of its own right, has
possibly the strongest Mediterranean miiitary power, after the U8, but its
military and strategic commitment in the area is apparently aimed mainly at
astablishing a kind of "Western Mediterrenean” sanctuary, in line with the
traditicnal appreciation of the Mediterranean as a "flank”.

Italy is torn between conflicting interests and perceptions. It has a dual
role, Eurcopean and Mediterranean: its North Eastern border would be part of a
Central European confrontation between East and West, while its Central
Mediterranean location exposes the country to completely different threats and
strategic requirements.

Wnile Greece fears Turkey more than the Warsaw Pact, the latter is also part of
the Middle Eastern strategic theatre and, sharing a common border and a Sea
with the USSR, is probably the most exposed country of the Mediterranean and
the less covered by an absolute Allied guarantee.

According to the prevailing Aliied consensus, however, the Mediterranean is

relatively less threatened and more "secure” than Central Europe, at .east on
Tast-West {erms.

The Balance in the Southern Fiank

Nato Nato Wars. P. Wars. P.
present reinforced present reinforced
Land Forces
Divisions 47 57 30,2/3 72,273
Tanks 6.203 7.231 7.481 17.736
Artillery,Mirs 4.486 4.956 4.511 10.244
Tactical Air
FGA 570 713 730 955
Fighters 164 194 955 1.015
Recce ile 121 118 118
Naval Forces
Carriers 4
Hel. and V/Etol
carriers 5 2
Cruisers 5 9 ‘
Destroyers 45 1% ‘
Fregates/Corveties 58 47
FPBs ' 64 79
Minesweepers 63 80
Landing ships/cr. 135 48
Attack ‘ _
submarines 58 , 36



According to the Military Balance 1986/89 of the IISS, therefore, Nato holds a
clear superiority over the Warsaw Pact in the Naval balance of forces, in the
Mediterranean. The USSR Mediterranean Squadren includes about 40 ships, only 6
of which are major surface combatants, with 6 attack submarines, 2 of which
modern and armed with long-range surface-to surface missiles. The Nato ships,
however, are slowly getting older, while the Soviet ships are increasingly
armed with modern missile systems.

The Nato’'s numerical advantage in terms of number of Army divisions would
disappear with mobilization and reinforcements, while the Warsaw Pact has a
greater number of tanks and other land weapons, and of aircraft (interceptors,
ground attack, bombers and armed helicopters). Qualitatively, moreover, the
warsaw Pact forces are in better shape than the Greek and Turkish ones. 50% of
the Russian tanks in the South-Western TVD are T-64/-72, and the Soviets are

deploying modern systems like the 5u-24 Fencer, the Hind assault helicopters
and the 85-21 and 55-23 missiles, :

For the Southern Regiocn of Nato, the Allied military doctrine has meant a

" minimal role. If Nato held in the Center with conventicnal forces or nuclear
weapons, should they be needed, pace would scon return, with little action on
the Flanks. Nato's defeat in the Center, on the contrary, would give little
choice to the Flanks but to accomodate Soviet wishes. Thus, Southern Region
countries would have a vital stake in the success or failure of Nato defenses,
but littie effect on the outcome.

The lower state readiness of Soviet forces in the Scuth-Western and Southern
TVDsg, as compared with the forces in the Western TVD, confirm the traditional
wisdom, even if the technological improvement of Soviet Naval forces and of
Soviet grouné attack fighters and weapon systems could change somewhat this
igyllic picture. Apart from some technological countermoves, however,
especially on the defensive capacity of the Navies and the Air Forces, no major
reappraisal of situatien is called for.

The picture changes more sharply, however, if other scenarios are taken into
account.

One problem lies with the very nhigh probability that any war in Central Europe
would be likely to trigger early nuclear escalation. There is more room for
maneuver in the Flanks though - wether it is political, military, or both.
Thus, if the Soviets choose to iaunch a military attack against Nato to achieve
iimited gains, they will have to do so without total victory over Nato forces
and without seeking to capture West Germany. Such a war for limited gains would
make Nato's Southern and Northern Regions an attractive target, and a less
risky one than those located in Central Europe.

Moreover, the increasing "conventionalization” of the Allied strateqy, while

attractive for general reasons, ig also strictly linked to the geo-strategic

features of the various military theatres which, in the Scuthern Region case,
are widely scattered, far from each other and poorly integrated with the bulk
of Nato's defences. The absence of a massive presence of American troops, on

land, could further diminish the credibility of the Allied deterrence in the

South (particulariy in the South-East} and in the North-East.
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A second problem stems from the possible connections between the escalation of
an out-of-area military confirontation {e.g. in the Gulf, or around Israel} and
the Southern Nato sector {particularly the Asiatic part of Turkey). Nato's
Southern Flank is not merely a regional defence line against the East. It also
gquarantees a strong Western posture over the Middle Eastern Region. In the
event of a local conflict turning sour, or in the event of an East-West
confrontation, the Soviets might very well turn to Nato's Southern Region as a
target of opportunity and an indirect but powerful way for gaining additional
political and military leverage against the West.

A third problem is linked with the evolution of the threat, including indirect
threats like international terrorism or the political utilization of economic
pressures (e.q. taking advantage of the dependency of many Southern European
countries from imports of oil and gas from the USSR, Algeria, Libya etc.}. The
careful exploitation of these indirect strategies could further disjoint the
Alliance in the Mediterranean, helping to bring about a favourable outcome for
poiitical and military pressures.

It i3 not surprising, therefore, if the general attitudes of the Southern
European countries vis-a-vis Nato is one hoth of asking for reassurance and
commitment and increasing irresponsability and neutralistic tendencies.
Southern Europe needs Nato for its defence, but it is clearly dissatisfied with
Nato's responses,

A case in point is the idea, apparently quite fashionable today, of a
"giversionary” role of the Southern Flank, in case of military confrontation in
the Center. It is an old story. During the I WW, a high number of the Italian
cffensives over the Isonzo were prompted by the requests of the Allied Supreme
Commander, Foch, to relieve the French and the Russian fronts. The favour weas
reciprocated, however, when the last Isonzo offensive did turn into an Italian
military defeat, helping the Italians to withstand successfully the pressure of
the Central Empires. 1s this kind of reciprocity still possible, in present
terms? Given the greater risks connected with war on the Central Front, couid
we assume that Nato would be wiliing to relieve the pressure on the Southern
Allies with an offensive on the Center? Furthermore, if is far from ciear that
the Southern European countries could easily and successfully shift from their
present defensive posture {o an offensive one, even with American help.

‘The perception of being drafted for fighting a distant war without fair
reciprocity from the Allies, is certainly feeding the existing "neutralist”
tendencies in some Southern Eurcopean countries. All the more so, if the out of
area crises are taken into account: the utilization of the Mediterranean bases
and communication lanes by the Unifed States, without prior consultation and

agreement, increases the probability of irresponsible behaviour from the
Southern Allies.

The Southern Eurcpean Allies therefore remain relatively uncommited to the
common defense. The numbers are clear enough.



The Zcuthern Countries share of the global defence expenditures of the Atlantic
Alliance is the following:

1660 1965 1970 1975 1980 1966
GREECE 0.32 0.38 . 0.45 0.51 0.54 0.51
PORTUGAL _ 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.36 0.39 0.37
TURKEY 0.42 0.44 0.50 0.63 0.61 0.74
ITALY 5.71 5.82 6.56 6.54 6.75 6.55

‘Spain would add something like 3.5%, if considered. France goes from the 7.81%

of the 1960 to the 9.32% of the 1986, including however all its defence
expenditures for the Central Front and national defence. (source: G. Adams & E.
Munz, Falr Shares, Defense Budget Project, Washington D.C., 1988}

Thig picture changes somewhat if the number of sc¢ldiers is taken into
consideration { Turkey alone is granting the 12.61% of the total of the
Alliance, with only 8.66% of the population): but these soldiers are relatively
poorly armed, even considering the American military assistance program to
Portugal, Greece and Turkey.

The Italian "exception” moreover is only apparent. Italy's contribution to its
own defence, in percentage of its GNP, is one of the lowest of the Alliance:
oniy 2.27%, for 1988.

3.

Could this situation change with the buiiding of a European political and
military pillar? The qguestion is a difficult and somewhat theoretical one. Some
considerations could be made, however,

A1l the Southern European countries hold & bias in favour of Europe, at least
in principle. "Isolation” from the mainstream of European politics has always
been d major problem, for all thege countries. Demecratic regimes, in all these
countries, have played repetediy the "European card” for strenghtening
themselves. In the case of Greece and Spain {and in the case of the Italian
Communist Party), a greater European defence cooperation is seen as a way out
from the present "unequal relationship” with the US and a more acceptable
justification for increasing their commitment to common defense. Europe is at
the same time the main aim and the main trouble of the Turkish foreign policy,
torn between its willingness to join the EC and the WEU and its nationalistic
reaction against the present European rejection of the Turkish yearning.

Southern expectations and perceptions are not necessarily shared by the other
Europeans. Could a "European pillar™ be more oriented toward the South than the
present Nato system? Presently after all the US is the only non-Mediterranean
Nato ally effectively engaged in the Mediterranean, with considerable military
forces. A recent decision of West Germany to send some naval forces in the
Mediterranean, to help Nato to close the gap created by the American, French
and Italian naval engagement in the Gulf, is a step in the good direction. In
military terms, however, no real alternative exists To the permanence of the US
present commitment for the defence of the Eastern Mediterranean allies and for-
the maintenance of an acceptable balance of Air Forces.




No European pillar, therefore, could make without the US, in the South as well
45 in the entire Nato area. The Europeaﬁ pillar, however, could be useful for
at least two other reasons.

The first is a political one. The main problem of the Southern Flank is its
"perception of isolation and lack of a clear international "identity”. A greater
European integration could supply both (even if it could have some contrary
effect on Turkey if appropriate compensatory steps are not taken).

The second is a strategic one. The importance and danger of the crises
developing out of the Nato area is growing rapidiy. Western Europe canmnot
ignore the regquirements of world order, and European countries are increasingly
asked to share the burden of managing overseas crises. Both the Western
European Union (to be enlarged soon to Spain and Poertugal)} and the EC machinery
nave been already involved with out of area problems of various nature. A
greater European coordination would make sense and would certainly help to
estabiish a more balanced relationship between the American way of dealing with
out of area crises and the European interests and priorities. Such a
coordination, moreover, could ease some.of the problems experienced by the
Southern Eurcpean countries, increasing the Allied solidarity in the
Mediterranean while allowing for a differentiated (but still consensual)
approach. '
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MEDITERRANEAN SECURITY: A DUTCH VIEW

A.E.Piljpers (University of Amsterdam/University of Leiden)

Note prepared for the conference "West European Security Policy:

the Scope of Identlity", Ebenhausen November 10 - 12, 1988

1. The Dutch defence and security efforfs are, both in miiitary~
strategic and in financial-material terms, for 90 % concentrated
on the Central Sector. In addition, the North Flank plays an
important role in Dutch (naval) strateqgy, and this flank is in
any case consldered more important than the South Flank., This is
not only due to, obyiouély, the geographic rioéation_of the
Netherlands, but also because the strategic 1ink between the
North Flank and the Central Sector is more direct thaﬁ the link
between the South Flank and the Central Sector. _In 'case of a
protracted conventional conflict between NATOIand'WP,'the losé of
Norway, and hence of the sea 1lines ~across the Atlantic, are
probably more fatal for  Western Eurocpe as a wﬁolé thanrthe loss

of Turkey.

The Dutch defence pricrities for the 1990s are fourfold: (a) to
maintain a credible nuclear deterrent in Europe;fb) to realize a
true conventional balance between NATC and WP (and hence to

reduce consliderably wp  forces); (c) to reach acceptable
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arrangements for burden-sharing between the US and Western
Europa; (d} to further develop a West European security policy

within a firm NATO-framework.

{2) Rummel and Schmidt are quite correct when they write in their
report for this conference (p.20): "...reglional security problems
in the Mediterranean area as well as in the Middle East seem to
be only of marginal significancé.to,West European strategists
compared to those 1in Central Europe". And yet the.security
situation in and around the Medlterranean, b@th in East-West and

out-of-area terms, is not altogether a gquantite neqgligeable from

a Dutch toreign policy and security viewpdint. on the_coﬁtrary,

it seems that security-related problems in this aréé, ranging
from the strategic sigﬁificance' of Turkey and the Gfeek-Turkish
dispute, to the Arab-Israelil confiict, Libyan inspired'terrorism,
or the wars in Lebanoh,_are increasingly requiring some sort éf
decisionmaking in The Hague. Moréover, in the 19§0$ these issues
have caused the Dutch_govérnment_ moré often than before to take
rather concrete diplomatic, eCdnomic, aqd' sometimes even (very

modest) military measures.

3. The Dutch involvement in this respect is mainly conducted via

two multilateral fora (leaving the UN apart for the moment): (a)

NATO, and (b) European cooperation, in particular EPC. There are,

however, also examples of predominantly national initiatives. The
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Dutch offer to Egypt to assist with the minehunting operations in

the Red Sea and the Gulf of Suez (1984) is a case in point.

4. As a NATO-country the Netherlands is of course (indirectly)
involved with 1issues 1like: the R&ssian naval expansion in the
Mediterranean (always a point. of attention for a country being
itself the smallest of the larger West European naval powers};
the GreekﬁTurkfsh dispute; the péssible consequences of a large
scale (Ameriéan) RDF deployment in the Middle East or Gulf region
for the balance of power in "the Southern Region; the political
stability in Turxkey, Greece, or Portugal; the entry bf Spain into
NATQ, etcetera. But, as séid before, these concerns are not
translated in any significant military commitment, apart from the
participation of Dutch marines to NATO exefcises iike "Distant
Hammer" (on Gibraltar and Sardinia),'or the occasional shﬁwing of
the flag in the ports of'AFSOUTH countries. | -_ _
The Dutch attitude on these ,NATO-isSues is probably not very
different from ‘the wviewpoints of its European neighbours. The
only specific point is perhaps'the inbuilt tension.bétween‘on the
one hand the Dutch NATO—line; and on the other, an outspoken
human rights policy towards = countries like Turkey (and formerly

Greece or Portugal}.

Since the Russian invasion of Afghanistan and the convulsions in

the Gulf region, the position of Turkey, a cornerstone for both
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NATO's South Flank as well as for South West Asia (NATO's South
Flank-writ-large) hecame of urgentl concern for the Alliance.
Germany and the US have made st?onq efforts to improve inter alia
the quality of the Turkish army. Recently, the Dutch government
has decided to join these attempts, and to give annually Hfl.40
million "structural defense aid" to Turkey {(as well as to Greece
and Portugal) 1in order to underpin its commitment to the South
Flank, and also for the sake of burden-sharing (cf. the third

Dutch defense priority).

5. More " interesting, and probably of increasing ihportance, is
-the EPC vehlcle. About 40 -50% (depending on fhe criterla) of the
more than 300 EPC declarations issued so far are related to
crises and conflicts briginating in ‘or around the eastern and
southern shores of the Mediterranean. Sincé almost two decades
EPC has more or less forced the Dutch government to .také up a
positién regarding these issues, and to make 'decisibhs about the
required policy-measures (demarcheé, sanétions, tact-finding
missions etﬁetera). At one occasion (HFO/Sinai) the Dutch got
even militarily involved. These activities are in military terms
of course negligible, but politiéally they are often quite

sensitive because of the relationship with the US.

6. Thus, <regarding the (political- and economic aspects of)

security in and around the Mediterranean, undoubtedly a process
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of Europeanization has taken place in Dutch foreign policy. Due
to the expanding scope of Eﬁropean economic and political
cooperation, and due to an increased preparedness to certain
kinds of European security cooperation (cf. the fourth Dutch
defense priority), a country in the North-wWest of Europe
apparently becomgs at least politically closer involved with the

problems of and nearby NATO's Southern Region.

7. The Gulf is of course not part of Mediterranean security, but
their ére obviously certain political linksr between, for
instance, the Gulf war and the position of Turkey (or the
situation in Lebanon), and as said before, operations of NATO.
countries outside Europe do incur compensation _problems inside
the NATO;boundaries. The West European naval operations in the
Gulf, for Iinstance, induced Germany to send some ships to
Mediterranean waters (while Norway sent a patrol to the North
Sea}. Such moves are keeniy noficed at Dutch naval headquarters

in Den Helder, particularly when the German Navy is involwved.

8.‘A5 a colonial power Holland had considerable interests in the
Mediterranean. The Suez canal, of ~which Holland was rthe third
largest user at the turn of‘this century, counted as a vital link
with the Dutch East-Indies. Decolonization made of course an end
to these concerns, bhut it is interesting to note that through the

process of Europeanization, some "colonial" security issues (like
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the balancing of continental and overseas defence priorities)
have been returned to a certain extent on the securityr agenda in

The Hague.

9. Rummel and Schmidt talk .about the "splitting tendencies™
within the West Buropean security community, and about "regional
and subregional differentiation™ in this respect (p.21). And they

fear that "!..the divers processes of subregional cooperation are

-likely +to impede the development of a common West European

securlty policy". This is perhaps true. But we see on the other
hand countries in North-West Europe, 1large and small, taking
political an even military‘rgSponsibilitiés for operatibns on and
beyond NATO's southern borders in the,frameworks.of WEU or EPC.
Not exactly a process of "sub;eqional diffe;entiation" asrit

seems.
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1. Introduction

In recent years cooperation between the c¢ountries of
Wastern Europe in the field of security policy has in-
creased congiderably. The WEU has been reactivated and
for the first time European Political Cooperation has
received a legal basis. The IEPG has developed into a
focus for dnitiatives aimed at coordinating military
procurement programmes and plans for cooperation in arms
technology.

In addition to these multilateral developments it has
also been possible to observe a remarkable increase in
bilateral cooperation. FPranco-German cooperation based
en the Elysee Treaty has taken on such concrete form
that other Western European countries have made c¢ritical
comments on the subject. Great Britain and France have
begun to take steps in the field of defence cooperation.
Very recently efforts have been made to strengthen the
links between Great Britain and the Federal Republic of
Germany and similar initiatives in Italian-German rela-
tions have alsoc begun to take place. In both c¢ases
Franco-German security consgultation serves as a model.
All thie is happening with the aim of building a second
pillar within the Western Alliance, however, at diffe-~
rent building sites at the same time,

An important factor underlying these efforts involves
Western Furopean fears of being forced to play a minor
role in security affairs as a result of changes in the
relationship between the superpowers. During the first
half of the 80s Western Eurcpean countries attempted to
work together in order to lend greater weight to their
common interest in the revival of detente and arms con-
trol dialogue. Since the Reykjavik summit meeting in
1986 they have become increasingly invelved in c¢oopera~-
tion 4in an attempt to prevent the superpowers reaching
agreement on disarmament measures which would be detri-
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2. The aims of security cooperation

A primary function of bi- and multilateral coordination
is to bring together Western European interests in order
to be able to exercise greater influence on the policies
of the USA. It is also meant to reduce the structural
imbalance in the Alliance’'s decigion-making process
{(catchword: equal partnership). The move fowards what is
sometimes called "a more self-assertive Eurcpe" is thus
an attempt to gain greater public¢ support for defence
pelicy in some écuntries.

The construction of a Buropean pillar within the Alli-
anca 1s to demonstrate a Buropean readiness to take on
greater responsibility and also to make the Western Eu-
ropean defence contribution much more visible in order
to maintain the USA's firm commitment to the defence of
Europe. It is c¢lear here, however, that due to the pres-
ent budgetary constraints in most Western European coun-
tries defence efforts cannot be improved by significant
increases in defence spending, but only as a result of a
coordinated management of rascurdes.

At the ecentre of all Burecpeanization initiatives one
will find that an attempt is being made to preserve the
status quo within the Western defence system - even -
within the ¢changed framework of the post-INF era - with-
out wighing to pay an additicnal price for this. How-
ever, Europeans will only be able to play a greater role
in the Western Alliance if France is involved in a va-
riety of indirect, 1ie European ways. since its military
re-integration within NATO is not forseeable in the near
future (although this would perhaps make things consid-
erably easier).
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Western European cooperation has been intensified sig-
nificantly as a result of the disarmament process made
possible by the superpowers. However, there are also
other independent factors which have led to progress in
the process of Europeanization. Western Europeans' con-
sciousness of their économic and political role in the
world has been substantially changed by progress in the
field of EC integration. Moves towards security coopera-
tion are thus also meant to accelerate the process of
European integration and improve the technolegical com=-
petitiveness of Western EBurope in relation to the USA
and Japan. It is also clear that in the field of securi-
ty policy a certain amount of momentum has been achieved
in Western Buropean institutional developments so that
they are themselves having an impact within the communi-
ty of twelve as well as in the surrounding region. (The
number of applications for membership of the WEU and the
EC should be seen in this light.)

However, the single mantle of joint policy goals con-
ceals a large number of divergent interests. These can
range from different national priorities in defence pol-~
iey to divergences in opinicn on concrete guestions of
arme control and disarmament (eg in relation to SNF} and
different ideas on which European institutions need
strengthening. The ironing out of these differences -
not only between Bonn, Paris and London, but also, for
example, between the Central and Southern European
states - represents an essential part of the coordina-
tion process at different levels of security coopera-
tion. ©n the one hand, overcoming these differences re-
presents a problem for the development of a European
security policy indentity. On the other, however, the
new challenges which have to be dealt with in arms con-
trol and disarmament policy not only present an oppor-
tunity to reduce the scale of the Soviet threat through
negotiation. but also to accelerate the general European
integration process including the field of security.
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3. The development and scale of institutionalized

o o e

|

cooperation

Efforts at achieving consensus on security and arms con-
treol questions are not restricted to one forum or organ-
ization. Discussions held within the WEU are aimed at
this geal to the same extent as the c¢oordination process
within the EPC and the discussions held within the
framework of Franco-German consultations. In addition to
this there is also the Burogroup of European NATO de-
fence ministers (without France) and the Independent Eu-
ropean Program Group (of which France is a member),

The Eurogroup largely devotes itself to the task of mak-
ing the extent of European defence performance clear to
the USA and publicizing it there through carefully di-
rected public relations activities. In the long term it
is questionable whether simply presenting the defence
efforts made will be enough to convince the USA that the
European contribution is sufficient.

The IEPG attracted greater public interest last year
when it published a study called "Towards a Stronger
Europe"”, which was drawn up by an independent group of
aexperts. The study presented proposals for a strengthen-
ing of Europe's position in the fields of arms produc-
tion and technology. The IEPG is also involved in as-
sisting the low developed defence industries (LDIs) of
some of its member states by offering support to facili-
tate their participation in cooperative technology pro-
grammes {CTPs). As a whole the practical results of IEPG
activity are not as great as they c¢could be and its
stronger institutionalization through the establishment
of a secretariat has not taken place.

Using the examples of Franco-German cooperation, the WEU
and the EPC I would now like to present a brief overview
cf security-related cooperation in order then to des-
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¢ribe the interaction between the institutions involved
and their compatibility with NATO.

&) Franco-German security cooperation takes place on the
basis on the Elysee Treaty of 1963. It first began to
develop in the early 80s before the background of the
anti-missile protests in the Federal Republic of  Ger-
many. It was then given further impetus by the disarma-

ment policy of the superpowers. On the 25th anniversary
of the Franco-German Treaty, on 22nd January 1988, both
sides agreed to the eatablishment of a joint brigade. At
the same time they also decided to form a Defence and
Security Council in order to complete the existing bi-
lateral consultative framework, although ne new respons-
ibilities were alleocated to this body. Both governments
wish to keep their cooperation open for the involvement
of other countries and regard it as the security policy
nucleus for a future Eurcpean Union.

However, this view is not shared completely by others.
In Great Britain and Italy it was greeted with criticism
and even in the Benelux countries old fears reappeared
about a Franco-German condominium which could be harmful
to FEuropean unity. The USA, and to a certain extent
NATO, reacted to the foundation of the council and the
formation of a integrated military unit with digeernible
scepticism. It remains to be seen if Franco-German coop-
eration will be restricted to symbolic political mea-
sures or whether further concrete steps will be taken
which @¢ould result in the foundation of a conventional
Western Buropean army. It is also unclear whether coop-
eration between the two countries might not lead to the
emergence o©of new problems which could hinder future de-
velopment.

b) The WEU is the only multilateral body within the
Western Alliance in which the foreign and defence minis-
ters from seven Western European NATO countries come to-
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gether for joint discussions twice a year. Its revital-
ization 1in 1984 was closely connected with the problems
experienced in expanding the EPC to include the field of
security; however, it was alsc made possible by the con-
currence of different national interests, particularly
those of France and the Federal Republic. At the same
time it also opened up an opportunity for the smaller
states to be able to exert a greater influence on the
defence policy of the big three.

In the Rome Declaration the member states of the WEU
agreed to discuss the speciflc problemsz of European se-
curity and to attempt to harmonize thelr views. They
agreed to do this in relation to the following areas:
questions of defence and disarmament, political support
for arms cooperation, and the effects on European secu-
rity of crises in other parts of the world. 1In connec-
tion with the latter, in 1987 for the first time at-
tempts were made at coordinating the dispatch of Euro-
pean naval units to a confliet region, the Persain Gulf,
on the basis of paragraph VIII of the Modified Brussels
Treaty and Section III, Number 4 of the Plaiéorm. The
military opefgfions of thege ships in the Gulf, however,

remained under national command. Nevertheless, this may
have et a precedent for future Western European hand-
ling of NATO's out-of-area problem.

The "Platform" which was agreed in October 1987 by the

meeting of the WEU Council of Ministers held in The

Hague 1is a smaller version of the original French pro-
posal for a Buropean Security Charter. The c¢entral idea
underlying the consensus achieved in The Hague involves
the perception that at present there is no alternative
to the Western strategy of nuclear daterrggzé, that Us

involvement in Western European defence is absolutely
necegsary if it is to be effectively and credibly main-
tained and also that British and French independent nu-

c¢lear forces are of ~onsiderable importance. Thus, es-
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sentially the Platform reconfirmed old principles and
interests, and did not offer new perspectives in rela-
tion to a further development of a specificly Western
European security policy.

It is also in this light that one should see the minor
improvements in the organizational structure of the WEU
(the enlargement of the Permanent Council to include
Political Directors, the formation of Working Groups)
and the endless arguments on the question of the c¢ol-
location of WEU bodies, which are at present divided
between London and Paris. Another problem which long oc¢-
cupied the WBU related to the applicationz for member-
ghip from the Iberian countries. The reason for this was
that Spain has maintained a critical stance towards nu-
clear deterrence. However, in Marc¢h this year the
Spanish head of government Mr Gonzalez unhreservedly ac-
cepted the NATO summit communique, which included cen-
tral elements of the WEU Platform. Agreement has also
been reached between Spain and the USA on the gquestion
of military bases, 80 that it would now appear that
nothing stands in the way of the acceptance of Spain as
a member of the WEU. The example of Spain demonstrates
the function of the Platform as a kind of filter in the
integration process which facilitates decisions on the
acceptance or rejection of new applications and alsc as
an instrument for harmonizing different national atti-
tudes towards the essential aspects of Western defence
atrategy.

A further problem of the WEU as an organization concerns
the lack of attention paid to the Standing Armaments
Committee (SAC), the three agencies for defence. arms
cooperation and arms control, and the Parliamentary As-
sembly. The Council c¢learly only approves of the Assem-
bly having a consultative function. Attempts at increas-
ing public involvement have not found favour with the
Council. The main reason for this is that the member




R

i aa s

F.BIEG] NAHRUNGSMITTEL GMBH BBE@ FFM 1 S16 PB9

states primarily regard the WEU as a forum within which
military aspects of gecurity policy can be discussed in
a discreet and frank way which is not possible within
the EPC framework. |

The WEU in its present form can thus be regarded as a
kind of extension of the EPC which is selective with
regard to its participants and the tasks it sets itself
whilst at the same time not being restricted by the con-
straints of the EC framework. One of its primary activi-
ties inveolves reacting to the policy of the USA, and
alse that of the Soviet Union, in order to agree, if
possible, eon a coordinated approach at meetings of the
NATO bodies (NPG, Eurogroup, DPC, Atlantic Council)
which follow the sessions of the WEU Council. 1In doing
this, <care is taken not to give rise to the impression
that it is a counterpole to NATO, bhut to underline its
function as a complementary body in NATQO decision-making
processes.

¢) The main political focus for security-related cooper-
ation in Western Burope is clearly to be found within
the EPC. Even though it received a legal framework with-
in the SEA little has changed in the way it functions or
ite structures (foreign ministers' meetings, Political
Committee, Group of Correspondents, Working Groups)
apart from the establishment of a secretariat in Brus-
sels. A common foreign policy has not yet been estab-
lished. By attempting to c¢reate a European foreign pol-
icy identity, movements towards integration, for exam—
ple, as 1laid down in the Draft Treaty for a European
Union drawn up by the Europesan Parliament, have not been
achieved. Nevertheless, in Section III of the SEA the EC
member states accepted the obligation "to inform and
consult each other on any foreign peolicy matters of gen-
eral interest" and "to co-ordinate their positions more
closely on the political and economlice aspects of securi-
ty". 'This was the most which could be achieved within
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the EC framework and the long debate on the importance
of security policy within the Community was brought to
an end for the time being.

The limited range of the security dimension within the
EC was again made very clear by the failure of the
Delors initiative on a Buropean security summit. In
spite of this the foreign ministers have dealt with as-
pects of disarmament policy within the framework of
their informal meetings {eg the one held in April 1987
in Turnhout, BPBelgium). In several official declarations
the Twelve have also laid down their general position on
arms control (a reduction in strategic nuclear weapons
by 50 %, the banning ¢f chemical weapons, the bringing
about o¢f a stable conventional balance in Europe). 1In
doing sco, the guidelines for disarmament policy agreed
by NATO have been verified by the EPC.

Traditionally important areas of EPC's work are to be
found in CSCE policy and dealing with general develop-
ments in East-West relations. In the light of more form-
2l relations between the EC and Comecon and its member
states it was decided at the EPC meeting in TIoannina
held under Greek presidency to commission studies which
are to outline the framework for a joint Western Euroc-
pean Ostpeolitik. Decisions on this are supposged te be
taken at the Rhodes summit in December this year.

Further central themes of the EPC in recent years have-
related to the quesgtion of the position the EC countries
should take towarde crises and conflicts outside Europe,
in particular in the Near and Middle East, in Southern
Africa and in Central America.

The EPC largely sees its purpose as using diplomatie and
economic means to contribute towards a peaceful solution
of conflicts and the reduction of tension around the
world. It also aims to provide support for regional co-
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operation outside Europe. In pursuing such objectives
the EPC occasionally finds itself in a position in which
it is carrying out different policies from those of the
USA. This has not helped to overcome the scepticiam to-
wards the EPC which has occasionally reappeared in most
US administrations since the time of Henry Kissinger.

If one compares the policies of the EPC with that of the
WEU it would appear that a clear division of labour be-
tween the two Western EBuropean institutions has devel-
oped: tha cooperative policy elements in Fast-West and
North-South relations are coordinated in the EPC and the
more military aspects within the WEU. The range and ex-~
tent of political action undertaken by the EPC is wider
and because of its close links with the EC it algo has
an economic power base (EC trade and cooperation pol-
icy). The WEU, on the other hand, is essentially'a forum
for discussion.

The relationship between EPC and NATO could be described
as one which tends to be mutually exclusive. The WEU, on
the other hand, has close links with NATO because ¢f the
provisions of the Modified Brussels Treaty {even if
there is a lack of institutionalized contact between the
WEY and NATQO). The relationship between the EPC and WEU
can be characterized as complementary. The demarcation
between the Spheres‘cf activity of the two organizations
would appear rather artificial and in practice it is not
always strictly adhered to. Because of their importance
general aspects of security and arms control policy have
become a part of EPC consultations. From the perspective
of integration policy the WEU functions as an instrument
of adjustment to the imperatives of Central EBureopean se-
curity and defence. The scope of the EPC, on the other
hand, is much more wide~ranging. Specific national in-
terests, for example, in relation to increased East-West
cooperation or improved stability in the Mediterranean
region and the Near East, are taken up and discussed in

10
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the process of developing a commoen political approach.
Undoubtedly, however, the reactivation of the WEU has
alse influenced non-WBU members' readiness to become
more involved in the EPC,

4. Strugtural problems and national ipterests

The Western European partner states are agreed that they
will continue to expand their cooperation in security-
related fields, not least because it is generally ac-
cepted that the integration process would remain incom-
plete without the inclusion of security policy. However,
a centralized structure for security policy decision-
malting has net yat cryatalleed aud Lhe responsibillicy
for defence policy continues to remain in the hands of
national governments and NATO.

Western European decision-making processes invelve a va-
riety of overlapping bodies and consultative arrange-
ments, a fact which has both advantages and disadvan-
tages. On the one hand, it enables a gradual synthesis
to take place and facilitates the development of a com-
mon security identity without at the same time injuring
the national self-esteem of those involved., On the
other, however, it results in duplication, fragmentation
and delays.

The process of the Europeanization of security policy is
moving forward in small steps rather than in historic
leaps. The different motives for supporting security
cooperation, divergent orientations in defence policy,
the power gap between the large and small states as well
as between those possessing nuclear weapons and those
without them all lead to the fact that most of the ener-
gy expended is absorbed in finding the lowest common
denominator. The limits for security cocperation and in-
tegration in Western Burope are thus much more restrict-

11
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ed than one might expect in the light of the divergences
with the USA which periodically occur and the wide-
ranging plans for European integration which are on the
table.

One o¢f the problems holding back further progess in-
volves the various political preferences in respect of
Western European institutions. The three medium-sized
Western European powers, Great Britain, France and the
Federal Republic of Germany, have very fixed views on
the subject: whereas Great Britain, for example, would
like to relecate the WEU in Brussels in order to ensure
close c¢ontacts between the organization and NATO, France
would 1like to bring together the WEU bodies in Paris,
largely, but not only, for symbolic reasoens. The French
argument 1is certainly important if the WEU is not once.
again to become an empty shell. 1In relation to security
policy the Federal Republic of Germany has mainly made
efforts to accelerate the development of a European
Union. However, as this has only found favour with
France (to a certain extent) the FRG supports the idea
.of the WEU being a coordinating body. However, the level
of French commitment to the WEU fluctuates considerably
so that the Franco-German defence axis fulfills an addi-
tional, if also limited role here.

Generally it can be said that although most Western Eu-
ropean governments are interested in intensifying coop-
eration, they try to avoid any strengthening of the in-
stitutional framework which could be of a more binding
nature. This also explains their preference for consult-
ative security and defence arrangements outside the EC
framework.

The arduous progress being made along the road towards
security cooperation should not necessarily be seen as
an indication of the existence of structural barriers to
maximizing the effectiveness of collective policy. It is

12
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far more the case that it illustrates the  difficulties
confronting the institutionalization of cooperation in
the security and defence field rather than demonstrating
its dimpossibility. At the present time it is not only
possible to observe a trend towards maintaining national
autonomy in security matters, but cne can also see a
trend towards extremely diverse and complex forms of bi-
and multilateral cooperation. It is to be expected that
the collective learning processés“which will take place
in relation to the umefulness of cooperation and inte-
gration will 1lead to a harmonization of national in-
terests and as a resylt Western Buropean identity will
acquire greater welght within the Atlantic Alliance.

13
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Do European institutions matter? - Pros and cons for a

West European secugrity get-up

Reflections about Buropean (and other) institutions are
often met with hard till! mild scepticism about the
relevance of political "forms", It is either the "per-
sonal" (pre)dispositions of governmental actors or the
"objective"” national intérests which prevent or promote
(West European security) policies. Institutional "en-
gineering™ is thus not a vital factor and might be even
harmful, if it is di{reeted against those "fundamentals™
of (security) policies. |

In a glightly milder version, the scepticism is based on
the argument that the politicians in respénsible posi-
tions are insufficiently aware of the need and the
possibilities of using the existing (West European)
structures more efficiently. Necessary 18 thus an
operation to convince and teach politic¢ians about West
European security necessities and the optimal use of
existing channels. The task for strategies is thus to
mobilize the political "will" and improve the political
"skill™., Institutional set-ups shduld induce and promote
learning processes without creating “unproductive con-
straints". The debate should be subject- and person-
orientated: too "strong institutions" wou}d lead to an

overemphagis ofrlegalrarguments and unnecessary confron-

‘tations.

The role of institutions in general is on the qther,ﬁand
emphasized by different schools of social and po]itical
science. The majox thrust is that - though institutions
might not overcome “"fundamental"” c¢leavages - they
influence pereceptions, strucfure information channels,
and develop "regimes" of common management of (sacurity)

problems.
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In our workshop we are more interested in the question,
if West European security insritutions matter and in
what direction. One basic school stresses that the
Present institutiosnal sat up ig sufficient to deal with
all security questions efficiently and effeetively. All
attempts for a (West) European pillar are even counter-
productive as they are undermining the present more
efficient and effective institutional set-ups, This
thesis is based on tWo closely related considerations:
one is based on the analysis that the basic global
security architecture is still bipolar. The main thrust
of West Buropean policies should be directed to the
U.S5., which is still and perhaps even more the méin
interlocutor with the USSR. The main avenue for that
link is NATO. Any kind of possible "alliance within the
Alllance” might only reduce the efficiency of NATO's
work and at the same time the influence on the U5 and
also on the USSR, thus the effectiveness would be
reduced. The other argument of the "NATO School” is
based on assumptions that the divergencies in the
interests within Western Europe and the lack of
"political will" will make West European secupity policy
per se rather less than wore wfficiant and effentrivn:
the West Europeans are perceéeived as not being wiliing or
rnot being able to take up reeponsibilities toqethar.
Experiences with the "inefficient” bureaucratie EC
policies (see "butter mountains”) only increase the

resistance to any communitarian approach.

The opposite "European School" stresses that the
"demand” for West European institutions is inereasing
¢onsiderably. This demand has two origing: one line
tries to show Lhal it makes cenee to havaea common
European efforts for improving the security of Europe in
and outside the NATO area (this aspect is dealt with in
other contributiens to this conference). The other line

of the Buropean School stresses the integration aspect:

P.4
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any kind of further evolution of the EC in view of 1992
and towards a "European Union" needs a Stronger security
dimension. This argument needs some more debate. The
pro-security line of thinking is based on at least six

closely linked arguments,

(a) BSome "state-like" European Union automatically
implies a stronger security dimension. Ne {(federal)
state in the world does exist without {t. As the
political will to move forward to a FEuropean Union
has been stressed by member governments and
parliaments in ratifying the preamble of the Single

European Act this consegquence is logical,

(b) Any kind of a" European Foreign Policy" (thus the
goal of art. 30 SEA) is not conceivable without a

direct security dimension.

(c) To these two arguments which are deductions of
broadly stated {and therefore gquite vague)
political goals other arguments stress inductive
splll-over processes from real trends of integra-

tion processes.

(d) Faced with new general foreign policy challenges
the West European process needs or at least will
lead - by a "spill-over process"” - to a security
competence. Interdependent problems cannot be
artificially split up in several fora, for a long
term, Funetional necessities will have an integra-

ting effect.

(e} The same logic is derived from the dynamics of
"1982". An Internal Market 1992 with some kind of
monetary policies carried out by a central hank
creates strong spill-over effects for a more

articulated European role in the international
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(g)

System In the international system; from a stronger
economic role, a security dimension should and
cannot be excluded. An "ecanamic giant“ cannot play

an adequate role without more direct competences or

.common capabilities in the security area.

This spill-over from ongoing and "flourishing"
Community Policies is supposed to work more
directly from the EC research policies (new art.
130 £ - q in the EEC treaty) programme - key word:
dual use - and the public procurement programme of
the White Baok, which however excludes defence

procurement so far.

The last argument for including security is that of

integration strategies.

Political packages - vital ingredients for any
integration strategies - show inherent tendencies
to include more and more sectors of traditional
"national” policies. The next majer package - based
on French-German interest constellations - could
and should include monetary and security issues.
These sectors are the vital vehicles for more

progress towards European Union.

Against the demand for a gsecurity dimension because of

general integration reasons at least siy arguments can

be put forward:

{a)

The goal of a European Union is at least vague (if

het a concept without any substance); there is not
a clear political mandate for more security
policies. ' '
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g (b) The EC "success" story of the last decades worked

3 Wwithout .a direct security dimension. Why do we need
wd

B -

& change?

?5 (c) Hard-core security policies would "overload" the EC
institutional System: neither are the present EC
actors prepared to deal with security problems, nor

is the security "club” prepared to work within this
institutional set-yp,

{d) Security issues would block the EC decision-making:
The heterogeneity of security pesitions and the
divergencies of interests ameng memher states would
spill over to other poliey fields, thus reducing
the capacity of the EC institutions to tackle the
priority problems of the EC; the complexity would
become so enormous that - at least - the present

system would stagnate or even collapse.

(e) The legitimacy of the EC system is not large enough

i U b b, TG e L, SR LR e PN B Sl N vy e o

te deal with - at least - the hard-c¢ore security -
deecisioans,

(£) Finally: the Community mlght play a: more efféctive
role in a broader security concept by pot develop-
ing direct security pol101es. A "givilian power"”
which might be open for membershilp of,neut;al

countries like Austria and ecleser links with Eést

‘European countries might be more effective to
stabilize a Buropean peace system than a Cnmmun;ty
whiclh muves Lowards a Lraditivnal super-power role.
A "l1'Burope & geometrie variahle" concept might
leave security to something like the WEU.

This exchange of arguments is baszed on different

analyses of the reality and diverging perceptions of the

future scenarios of European and global evolutions. We
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(a)

need to keep them in mind when évaluating future

options.

Options for institutional get-ups

The demand for West European institutions were seen to
be two-fold: To contribute to a more effective security
policy and to further the integration process towards -

some kind of a European Union.

In reviewing and Proposing certain options hoth
functions should be taken as yardsticks for an assess-
ment. We add consideratiens about the political
feasability. All of these remarks are of course no final
judgements but serve to open and perhaps structure the
debate.

First group of options: The improvement of information
and communication processes within an institutional

status quo ~ towards a “"communauté de vues"”

This set of opticns is based on the argumént that the
possibilities and c¢hannels to get together in order to
"confront" interests and options are insufficient: more
common or more efficient fora would lead to some kind of
a "communauté de vues” on the West European security
identity; in this view no basic 1nsni:utional changes
are needed - at least not in a flrst phase. The idea
would be to improve the West European bodies already
existing in NATO, WEU and EPC in a way which would lead
to an optimal meeting of "brains". For this purpose one
could propose: '

Option 1: To adapt the working procedures and the scape
of activities of the Independent Buropean
Programme Group and/or the Euro~Group

P.8
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In this option a more formalized procedure for the
Eure-Group and - as a necessary precondition - the
return of France to the Euro-Group or a scope enlarge-
ment of the IEPG would be required.

The heterogeneity of such a West Buropean caucus is
negative for both major functions: neither a more
efficient management of "core” West European interests
is guaranteed nor the process towards a Buropean Union
is promoted - at least as long as not a;l West Buropean
NATO members are members of the EC.

Option 2: To improve the deliberation capacity within
the WEU :

This option would see the potential for a stronger Wesrt
European security identity within the WBU_group -
especially if it is enlarged to other West European
countries willing to accept The Hague Platform of 1587,
As this set-up is even generally accepted by the US,
those West Buropeans who are - expressis verbis -
prepared to go along with a more intensified.Westr
Buropean coordination of policies could build up their
own forum. If the organisational deficits of the
Secretariat could be reduced by moving it to Brussels
and the administrative infrastructure would be rein- .
forced - e.g. by having permanent repreéentationS'of the
WEU linked to the NATO permanent representations - then
at least those active countries could create a "com-
munauté d’information” and a "communauté de vueb"'which
¢ould he a common basis for policies in the “communaute
d’action”, i.e. NATO.

This approach would meet the demand for a more effigient
West European cooperation among a core group. In view

of the integration goal it might however lead te an
"Burope 3 la carte” which might even more reduce the

coherence of West European foreign poliey-making. This
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argument is less influenced by the faect that not all EC
members would be participating - some of the resisting ,
unwilling countries might even be induced to "Jump on
the train leaving the station" - than by the parallelism
of the several set-ups for West European foreign policy
-making: the EC for external economic policy, the EPC
for foreign poliey and the WEU for gsecurity policy
issues. On the other hand this diviszion of labour might
be useful for a more diversified and differentiated
foreign policy-making. This option seems to be politi-
cally feasible.

Option 3: To enlarge the scope of the EPC deliberations

For this option the scope of art. 30 item 6a SEA could
be "reinterpreted” or changed when the revision comes up
in 1992. As the Community countries have already pro-
gressed considerably to build up a “"communauté de vuesg"
on general foreign policies this scope enlargement might
develop into a European Foreign Policy in the broadest '
sense. The deficits as far as the identity in West
Buropean security positions and interests are concerned
{as compared with WEU) might be overcome by an intensive
learning brocess and spill-over effects frem EPC and EC.
This option ranks - in terms of the integration goal -
higher than option 2, in terms of securjty purposes - at
least at the beginning ~ lower. The willingness of some
EPC members to enlarge this scope of EPc.seems‘still.to

be limited.

Second set of options: to change the status quo by
creating a new or different legal set-up: towards a
"communauté d'action”

This set of options is based on the assumption that
legyal set-ups matter: they are needed to echange

political processes and understandings. A "Defence
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Union” and/or the European Unioen is thus not achieved by

i .
Aoy

good will, more information or hetter coordination but

only by some "saut qgualitatif” of shifting competences
and instruments to a more efficient and hopefully

. ‘democratic¢ instituticnal set-up on the European level.

Option 4: A (parallel) intergovernmental security treaty

o

This option is based on the assumption.that a completely

1

new set-uyp 18 to be established as the old structures
(like the WEU) and projec¢ts {(like the European Defence

i b

Community) cannot and should not bhe revived and as other

existing forms like the EPC and EC are perceived as not
being adequate for the specific needs of security

policy.

SRR IO 1 I

This treaty which could be seen as a basi¢ reform of the
WEU or parallel to the treaty on EPC would shift some

areas of sequrity policies to a "common responsibility"

like the EMS did in monetary affairs. The activities

NUONEL s SO ST % T

would be run by some kind of a Couneil and a proper

CLak

administrative infrastrueture without suprahational

elements. A higher common diszsecipline and a common

LIS ST PO TN

responsibility for major defence resources and security
policy instruments ﬁould he installed. This new appreach
could be inside NATO but offer the possibility of
replacing the NATO responsibility in the case the

B G

L

Alliance fails. The link to the process towards European
Union would be nil. There are no indications for any

political support of a completely new set-up.

B R S R I T WRIELE

Option 5: A revised EPC treaty

This option pleads for a more coherent and productive
approach of West Eurcopean foreign poliey=-making which
should be based on the EPC experiences and in coherence

to the Efl’'s external relations. When the EPC revision
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comes up 1in 1992 the process towards a "Buropean Foreign
Policy" (see "preamble” of art. 30, SBA) would be hased
on shifting real competences in the foreign policy and

IR Y S

security area to a ¢ommon level which would be mainly

.

run by an intergovernmental set-up with a slightly

Lol

increased role for a secretariat and a strengthened
administrative structure {e.g. permanent representa-
tions); the links to the BEC institutions especially to

the Eurdpean Parliament and the Commission would be

BRI, o e

improved in such a way as to foster the "consistency”.
The advantage of such an option is: to improve the

capaclity for a more coherent foreign and gecurity policy

without a "sell-out” to supranational boedies, but also
keeping the process within the broader evolution towards

a Buropean Union.

Option €: A new chapter to the EEC treaty

; In analogy to the new chapters on "environment,”

i ' "cohegion,” and "technology”™ in the EEL treaty -

| introduced by the SEA -economie security issues or at
least parts of them - e.g. arms production - could
hecome an area of Community activity; these policies
would be run along the rules of the EC treaties, i.e. a
monopoly of initiative for the Commission, uUnanimity
for basic decisions, majority voting and coopgration
procedure with the Parliament for follow-up decisions.
This EC approach is supposed to raticnalize arms pr6~

'ductioﬁ and lower costs. The expectation is implied
that this industrial approach would lead te a spill—over

process to common defence policy.

This option asks for an extension of the Commission’s
resources and of the administrative infrastructure,

ea.g. of the permanent representation to the EC,
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(c)

The exclusion of arms production from the presant EC
public procurement programme for "1992" signals the

political probhlems of such a "ecommunitarian® approach.
Option_ 7: Security competence in a federal constitutjion

This coption aims to replace the traditional nation state
- at least in the area of defence - fully by a Buropean
federal state whose federal institutions would dispose
nf full competence over security policies. Integration
and defence functions would be completel? iﬂteqratédf

but reality looks different...

A third set of options: establishing a more efficient
West European Sub-GOroup

OQption 8: A principal “"nations" approach

This option is based on the assumption that the larger
three (four? five?) eountries of the Community have
broader security interests, more resources at hand and
are more willing to take up hrnader respangihilitiaes. A
core group could tackle the security issue without the
smaller "nuisance” powars whose governments might even
be glad to shift the responsibility to other countries
to speak for Europe without participating in fnasty"

decisions.

Thisz option has its serious drawbacks. The assumptiOni
that larger West Buropean powers have more in common is
not proved. You might even nead smaller countries as
catalysator between diverging interests of the larger
countries,

Smaller countriaes have also demonstrated that they are

ready to take up responsibilities - see the ships of the

P.13
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WEU c¢ountries in the Persian Gulf and Dutch soldiers in
the Sinai.

Finally such a core group might increase the “irrespon-
sibility"” of smaller countries and decrease the cthances
for a European Union. In spite of all advantages for
them to diffuse responsibility - their claim to be
governed by a "directoire” would ke detrimental also to
their confidence into the Community, the EPC and NATO,.

Option 9: A Prench - GCerman Tandem

This option assumes that France and the Federal Republic
of Germany have more in common and are more willing to
integrate into a3 united defence structure, which would
contribute to the efficiency and effectivenessz of other
set=ups, By théir activities they might stimulate others
to follow and thus be "le moteur de 1’intégration |
européenne”. The wvalidity of all these assumption is
guestionable.

Strategies

These options presented are not mutually execlusive and
can at least partly be integrated into a c¢oherent _
approach, if we c¢ome to some kind of common‘understand‘-
ing on the basi¢ quéstions. As for discussion purposes
we should not exclude any of these possibilities - we-
never know how constellations might change and some
highly speculative option might serve as a uséful paint
of reference. To look for pragmatic steps forward we
should follow a piece-meal engineering%stpatEgy, i.e. to
try and exploit at the =ame time differ;nt existing
#hannels and possibilities and to test their relative
value. As for timing the revision of the EPC treaty and
the other dynamics within the EC point at "creative

constellations™ in 1991/1%92,

.14
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West European Security Policy: The Scope of Identity

Ebenhausen, November 10-12, 1988

PORTUGAL AND WEST-EUROPEAN SECURITY POLICY

Alvaro Vasconcelos




PORTUGAL AND WEST EUROPEAN SECURITY POLICY

In briefly summarizing the chéllenges facing Portugal's security policy
at a time when it is becoming 'Furopeanized' — not only due to recent
Portuguese membership of the Westefn European Union but mainly as a
consequence of membership of.the European Communities — three major
topics can be identified:

1. Challenges to‘Porfﬁgal's security

2. Reorganization of relétionshipé with therNATO allies

3. Modernization of the armed forces and"norﬁalization' of defence

poliéy making

1. Portuguese security

Located in the extreme Wésterﬂ periphery of Europe, Portugal doesrnot
'have a clear perception of a specific Soviet threét to its'éécurity.

The pro-Atlantic consensus and a 'tough' ideological approach to‘East—WeSt
relations created in the deﬁdcratic'political opinion and publi¢ opinion .
in general stems from the domestic crisis ofgl9f4—75. The,cﬁfrént 'néw
détente' in the East-West context and thé éffect it has inr'deépuplihg'
Gorbachev (opennéss) and'Al;aro CUDhél's Portuguese-Communiéf Paftf-r

{10% of the ballot in the last géneral election, 1986) will éontribute

to weaken even further the perdeption‘of ardirecf thﬁeat'againsf,Eortuéal's
national territory. The geoéraphicalrvicinity with North Africa (the
Southern coasts of Portugal are at 192 km from:the Moroccan coasts)

does not as yet translate into the perception of a spécific menaéé

coming from the South, although some senior military have been



emphasizing a potential or emerging low-intensity threat originating in
North Africa.

In European integration is to be found the main factor that brings
Portugal close to the security concerns of Wéstern Europe, namely of
fhose of front line or north flank states, geographically closer to the
East. Therefore a élobal threat and the Fast-West balaﬁce are now
primarily being taken into consideration. |

On the other hand, given the present international landscape-and the
domestic stability in Portugal, defence concérns are not so much a
priority as economic development and readiness to meet the great
challenge of 1992. Directly felated to the qﬁest for an'affirmative _
identity within Europe is the relationship with Brazil and thé_Portugﬁese—
speaking African states. In,whaf concerns relations with Africa,-the
issue of military co-operafidn'is cautiously and siowly being brought
up; amongst various extra—Eufopean scenarios, this,wouldrceftaiﬁly be
thé most likely for a future commitment of Poftuguese afmed forces,

provided a certain general reticence is overcome.

2. Relations with allies

Portugal's defence felations with her allies most certainly are a

priority issue in Portugqese secﬁrity policy, and most p;omiﬁently the

bilateral relations with the United States, as weliras thpse resulting

from‘membership of the WEU and the consequences of Spain;s ac?ession to
NATO,

Bilateral defence relations with the United States have represented,



since the early days of the Atlantic Alliance, the almost exclusive
link binding Portugal to Western security interests ard practically
consisting of the use by the United Staes of air-naval facilities in
the archipelago of the Azores. These facilities are considerd by the
United States as irreplaceable both in the European'and in the out of
area context (especiallf for the Middle East).

Portugal seeks today & redefinition of its relationship with the United
States and would like to see it evolve from a bilateral to a multi-
lateral NATO framework, thus putting an end to what some ana;ysts call
a rather US/Third World country type of relationship.

For out of area contingencies, Portugal has established since 1980, and
more clearly since the agreement was signed in:1983, a case by case
analysis of US requestsrfor_the use of facilitites in out of area
missions. There has also been harshef and wider criticism on the part
of Portuguese leaders in what concerns the non fulfilment of the commifménts
undertaken by the United Staes with regard to agreed financial compen-
sations for the use of those facilities. I
Membership of the WEU_is‘anOtﬁer élear indication of*the.fEuropean—
ization' of Portuguese foreigﬁ and defence po;icies, and also that
Portugal is seeking a European componenf.fo balance its relationship
with the United Statés; Portugal has no_quarfel with the WEU platform
and underlines the importaﬂce of the nuclear component of the NATO
doctrine. Nevertheless, Portugal has stressed (perhaps more emphatically
than other Eurcpean allies) that the WEU should not be séen és an
alternative to NATO but as a contribution to the European pillar of

NATO concurring with its North-American allies.




As a result of Spain's accession to NATO, the need has arisen to think
about the co-ordination between Spanish aif—naval forces in the East
Atlantic and the Iberlant, at present under the command of a Portuguese
admiral.

There is potential room for bilateral tensioﬁs in this respect, if
Portugal's concern over being given a subordinate role in the regional
context is overlocoked. The non-integration of Spain into the military
command structure is therefore the worst possible solution from Portugal's

point of view.

3. Military modernization and 'mormalization' of defence policy making
As the country is part of an area thought of as fundamental for the
reinforcement-of Europe, and in particular of its Southern flank, it is
;onsidered,in Portugal as highly probable that in case of an EaéteWest
ponflict the Soviet Union would'try to disru?t the feinforcemeﬁf of
Eurcpe from North'Amériéa. Generally speaking, the Portuguese doctrine
overlocks the distinction between front, flanks andrsqrategicireargﬁard.
The major strategic Optidns generally define.the,miSSidnsiof the Portu-
guese armed forces as,coincidental with the NATO'miSsiénsr i.e. the
defence of the sea lines of communication, namely'fhe'épproaches to the
straits of Gibraltar, the protection of the'exis£ing iﬁfrastructures,
combined witﬁ the defence of the national territory — the so-called
‘angles' of the triangle mainland-Madeira-Azores. The Portuguese armed
forcesg, however, are ill-equipped to pérform the NATO missions assigned

to them. Aside from the three ASW Meko frigates and the modernization



—

~ which will in turn become possible through the actual enforcement of

of the Cicap surveillance system, the ongoing re-equipment programme
is meeting with serious difficulties. Not least because the US assistance

agreed in 1983 has been steadily and significantly decreasing: 205

million dollars in 1985, 117 million in 1988.

For the time being, however, the main concern of the government still
is the thorough 'normalization' of the politico-military relations
within the country, through a more decisive role of the Defence Ministry'

\

the existing Internal Law of the Defence Ministry.
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West European Security: The scope of identity, problems and
perspectives of the cooperation among the Twelve,
Ebenhausen, November 10-12, 1988

The reactivation of WEU

1) Since the middle of the Eighties, the countries of Western
Europe have been faced with.a new situation in international
relations. The changing situation calls for Western Europe to

implement a European security policy.

2) The reactivation of WEU is the most significant step towards
the construction of a European defente identity. In the Rome
declaration the seven WEU-MS declared:

"Conscious of the continuing necessity to strengthen
western security and of tﬁe specifically Western European
geographical, political, psychological and military
dimensions, the Ministers underlined their determination
to make better use of the WEU framework in order to
increase cooperation between the member states in the

field of security policy and to encourage consensus."

3) In October 1987 the process of reactivation led to the ,
adoption of the platform on European: security interests. In
the platform, the WEU-MS affirm their conviction, that the
balanced policy of the Harmel Report remains valid:
"Political solidarity and adequate military strength within
the Atlantic Alliance} arms control, disarmament and the
search for genuine détente continue to be integral parts of

this policy."

4) In April 1988 the Council of Ministers chargéd the Special
Working Group to present two reports on arms control and
- defence requirements and on the impieméntation process of the

WEU-platform for the autumn ministerial session.




5)

6).

-2 -

In accordance with the ministerial mandate reports on the
consequences for Western Europe of the START-negotiations, on
CST and onithe'implémentation has been elaborated. They will
be presented at the forthcoming ministerial meeting.

The most impbrtant‘achievement sincé the reactivation of WEU
will be the accession of Spain and Portugal to the modified

Brussels Treaty. The protocol of accession will be signed at
the ministerial meeting. '

The documents of accession will contain a political
declaration which considers the reexamination of the modified
Brussels Treaty and the corresponding protocols in order to
adapt them to the present situation of Western European
defence policy.
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Security challenges and west European responses: an Irish perspective

Patrick Keatinge, Trinity College Dublin

Security begins at home

Two distinctive national concerns influence Irish attitudes towards the main

body of European security issues, viz:

2.

a. Northern Ireland

The terrorist campaign in Northern Ireland, mainly though not
exclusively conducted by the IRA, is the security challenge for Irish
governments. It has lasted some seventeen years to date and there are few
grounds for optimism about its resolution. It absorbs about 25 per cent of total
expenditure on security, and ties the very small standing army mainly to an
aid-to-the-civil power role. 'Cross-border’ security policy is framed in an
institutionalised bilateral regime (the Anglo-Irish Conference) with the United
Kingdom.

There is a broader European dimension. In the last twelve months IRA
operations have involved the security forces in France, the Federal Republic
of Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium and Spain; the EC is actually and
potentially involved (interior ministry cooperation via the Trevi Group, aid
to the Anglo-Irish International Fund, Chancellor Kohl's European police force
projectetc.). Nevertheless, one general effect of the Northern [reland conflict,
so far as Dublin is concerned, is to distract political attention and {perhaps)
material resources from general European security chalienges.

b. Neutrality.

Ireland’s stance of neutrality predates the post-1943 east-west divide.
However ambiguous in form and permissive in content, it has been
sustained and in some respects accentuated through fifteen years of EC
membership. Ireland isa footnote state’ with regard to European Security,
and in terms of formal alignment the footnote state (see the uniiateral
declaration deposited with the SEA instrument of ratification, 1987).

Title 111 of the SEA was the object of contradictory interpretations by
the Irish Supreme Court. Official orthodoxy rests on the minimalist view,
emphasising the looseness of commitment and exclusion of 'military security’.
However, there is some evidence of revisionist thinking on neutrality. The
Progressive Democrats (= liberal) have described it as ‘bogus’, partly because
it does not address the requirements of a national defence policy, and
leading Fine Gael personalities (e.g. Garret FitzGerald, Commissioner
Peter Sutherland) have warned of an eventual call to arms in the context of
further political integration. Fianna Fail (= Gaullist), which in the 1984
EP election campaigned on the slogan 'we will never join any
military alliance’, is more circumspect in government resting on the orthodox
doctrine of the parallel development of political and economic integration, in
which is is assumed that defence obligations are part of the ultimate phase
of integration. The left is unequivocally pro-neutrality, as is the public at
large, which has not yet been presented with a serious trade-off dilemma on
the issue.

Nuclear issues

A marked anti-nuclear consensus has developed since the civilian nuclear

option was ruled out by popular demand ten years ago, and sensitivities were
heightened in the'Third World War' scare of the early 1980s. This has served to
underline traditional Irish disarmament policies tn the United Natiens context,
particularly with regard to a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and the
Non-Proliferation Treaty; there is also support for deep cuts in strategic arsenals and
the strict maintenance of the ABM treaty. At a more popular level demands for
auclear free zones and the banning of (alleged) nuclear port visits and overflights
have increased recently.
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The 'environment-nuclear linkage' is reflected in goverament positions. To
date the impact has been mainly bilateral (protests against British nauclear
installations, including, notoriously, the Sellafield reprocessing plant), but following
the Cattenom ruling recourse to the Community, hitherto unsuccessful, may be
renewed,

All in all, Ireland would hardly be comfortable with either the WEU platform or

some future west-European minimum deterrant, even if more traditional reservations
about neutrality were conceded,

3. The CSCE - towards an effective mutual security regime?

From an Irish point of view the consolidation and further development of the
CSCE is an important goal. In the first instance this involves: a) an insistence on the
link between the alliances' conventional stability talks and the CSCE proper, to
reinforce the legitimacy of both processes; and b) a development of the CSBM regime
{'Stockholm Mark II').

Further on the horizon are two possibilities. The first, which made a fleeting
appearance during the final stages of Stockholm Marck I, concecrns the availability of
the neutrals for verification/supervisory roles in a changing relationship between
the alliances. The second is the development of navai CSBMs; the traffic of (mainly
NATO) submarines in the Irish Sea is already a public issue, and any redeployment of
alliance forces away from central Europe towards the eastern Atlantic could raise
further problems of this sort, for a state which has belatedly learned to recognize its
maritime vocation.

Ireland may also take a more pointed interest in the economic dimension of the
CSCE. Traditionally trade contacts with the eastern bloc have been minimal, but some
recent positive developments (particularly in the air transport industry) may whet
the appetite and lead to support for the Community's central role in evolving more
substantial east-west economic links. The overlapping of EC and CSCE frameworks in
this respect would not entail the 'identity dilemma' which Ireland encounters on
security issues in the CSCE (ie. being assocnated with the EPC club rather than the
Neutral and Non-aligned ciub).

4. Linkages with non-Furcpean regional conflicts.

As one of the smallest EC member-states, in a relatively isolated geo-strategic

focation, specific Irish security interests are not extensive , but it would be a mistake

to assume there are none. In the Mediterranean two challenges persist. Relations
with Libya have been coloured by recent indications that Libya was a far more
important source of arms to the IRA than had hitherto been assumed. As a
long-standing coatributor to UNIFIL Ireland has a potentially dangerous
involvement with the Arab-Israeli dispute. In both cases, EPC provides an important
diplomatic framework, though of course the UN is also importaat. Indeed, in the last
six months it has become increasingly so, with Irish participation in UN supervision
of both the Iran-Iraq truce and the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan.

Persistent popular pressures ensure that there is also the expression of

distinctive positions on conflicts in southern Africa and central America, with some
pubhc "perception that EPC/EC involvement is too quiescent. This should be seen in
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The director of the Stiftung Wissenschaft and Politik, Prof.Dr. Stiirmer
welcomed the participants of the conference. In his remarks, he focussed
on his experiences from a recent visit to Moscow. While the Soviet Union
was prepared to redefine its foreign policy no such thing happened in the
- military fieid. The continuation of the military threat combined with a
lack of new thinking in Soviet "Westpolitik" i.e. Gorbachev was making no
concessions concerning Berlin and Germany, demonstrated z bardline
approach which had to be taken into account. The notion of & common
European house did not look more tempting today than it did under
Breschnew. Mr.Stiirmer outlined that change could only be realized if the
- Kremlin acknowledged that Western European integration would
proceed; that US-presence in Western Europe enhanced stability, and
that nuclear weapons will continue 1o be a necassary precondition for the
coberence of a West European architecture as well as for gobal siability.
It was for the Soviet Union to introduce steps which would allow Western
Europe to respond and promote fruitful relaiions to secure peace and
stability.

On behalf of the organizers of the conference (Institut fiir Européische
Politik, Hessische Stiftung Friedens- und Konfliktforschung, Stiftung
Wissenschaft und Politik) Mr Rummel opened the working sessions by
pointing out the main thrust of the gathering: to exchange views between
military strategists and integrationists on the issue of security cooperation
in Western Europe. The security challenges and the integration process in
Western Europe had reached a Jevel where they demanded a synergetic
approach of so far separate expert communities,

INTEGRATION AND SECURITY

Chairman Mr.Wessels asked Mr. Peter Schmidt to present his views on
“West European Integration and Security Co-Operation - Diverging and
Converging Trends" and Mr.Reinhardt Ruminel on "Integration and
Security: Recent Developments”, |

Their joint presentation was followed by Mr. Hans-Gert Poettering’s
comment. "Cur Goal: The European Security Union. Plea for a European
security policy."

In the following discussion, Mr.Pijpers asked Mr.Poettering to evaluate
his statement on the direct link between the competition and dynamics of
the European integration. While Mr. Poettering expressed a certain



necessity that the European Community should deal with security related
issues, Mr. Schmidt and Mr. Rumme] had emphasized in their paper
rather the opposite. They had written on page 16 : "It is basically to be
questioned if the processes of economic, technological, and cultural
integration presently require an extension to security issues at all." The
question was whether the apparent dynamics of the internal market was in
itself leading to the necessity of a closer defence and security cooperation
in Europe. Mr.Pijpers suggested to take inte account postwar
developments leading t¢ Western European integration 1o answer this
question. The link of economic integration on the one hand and defence
integration on the other hand was peither a pre-conditicn nor 2 basic
reqhirement for the Western European integration.

In terms of thel Single European Act, the reiationship between title two
and title three was non-existing. It was highly important to realize this
fact. A spill-over snggested by many European-minded persons was not
likely to happen. The neo-functional integration theory had revealed
tendencies that the two areas were not interrelated and Haas had pointed
out some thirty years age that certain sectors of Europe were more likely
to be converted by integration processes while others remained
uniocuched. Defence and security remained a high policy sector and were
not suitable for gradual integration. This theoretical oberservation today
was again under revision. Nevertheless, the outcome remained doubtful.

Mr.Pedersen added that the linkage between the economic and the
security dimension within the European Community would have an
impact on the neutrals, Mr. Pedersen expressed concern not about the
risk of endangering the specific West European goal of building a network
of cooperative East-West relations (Schmidt/Rummel paper, page 17) but
about the effects of making these two processes totally interdependent.
Referring to his Nordic background he asked: What was more important
for the European Community, taking up the security dimension or the
further enlargement? In his view, NATO remained the most suitable
forum in regard to defence and security issues. How important would a
security component be for the EC if it would be a major obstacle in
enlarging the Community in the foreseeable future? He regarded it as
more important to invite i.e. Sweden as a new member than trying to
define a European stance on security thus duplicating similar efforts
within NATO and causing serious problems in the transatlantic
relationships.



Concerning the two models ’defence-first’ and ’defence-last’, he
denounced them as not very precise and pointed out that they would not
reflect the actual developments. The example of the Nordic countries
showed that there was, despite of strong integration in the civilian area,
nothing like a defence union.

Mr. Miuller explained that the character in both fields differed widely,
making closer collaboration very difficult. The character of economic
interdependence was very different from the character of military
dependence. In the economic field autonomous forces were acting while
in the military field something like that did not occur. Mr. Miiller
emphastzed the need to explain the reasons for what he called ’this rush
into Europeanization.” He recalled that the German peace movement
raised concern in Europe "to keep the Germans in"; that president
Reagan’s approach to the Soviet Union proved that he was an unreliable
political leader of the Western world and that the Rejkavik summit had
made Europeans aware that they had to get together. The US policy had
this unintended effect on Western Europe to make them worry about
their own security. Certainly there has been no spillover from European
integratior to security related issues,

Mr. Vasconcelos raised the question why Europe should risk the
destruction of NATO by shifting the emphasis away from the transatlantic
framework, even if it was important to develop a common consensus on
political issues, which clearly involves the security dimension i.e. in East-
West relations and a trend to a more multiple structure in the
international system.

If a trend to such a multiple international structure could be observed
one had to raise the question what were the security needs emerging for
Europe if it wanted to be and remain an active actor in world politics.
Concerning the Southern European countries, one could discover that the
existence of the European Community had changed their perceptions of
the overall security needs of Western Europe in general and the security
needs of the central or front-line states in particular. The development of
a common European security identity and policy would mean the ultimate
destruction of the Alliance. From the Southern European perspective
there was a clear need to improve the balance of relationship within the
Alliance i.e. less American and more European presence. The public
support would be far greater for a European defence policy if it would
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contribute to an substantial improvement within and not apart from the
NATO Alliance.

Mr. Wittmann commented that the discussion of security matters in the
European Parliament had bsen a qualitative step, although seemingly
incremental. But the impression remains that the main focus of interests
remains on the level of procedure, organization, institution , integration
strategies and so on, and not on the substance. It seemed to him that
WEU had a platform but no train. What should European security policy
cooperation be? There were dangers in concentrating on purely
institutional problems as a means of avoiding the substance.

One danger was of course that the differences in the perception of the
military threat and the different national interests in this respect were
papered over. Diverging motives and interests had io be identified.
Contradictions and conflicting attitudes bad to be discussed in order 10
agree on common principles. The Franco-German bilateral defence
cooperation was a good example of diverging motives and interests.
France’s intentions were different from those of the Federal Republic.

All the talk about which forum might be best suitable was just another
technique of avoiding substance. One negative effect of this talk could be
seen in NATO. It was disruptive and created suspicion on substructures.
NATO as an organization was very critical about the on-going talk and
Mr. Wittmann had the impression that NATO rather felt to be on the
defensive while not knowing what the outcome of the debate will be. The
last comment he made was that the organizational approach currently
discussed offered no answers at all to the burden-sharing issue which was
the heart of the intra-Alliance problem. In this respect the question of
definition of a European Pillar was rather of secondary meaning.

Referring to his recent visit to the USA, Mr. Wittmann said that
Western Europe must come up with some adequate answers in the field
of substance and burden-sharing or risk-sharing otherwise the new
administration will have a tough ride on the Europeans.

Mr. Wallace warned the participants to believe that there would be no-
spillover between the economic integration and the security field. With
the|internal market of 1992, a lot of changes were going to happen. The
image of national defence would change too. The idea of national
procurement would become absurd because of the integration of industry.
The purchase of weapon components from Swedish or Swiss-owned



companies raised interesting questions for arms procuremeni in the
national context. The change was going to force the Europeans to
collaborate especially in the field of arms cooperation and procurement.

Mr. Wallace expected certain spillover processes in the future effecting
the relationship of Western Europe to neutral states as well as to Eastern
Europe. The transatlantic burden-sharing issues for exampie lead to even
more interesting questions of burden-sharing within Western Europe. The
question who pays for what was rather difficult to answer as it raised both
political and economical problems. Was it possible to introduce
specialization among the national armed forces? What were the national

- priorities and capabilities in this respect? Who should pay for what and is

there the basic trust and confidence in the first place? Mr. Wallace
recalied a comment by Prime Minister Margret Thatcher who argued that
the UK pays twice as much on defence than Italy. Is there going to be a "]
want my military contribution back-attitude?" Questions of sovereignty
and authority had to be solved as well. So far these kind of questions have

‘been avoided for good naticnal reasons. Asking for closer defence

collaboration would open up a complete new set of very difficult
questions.

In his reply, Mr. Poettering said that the picture presented was rather
complex and difficult to approach. Given the many contradictions in
Western Europe the European integration process had proved to be
successful, thus providing reason for European optimism. The EC was not
only seen as an economic fact but also as a political factor. Media
attention had concentrated on the head of the commission, Mr, Delor,
during recent summit meetings, and less on head of states underlying the
importance of the European Community.

On the linkage between economic developments and security, Mr.
Poettering did not argue that the internal market would lead immediately
to a defence and security policy. On the other hand, the economic
dynamics of the internal market would provide the basis for more arms
cooperation within the European Community. The harmonization of
technical measures, norms, etc. would allow far greater technological
exchange. He regarded the change in attitudes of the British Labour Party
members in the European Parliament as a great success in so far as they
are now prepared to acknowledge the need for greater arms
collaboration.



Comparing the problems of Western European states with those of the
Eastern European countries, Mr.Poettering concluded that Western
European countries were far better prepared to face the future than those
behind the iron curtain. Concerning the enlargement of the European
Community by Switzerland, Sweden or Austria, he mentioned the
historical experience that the integration process developed in a rather
pragmatic way. He understood that Denmark was in favour of Sweden’s
membership to EC because of the historical links. The same applied to
Austria or Switzerland from the German perspective. But these countries
would have to give satisfying answers to the security component of the
EC. They should not be allowed to enter the Community if they obstruct
the development towards a common European security policy.

He acknowledged that burden-sharing was a major issue. However, the
notion of burden-sharing did not reflect adequately the relationship
between the United States and its European allies. "Risk-sharing” would
be much more appropriate. The main question was, inspite of American
pressure, not "money" but psychological and political support. The
transatlantic relationship was influenced by many aspects and it was
likely that the debate would lead to different directions when economical
considerations were included.

In this respect he pointed out that Western Europe had to take up its
political and international responsibilities. The bombing of civilian targets
in Libya by the USA would not have happened if the Western Europeans
had got together to use political, diplomatic and economical sanctions in
order to fight state-funded international terrorism. Western Europe did
not share the responsiblity but remained inactive, forcing the USA to act.

Concerning the different perception of security needs between Central
Europe and the Southern region, Mr. Poettering agreed that the
American presence was too dominant and that the Europeans should do
more to supplement it, not only in the Southern region.

He partly accepted Mr.Wittmann's criticism concerning the
substitution of substance. Institutions such as EPC and WEU were
regarded as preconditions for discussions on security issues in a European
context. He regarded the questions if Western Europe should accept a
third zero-option; the question of a common perception on conventional
reductions; the question how to react to the developments within the
East-West relations and the response to the Soviet Union and its reform
as very important in this respect.



Mr.Seidelmann wanted to know precisely if there had been any plans
to include the military market into the concept of an internal market in
1992. If there were any plans, intentions or activities to elaborate an
overall concept on the future of the East-West relations? If there were
any plans to build up an integrated military space program? If there were
any intentions in the European Parliament to develop a more
comprehensive concept for the future conventional arms reduction talks?

Mr.Daguet wanted to know how Mr. Poettering assessed the
reactivation of WEU and its relation to NATO.

Mr. Keatinge wanted tc know, how a common defence policy could be
made more acceptable in a European framework, taking into account that
the Single European Act did not include the security dimension as such.
Did Mr. Poettering see any attempts bearing in mind, that the Singie
European Act was based on consensus to include the defence dimension
at the revision of the Single European Act in 19927

In his response, Mr.Poettering declared that he had no masterplan but
various ideas about the development of the European Community. A
substantial difficulty for him as a politician was the necessity to get
majority votes in the Enropean Parliament. Being forced to realize that
only compromises would allow progress, the interparliamentary
cooperation has improved substantially in recent years.

Concerning the military market, he said that the finternal market will
contribute to a liberalization of the military market in one way or another.

(\/\/\/\/\/\/\/\/W

Concerning the relation between the European Community and
Eastern Europe, he regarded the signing of a declaration between the EC
and COMECON as an enormous victory for the former because the
Soviet Union finally accepted the European integration as a historical
factor of political reality in Europe. The Soviet Union would require
‘economical assistance from the EC to modernize its "Empire." The EC
had to think about a common concept how to handle this challenge. In his
opinion, it seemed reasonable to improve relations on a bilateral basis
between the EC and various Eastern European states. Such a concept
should not only be economical oriented but should include political
aspects i.e. human rights questions as well because time is working for the
Western European democracies.



Concerning the space programs, Mr. Poettering mentioned various
programs dealing with technological cooperation. There had’ been
thoughts to promote the idea of a military surveillance satellite but this
could only be introduced in the framework of the European Commission
and the national states. |

At this stage the European Parliament was not in a position to develop
a comprehensive concept for conventional arms reduction but it
supported asymmetrical reductions. The reduction of the conventional
superiority of the Warsaw Pact should be regarded as a criteria of the
truthfulness of the Gorbachev reforms. |

Mr.Poettering expressed his satisfaction with the state of the Franco-
German relations. Mr. Pocttéring did not believe that the USA would
fulfil its military commitment in Western Europe for another century. His
conviction remained that a two pillar concept in the transatlantic
relationship would enhance NATQ’s coherence.

Concerning the non-acceptance of defence and security within S.E.A,,
it was the aim of Mr.Poettering to reduce the present restrictions by just
mentioning security without "its political and economical aspects” in the
Single European Act revision in 1992,

THE SCOPE OF CHALLENGES: EAST-WEST RELATIONS

Mr. Mathias Jopp in the chair asked Mr. William Wallace and Mr,
Adrian Hyde-Price to present their paper on "The Specific West
European Contribution to the Shaping of East-West Relations.” Their

_ presentation was followed by comments from Mr. Pierre Champenois,

Mr. Dominique David, Mr.Antonio Marquina and Mrs. Duygu Sezer,
representing the various national and regional perspectives.

In the discussion, Mr. Greenwood pointed out that the theoretical
discussion on how the integration process in the economical and military
field should preside had a rather unreal quality. The idea that the
economical integration would go hand in hand or at least in step with
military cooperation was very doubtful. On the other hand, he realized
that there were strong incentives for the convergence of both sectors in
the framework of the EC. However, he thought that the key and vital
imperative was the transatlantic burden-sharing issue, being very
important from the security point of view. The trans-Atlantic connection
had to be preserved and maintained in good shape. The burden—sharing :
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issue demanded some positive responses from the Western Europeans.
Some presentations of the European position to the American
administration, to Congress, to the media and to the public at large would
have to be given in respect that the Western Europeans recognize the
need to carry more risks, to assume a greater role and to bear a greater
share of responsiblity.

However, this process seemed to be difficult, tzﬂdng into account the
restraints on resources, lack of money and shortage of manpower. If there
was no positive response from Western Europe, flashpoints i.e.
regulations on hormone fed meat, would arise, mixing different aspects
with possibly rather serious repercussions in the domestic context of the
USA. Another flashpoint would be the particular problem concerning the
modernization of short range nuclear missiles.

In such an atmosphere of mutual misperception the justification of
American bases for the benefit of the Europeans would emerge in the
discussion and the decision of the USA would depend on the European
response. The only positive response the Europeans could offer, given the
resources restraints, was finding more sensible, efficient, economical and
effective ways of a) fielding forces and b) enquiring the arms faults.

Mr.Greenwood wanted to endorse the necessity for some better use of
Alliance resources, mission specialization, reinforcements of the efforts to
acquire arms for the forces more efficiently, and for all the activities going
on under the aegis of the IEPG and related to the Alliance conventional
arms planning arrangements. The problem of increasing the European
contribution for the Alliance did carry the dangers of alienating some
parts of the American strategist establishment while at the same time
satisfy others. The problem would not be a question of choice but rather a
challenge in the management of the Alliance. There was plenty of
evidence of momentum and convergence in this preferable European
settings. The IEPG would be the ideal instrument of making the arms
market more iransparent. It was in the interest of the ministries of
defence to liberalize the European armament market in an attempt to get
better value for money.

The European Community was actually moving into the military field |
through its technological programs i.estrategic space programs which
have military aﬁ)ﬁim\Mnﬁse civilian European
Community. The question is not if the EC should assume a military role,
the question is rather how is it going to manage it.
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~ Mr.Greenwood insisted that there was no choice as the processes were
going on anyhow. "Variable geometrie" was a fact of political life in the
European Community. Therefore, one should not spent too much time in
searching for comprehensive approaches but rather be pragmatic and
pursue the current trends in the best possible fashion. -

In the defence domaine, "variable geometrie” was just a starting point.
Concerning the Western European contribution to the improvement of
East-West relations there would be no spectacular choices available. The
management of the challenge was the problem. It offered no grand
design. In his conclusion, he emphasized the lack of linkage to existing
structures in approaching arms control and conventional stability talks.
He said, one should attach great importance to the "house" we already
belong to. It was important that there should not be any separate
approaches by individual residents in the European wing of the existing
house. In the arms control track there was a danger that in making
internal military dispositions politicians and decisionmakers must not be
hostaged to the outcome of arms control processes..

One should take good care of the defence planning. In this repect the
Bundeswehr Plan 89 was really hostage to arms control in the 1990s and is
not a viable proposition for the Bundeswehr. He denounced this kind of
defence planning, as it would create all kinds of incentives to accept arms
control porposals and it would undermine the Western European
negotiation position. His final point focussed on the fact that Western
Europe exists and that this fact set the pace for the future. But it must
continue to exist and must be able to develop according its own interests
and should not be inhibited by considerations of how to avoid offending
- either the USA or the Soviet Union. In his last comment, he criticized a
sentence in .the Rummel/Schmidt paper, who had written, on page 23,
"Western Eﬁrope is both a pillar of the Atlantic Alliance and a pillar of an
all European political structure including the Soviet Union." In his
opinion this was not an appropriate assessment of the current situation.

Mr. Miiller chailenged the notion in the paper of Mr. Wallace that
Western Europe should try to preserve the stability in East-West
relations. He would in general agree with that but pointed out that
stability was rather the exception of the rule while instablitiy was more
likely to emerge when change was moving on within the Eastern bloc.
Western Europe had to be prepared to cope with this kind of instability.
In this respect it was important to develop a common stance with the



R

12

United States because the backlash of another Poland crisis would be
terrible. The linkage between economical integration and moving into the
security dimension in due course of 1992 could enforce the division of
Europe. On the other hand there were four counterarguments.

1. The political consequences were largely context dependent;
2. such a development would be very much policy dependent;

3. the positive consequences of the existence of Western Europe on
Eastern Europe could only continue if the integration process moved
on. One should not stop integration for the sake of stability;

4, there was still a sitnation of competition going on between East and
West, a competition for the basic question of order and society. But
Western Europe was likely to win this peaceful competition if it
would exploit the progress and the advantages of European
integration.

Considering Wﬂ& one had to keep in mind
that the geostrafegical realities would™ not be resolved, even if
Gorbachev’s reform prove to be successful. The Soviet Union will remain
a military superpower with the possibility and capability to act
independently and unlimited. The Western European states should take
this into account as well as the possible withdrawal of American troops
from Western Europe and should elaborate possible alternatives to
secure stability which had to be regarded as a precondition for successful
arms control and disarmament processes. This was a main argument in
favour of European integration in the security field. Concerning the
Alliance management, Mr. Miiller agreed with Mr. David except for the
question if Alliance management was either a transatlantic or
nontransatlantic choice. The problem was that this was not feasible but
that Western Europe had to occupy the middleground.

Mr. Story referred to the notion of regionalization of defence. This
might be true in a European perspective but the brain of European
defence was basically located in Washington. What was missing was 2
European defence brain. This seemed to be a crucial question in respect
of the American attitudes to remain in Europe and the European attitude
to substitute American presence. He asked, what should be the character
of an European brain. Should it have a complementary character or
should it be designed as a substitute. It was important in this context to
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realize how the USA perceives developments of the Western European
integration process. The internal market of 1992 was being sold in the
USA as a kind of economical "Fortress Europe" with rather negative side-
effects.

This was rather antagonistic as at the same time the situation in
Eastern Europe opened up. Western Europe had to prevent a situation
where the ambiguous attitudes of the United States concerning 1992, and
particular in the area of arms procurement, created fears that the access
to European markets would be limited.

Concerning the enforcement of the division in Europe, he raised the
point that this is not likely to happen if one took into account how parts of
US immigrants from Eastern Europe had improved the links and exert
political influence to improve the East West relations. The European
perception of Western European integration on the one hand and NATO
on the other was different from the American perception of Western
Europe and Eastern Europe as the USA regards herself as an integrated
part in the former.

Mr. Stephanou came back to the core question of whether the software
dimension should be supplemented by the hardware dimension. He
accepted some problems of definition of both dimensions i.e.
disarmament being software and nuclear planning hardware. For this
reason there had been no EPC initiative in disarmament debate but only
reactive steps. Therefore, one would expect more initiatives from
institutions like the WEU in the future to the extent that military experts
participate in the process of policy making, planning and disarmament. In
his opinion it would be productive and useful to promote the software
dimension in the European context. There are two ways of looking at the
problem. First, the Community could attract the neutrals and maybe at
some point the Eastern Europeans which should not be rejected out of
hand. However, the danger persisted that the original Community could
not pursue its interest to develop a security community as long as neutral
states remain neutral. One had to take into account that i.e. the Soviet
Union would not like the acceptance of Austria into the European
Community whatever the Community stands for. As far as the hardware
dimension was concerned, the need for a new military organization did
not exist even if there were some problems within NATO. In the
Southern region the American presence and its security guarantees could
not be substituted by Western Europeans as there was no such thing as a
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common European fleet. There was no clear need for supplementing the
'NATO in the Mediterranean. But a more interesting aspect was the "out
of area issue.” What were the options of the Western European states to
support the USA in this respect? The Gulf minesweeping exercise had
been a success for a joint European attempt of sa.feguarding interests in a
troubled region. But there were other out-of-area issues within the
Mediterranean itself such as Malta or Cyprus.

Mr. Bonvicini e it clear that Italy could not be regarded as a
marginal country as it was implied in the outline of Mr. Wallace. The
Italian foreign policy directed to Eastern Europe had always focussed on
the core of Eastern Europe and not at its fringes. Such a strong Italian
interest in Yugoslavia or Albania was not the case even if Italy was
interested to maintain constructive relationships with these countries. So
far, all the Italian foreign initiatives had an impact on and improved the
East-West relationship. Within the NATO context, it was Italy who

accepted the INF deployment without much debate and it was just

recently that Italy accepted the stationing of US F-16 squadrons refused
by Spain. : '

The paper of Wallace and Hyde-Price was a curiosity in the sense that
it started with the American attitude towards East-West relations and
ended emphasizing the importance of Austria’s entry into the European
Community which would clearly overestimate Austria’s political
importance.

The basic problem of how to continue and develop the European
integration process remained unsolved while trying to improve the East-
West relations. The answer was very difficult but there was room for
Western Europe to act united as it had been showed in the CSCE process
or by signing bilateral agreements with the COMECON. The importance
of the economic challenge underlined the need to act together ie. in
relation to the Soviet Union which required financial aid to implement its
economic reforms. In the economic field there were strong incentives for
Western Europe to be more united than less. In respect to improving
East-West relations, he warned of a revitalization of old concepts of
"Mitteleuropa” which were dangerous and would involve great risks for
the Western European integration. The concept raised the problem of
German reunification, it promoted tendencies in some Eastern European
countries to disassociate themselves from the Soviet Union and it
undermined the position of Austria as a neutral state.

—
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Finally, the concept of "Mitteleuropa” envisaged a vision which could
blow up not only the Western European integration but also promote
regional disintegrative tendencies which would be extremely difficult to
control. -

Mr. Keatinge raised the question of the perception of the Soviet threat.
The fact that the Soviet Union had not implemented the new thinking in
its armed forces and its defence planning would lead to the impression
that Gorbachev’s reforms were just another empty peace offensive. One
wondered if Gorbachev was not capable of controlling the military. Or if
it was just a precondition of having a better negotiation position.

His other point focussed on the framework of negotiations. In this
respect the CSCE framework seemed to be suitable as previous progress
had shown i.e. the human rights issue or the proposed second round of the
Conference on Confidence building measures in Europe.

The CSCE had some relevance and a legitimizing role that may
actually prove to be quite important if and when substantial negotiations
take place. It would be difficult for either side to withdraw from
negotiations if they were threatened to suffer a defeat. In this context, the
role of neutral states had been important and should be acknowledged in
future considerations.

Mr.Pedersen rejected the idea to separate the Northern flank from the
central area. This area which was highly industrialized and has strong
democratic structures was closely integrated in Western Europe. He
stressed the importance to maintain and re-inforce the transaltantic
relationship as NATO had proven its capabilitiy to preserve peace and
security for the last four decades. Trying to substitute NATO would be
. opposed by the Nordic countries. The tendency to overemphasize the
consequences of the opening up in Eastern Europe should not lead to a
reduction of Western European commitments to the Alliance. So far,
nothing much has changed in favour of the West and a careful evaluation
of the negotiation positions would show that the West had to be very
careful not to accept disadvantageous arms control agreement for the
sake of improving political and economical links with the Soviet Union,
The Danish government was strongly in favour of NATO but accepted
that a better Alliance management was required to re-impose a balance
between the USA and Western Europe. In this respect the problem was
not so much a question of institutions but to cut the immense loss through
duplication in the arms sector. This waste of resources had to be reduced
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to the minimum. Another positive and productive step would be the
reintegration of France into the military branch of NATO to improve the
coherence of NATO. Western Europe should be aware of the dangers of
too much talk on Europeanization which could have counterproductive
consequences on the transatlantic relationship and would not help to
develop the existing institutional structure i.e. WEU and EPC to handle
security related issues in favour of strengthening NATO.

In his comment Mr. Ferraris pointed out that at present not all
European NATO members contribute their fair share to the common
defence. Denmark, for instance, was not prepared to accept NATO
strategy on nuclear weapons. In respect to burden-sharing, it was evident
that there were different degrees of responsibility for the common cause.
For example, the Federal Republic was not prepared to use its armed
forces outside the central front. Concerning the problem of military
stability, one would have to realize, as Mr. Miiller did, that it was likely
that in the near future the political situation and the political systems
within Eastern Europe would show great signs of stress and instability.
Europe was heading to a decade of great instability. Taking on this
challenge, Western Europe should not forget that financial support had
grave implications. How should Western Europe react to a new flair of
uprises in Poland? What should the West do if Gorbachev did not succeed
with his reforms? Questions of this kind should be answered in advance
and not when it was too late.

So far, there was no common Western European policy in political or
-even economical terms to the developments within the Soviet Union and
in Eastern Europe.

Austria might be a testcase in various ways but not so much in respect
to the Soviet attitude but for the European Community. As Austrian
motives for joining the Community were primarily economical, the
possiblity that the new member would be able to obstruct the political
dimension of the Community were rather serious. The membership of
Austria would actually prove, in which ways the European Community
will develop. A refusal to let Austria in would be a clear sign that
economical motives were not a sufficient precondition for membership.

Concerning the vision of "Mitteleuropa”, Mr. Ferraris said that it would
be rather difficult to implement such a vision. One should not forget the
strength of public opinion. The acceptability of Western European
defence efforts could not be taken for granted. This vision could lead to



17

moral disarmament and subsequently to a reduced perception of the need
to defend ourselves.

Mr. Wittmann pointed out, that in fact public opinion was absolutely
crucial in all aspects which had been mentioned in the debate. During the
recent years, public approval for NATO’s military deterrence was rather
~low. Too low, in respect to the present situation where Gorbachev’s
appeal to Western societies created a false sense of security. The dangers
of this situation were two-folded. Public readiness to carry the burden of
deterrence and defence were eroding, and the Western public would not
support NATO’s proposal for conventional arms reduction talks. Various
points have to be mentioned:

- The explication of the threat i.e. the factors which were threatening
security and stability in Europe i.e. the geostrategic situation and the
military capabilities.

- The limitations of the arms-control process; arms control should not
be regarded as an end in itself, but should be seen as one instrument
which could enhance stability; ‘

- The rationale of nuclear weapons, even if the use of military force
seemed to be a taboo in the debate;

- The explanation that the improvements of Western defence were not
directed against the arms control process. NATO had the right as a
matter of principle to modernize its tactical nuclear weapons
regardless Soviet propaganda.

This was a challenge to Western politicians and security experts and
less the military. Nevertheless, the military had to improve its public
standing and had to justify the need for military security.

Mr. Sivestri explained that it was rather difficult to define a European
identity in East-West relations and in the transatlantic relationship. He
wanted to stress the relationship between European identity and detente
and cooperation with the Eastern European states. This seemed to him to
be no contradiction as Western Europe would have been confronted with
even greater managerial problems, had it been less integrated. He based
this assumption on two arguments. The attitude of the West vis-2-vis
Gorbachev’s reforms were rather relaxed as various Western European
countries offered financial and economical aid to the Soviet Union. Those
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- Western European countries which were not too keen on helping the
Eastern bloc would probably re-define the balance within the West.

Secondly, grave changes would have to take place in the Soviet Union
and the Eastern bloc if Gorbachev would continue to implement his
reforms. This would of course lead to a high degree of instability. Western
European financial support would in this respect contribute to instability
and would create various problems for the Soviet Union and its Eastern
allies. It seemed to him that instability was the price to pay for a change of
direction. Therefore, it was very importaﬁt for the West to agree on a
common economical policy. The need for some really strong common
institutions and strong common policies was evident. '

In respect to Austria, he disagreed with previous statements on its
international importance. Austria was neither a bridge to the Arab world,
nor between Eastern and Western Europe. She was in an uneasy situation
if she would like to enter the European Community. Austria’s position
~would depend on the degree of relationship between the European -
Community and the Soviet Union and not vice versa. That did not mean
that there would be no EC alternative for Austria.

He made a last comment on the Western European Union which did
not work very well. The organization had no operational role, after it had
lost its arms control function vis-3-vis the rearmament of the Federal
Republic. It was a good consultation machinery but nothing else. Its
advantages were limited and the likelihood of finding a permanent role
within the European security dimension were poor.

He felt very uneasy about a debate within the German Social
Democratic Party to water down Western European integration within
the” European Community for the sake of following the idea of a
"Common House." Their ideas of saving the political and integrational
part of the European dream through WEU would have very serious
consequences.

Mr. Pedersen referred to the question how the West should handle the
Soviet challenge or how the West could exploit the instability of the
Eastern system. In his opinion the West should be very careful not to
finance the inefficiency of the Eastern European economical system. The
West should deal with the Eastern bloc on purely commercial terms. In
this respect, he pointed out that the Foreign Secretary of the Soviet
Union, Shevardnadze, at a recent conference in Copenhagen, showed
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more interest to abolish the COCOM Iist than finding ways and means to
improve East-West trade in general. This seemed to him to be a clear
indication that the Soviet Union was still not prepared for real
cooperation.

Mr. Vasconcelos pointed out that there was a clear temptation for
"continentalization" of the European foreign policy. It was a normal
temptation, resulting from the geographical situation of Western Europe.
In the future, Western Europe could have the choice between a
continentalization including a strong policy to the Eastern bloc with all
dangers that this implied i.e. the destruction of the stable postwar system
in Europe and a continuation of the rather successful Western European
integration process. The attractiveness of the European integration'was
very strong in the South. Turkey was interested to join the EC, and her
application was far more serious and important than that of Austria. The
Western Europeans should pay more attention to the Turkish case and
the possible consequences of either letting them in or excluding them
from Europe. What would be the outcome in respect to the security
dimension if Turkey would be kept outside? What option would remain
for Turkey in this case? These seemed to be limited. Mr. Vasconcelos
concluded that Western Europe should take the opportunity to improve
its relations with the USA. More attention should be paid to the United
States and less to the relations with the Soviet Umion. If Western Europe
was putting too much emphasis on relations with Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union, it might risk the destruction of the transatlantic Alliance.
Western Europe should try to strengthen its part within NATO.

Mr. Schmidt made two comments on "open” versus "closed Europe”
and the question of the European identity. In respect to the first he asked
for some precise definition. Would a "close"-European approach exclude
Poland from becoming an EC-member? In the context of giving loans to
the East this would have no impact on the Western European integration
at all. The division of Europe had no practical relevance. He concluded
that Western Europe had to maintain the Alliance while improving its
relations to Eastern Europe.

Concerning the European identity, Mr. Schmidt pointed out that the
Federal Republic was not in such a comfortable position as Denmark in
respect to the public attitude to defence spending, arms control and
nuclear weapons. The search for a European identity in the security
dimension was closely related and even caused by the need to win back
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public approval. "Waving the European flag" might be a useful public
relation excercise. A second point was to improve the intra-alliance
management by i.e. something like the WEU platform which had the aim
to stabilize the current structure. Of course, there were some accepted
contradictions i.e. the Franco-German defence cooperation in respect to
the modernization of tactical nuclear weapons which would not allow to
speak of a Western Europe security policy but of a security policy in
Western Europe. '

Mr. David said that France did not expect the Federal Republic to
choose between the protection of the USA and the cooperation with
France. The first question would be open and the answer was not evident.
So far. Western Europe had not agreed on the necessity of a Western
European defence "personality.” Western Europe would have to deal with
strategic aims and the problem of choice between various strategic aims.
The strategic aim of Western European countries at the present were a)
to reinforce the Atlantic Alliance while acknowiedging the limits of the
American commitment in Europe or b) to build a European political and
military system while knowing that the Atlantic Alliance would remain a
necessity for the future. '

If the Federal Republic or other states would choose between France
and the USA, they would have to choose between these two strategic
aims. There were various problems involved in the Franco-German
defence cooperation as France and the Federal Republic did not follow
the same strategic aim. Some day, they would have to agree on the same
strategic aim, otherwise the discussion on strategic concepts and military
planning would be senseless.

French reentry into NATO was not a subject of the public debate.
There was no point for France to re-enter NATO while it was revising its
military strategy. On the other hand there had been substantial progress
considering the degree of cooperation between European partners within
NATO.

Mr. Daguet pointed out why France had left the military organization
of NATO in 1965. While the concept of a European Pillar was always on
the European agenda the United States was ready to accept such a
European defence identity and it was doubtful if its consequences? M.
Daguet was not sure if the USA would accept the economic implications
in terms of an European armament market.
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The French initiative to reactivate the WEU was not directed to
weaken NATO but to provide a forum for truely European discussions on
security issues.

Mr. Wallace made some final remarks on the European security
dimension. He thought that France was more Atlantist while the Federal
Republic was more European minded. Concerning his paper, he said that
he was referring to an evolutionary process. When the European Political
Cooperation was set up everybody was rather critical apart from the
French Government who was the initiator. The same happened to the
Rome treaties. There had been always scepticism in respect to new
initiatives and institutions.

Concerning Eastern Europe, he expected slow and gradual changes.
There was no chance that any of the Eastern European countries would
be able to join the European Community in the foreseeable future. But
time was moving and there might be an option to invite these countries in
the long run. The question was how to assess the evolving structure of
Europe. Things were moving very rapidly at the moment. The magnetic
pool (Germany and her neighbours) was increasing. This presents
problems for the Western Europeans at-least as much as for those who
were attracted to join the Community. The definition what Western
European integration was about and how far it should include the security
dimension, had to be evaluated. This would allow an answer how to react
to an immense queue of countries who would like to become members or
more closely associated with the Community.

Another problem was the relationship to the United States in the
context of 1992. The Western European states were forced to redefine
their interests which were actually overlapping within political,
economical, financial, social and security dimensions.

The problem of public opinion and the perception of the Soviet threat
was not limited to West Germany. The emergence of Gorbachev had
raised a degree of confidence in the Soviet leadership. The idea to
promote a European identity was regarded as a possible way to regain
part of the lost in the East-West PR battle.

The question of the neutrals and whether to let them into the
Community would dilute the present working arrangements. There was
obviously an interaction. Those who wanted to join would have to make
their own priorities clear. A good example was Spain’s entry into WEU
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and the signing of the WEU Platform. Spain had to accept the basic
assumptions of the Western European security system. Another aspect
was the contribution these countries could offer to the EC. In respect to
Western European burden-sharing this would impose some difficult
questions. A Western Europe where there were three net contributers to
the European Community budget (Britain, France and West-Germany),
three countries who made major contributions to Western European
defence while all the other countries were net beneficiaries, was not
stable in the long run,

His last point focussed on the competition between East and West and
West/West. There were actually three different ideas. The West
European sense of social values was actually divergent from the
transatlantic. One had to beware if talking about a European identity that
Western Europe should not automatically assume a division between East
and West. In respect to 1992 Western Europe would try to achieve a
rather different model of social and economic relations than the
Americans had wished towards the European.

THE SCOPE OF CHALLENGES: MEDITERRANEAN SECURITY

Mr. Rummel as the chairperson asked Mr. Stefano Silvestri to present
his paper on "Security Challenges as Perceived in the Mediterranean.”
Comments followed from national and regional perspectives by
Mr.Alvaro de Vasconcelos, Mr.Nikiforos Diamandouros, Mr.Alfred
Pijpers and Mr.Harald Miiller.

Recalling some positive statements by various speakers about the
attitudes of their countries towards the Alliance, I\_/‘I__r_._l,?»_onvicini_p_gi_r,lted out
that this did not contradict the findings of Mr. Silvestri. He had
mentioned a lower degree of solidarity from the fringes towards the
Atlantic Alliance. The problem was however the definition of "fringes."
Turkey and Italy did not belong to the fringes as far as their attitudes and
contributions to NATO were concerned. It seemed to him that France
was on the fringes of NATO. The question of fringes and solidarity
depended on the context, the perspective and the issues involved.

As far as the Mediterraneans were concerned, they were confronted
with threats not covered by NATO. The fragmantation of the answer
which clearly appeared when analysing the security situation in this area
was a true reflection of the lack of an institutional framework in which

. discussions and consultations could take place in times of crisis. The lack
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of an institutional framework made it difficult to help the Southern
European states to behave in a more coherent way.

The main problem in this area was the way in which the USA behaved.
The political and military weight of the USA in the Mediterranean was
even stronger than inside NATO. In NATO the USA had to follow
certain rules and procedures and was confronted with strong and
determined partners. In the Mediterranean area, where the United States
had a variety of choices to pursue her interests the situation was different.

How could the Western European countries answer the challenge
which arose out of the specific situation in the Mediterranean area? The
answer had to be pragmatic in so far as to rely on bilateral agreements, a
network of multilateral agreements in particular to fight international
terrorism, etc. Clearly, this would not be sufficient; the problem remained
to upgrade the security cooperation. Based on the present bilateral
agreements this seemed to be difficult to achieve. Real progress could
only be obtained on a more institutionalized level. In that respect building
up a European Pillar would be a good solution. The Mediterranean
region was a well defined area which would be suitable for such an
exercise.

But WEU would not be the appropriate body as it lacked funds,
resources, had a poor image, no obvious role and no military capacity.
The problem was more complex than building up a European Pillar.
Answers had to be found vis-3-vis the relationship to the United States
and her involvement in the Mediterranean. How to include the USA in an
European effort to develop a more coherent policy towards the

Mediterranean? . —

Concerning joint American and European political objectives in out-of-
area issues in the future, Mr. Wallace asked what kind of relationship
should Western Europe develop vis-a-vis the USA? Should Europe be
prepared to make a greater contribution towards following American
strategic priorities in an area where European assumptions and American
interests diverge more than elsewhere? An area where the military.
presence of Europe was much lower than at the central front and where
the American sense of controlling the region was higher. Unless there was
a substantial chance in Western European attitudes, capacities and
approaches Western European out of area missions i.e. in the Gulf and
the Lebanon would be determined by American strategic interests. The
implications of changing European capabilities and approaches were far
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larger than the incremental development in European cooperation at the
central front where it was much easier to talk about strengthening WEU,
using institutions which were available, strengthening the mechanism of
bilateral consultations, etc. None of these instruments existed in the
Mediterranean. The Gulf mine-sweeping mission was a failure and the
blame must be shared among the British and French governments who
were reluctant to "europeanize” their efforts. Had there been a change of
American attitudes this would have raised a number of serious questions.
If one looks at mediumterm and longterm threats in the Mediterranean
and possible Western European response there were no easy answers as
the continuation of diverging interests between USA and Europe was very
likely to remain. How did Western Europe see its role to stabilize an
unstable region under conditions in which the likelihood of conflict with
the United States would persist? And where the use of American bases in
Europe to reinforce the area would have to be defined?

The test for a European Pillar within NATO was much more likely to
be in the Mediterranean area than at the central front. Mr. Wallace
explained that he had no answers to these questions which were even
more difficult to solve than any partial American withdrawal from the
central front in the next ten years, It was reasonable to assume that the
Americans would share the assessment that the Mediterranean was a
rather more acute area of strategic interest and an area where there was
Iikely to be more disorder than at the central front where the European
could take a great share of responsibility.

Mr.Wegener argued that out-of-area crisis for Western Europe were
diminishing. He defined "out of area" as a military threat to the Alliance
which had to be met with military means outside the NATO territory. The
superpowers had reduced their out-of-areas involvements as an
instrument of superpower competition. The Soviet Union was even
prepared to solve regional crisis. He proposed that out-of-area crisis
would become at the same time more demilitarized, less international and
less dangerous for the Western world. This implied that the threat had
shifted and the necessity for stability had increased. The West Europeans
would have to play a primary role to stabilize policies by using diplomatic
instruments and economical aid. But that was not out-of-area crisis
containment. Containment meant some military action by a certain
number of countries. The Alliance countries and probably the Europeans
were much better in doing non-military things. They could bring to bear
the various economical, cultural, political, diplomatic instruments in a




25

more harmonious way. The question of participation of labour within the
Alliance for dealing with crisis elsewhere in the world would be easier to
handie by Ewuropeans than by Americans. The present discussion
reminded him more of the traumata of the past than future needs.

In respect to the security situation in the Mediterranean area, Mr.
 Wegener did not share the negative assessments mentioned before. Given
the situation in Northern Africa which turned out to be more peaceful in
external affairs where various conflicts had been solved or became
manageable while the Middle East remained an area of concern, it
seemed to him that Europe should take on the challenge of introducing
peaceful and stabilizing policies especially with the Arab countries.

In this rather reassuring perspective he hoped that the conflict between
a European defence identity and Alliance policies would become also
more an objective of relaxed considerations.

Mr. Champenois said that the attempt to discuss the Mediterranean,
the flanks and out-of-area in one session were rather confusing. He
mentioned that while the threat seemed to be invisible the ways how to
handie it remained invisible as well.

As the Mediterranean was close to the "out-of-Europe area” it was
justified to ask if there were specific European strategic interests in these
regions which were more than the combination of the traditional
nationalistic interests. In Belginm there was a growing perception that
there were strategic interests as such and that they have to be protected.
This was implied in the WEU Platform. Belgium had been traditionally
openminded to out-of-area activities mainly directed against Africa. It had
maintained an air-borne brigade which could be used for peacekeeping
missions He agreed with Mr. Miiller that public opinion would only
approve humanitarian goals in the use of armed forces. Force projection
would not been justifiable.

Discussing out-of-area-activities in a WEU framework would be really
at the verge of Alliance solidarity. The approach should be
complementary and would allow great potentials for burden-sharing.
* Because the main single reason which led to conflicts within the Alliance
had been the question of burden-sharing. European contribution in this
respect would help to influence the American public that Europe was
prepared to take its fair share.
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Concerning the Middle East there were potentials for conflicts with the
USA and he wondered if Europe should contribute to activities which
were not in her strategic interests. Therefore he recommended that
Western Europe should decide on a case to case basis, keeping the global
picture in mind. Finally he agreed with Mr.Wegencr, in so far as there was
. room for diplomatic initiatives, stabilizing policies and peace-keeping -
which would allow even EPC to play a more active role.

Mr. Diamandouros focussed his remarks on public opinion in general,
The public opinion had a major impact on the security debate. An
important question was what actually determines public opinion. He
proposed to link the international dimension with the domestic
background and to compare the shift of the public attitudes in various
European states. To exploit this linkage would allow a greater
understanding of public opinion in general and would offer perspectives
on how security and defence policy could be legitimized in future. One
immanent factor for the present situation was the general crisis of major
domestic institutions to continue to play an important role for what
functionalists would call "interest aggregation." |

- The erosion of domestic institutions i.e. churches, trade unions,
political parties, parliaments, governments etc. as well as the crisis of
social democrats -provoced the creation of new social movements. New
social movements began to have an effect on the domestic arrangements.
The search for alternatives reflected the way how: public opinion was
drifting.

Mr. Ferraris did not accept Mr. Wegener’s remarks on a peaceful
change in the Mediterranean area. He pointed out that the Moslem
movement was constituting a serious threat which would be difficult to
cope with. While the threat of a direct military engagement in the
Mediterranean region was rather low, the risks of political blackmailing
remained high. This was the most likely challenge in the region, Western
Europe should be prepared to carry its full share of its political and
military responsiblity in such a way as to strengthen the confidence and
security of the Southern flank. The Southern flank in this repect was as
important as the Central or Northern flank.

He made a last comment on the general perception of Italy and her
importance to NATO. While there had been only one Adelphi Paper on
Italy within the last decades the Italian military capacity had improved
substantially in recent years. Italy had participated in the Gulf mission not
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only with a number of mine-sweepers but also with warships. The overall
commitment to NATO was strong and it would be necessary to
acknowledge the Italian contribution.

Mr.Wallace defended his initial statement on the importance of Italy
by saying that in security terms only the big three were relevant. He
suggested a much more active collaboration between Italian, French and
Spanish armed forces within the WEU to strengthen the European
presence in the Mediterranean. He said that this would be a reasonable
instrument to make the other Europeans more aware. of the security
situation in the Mediterranean area. Mr.Bonvicini insisted that the Italian
military contribution to the Alliance should not be underestimated.

From a Danish perception, the problem within the Mediterranean was
the lack of a visible Soviet threat because major navy formation were
concentrated in the Black Sea, Mr.Pedersen said. The balance of East-
West forces was rather more favourable to the Western side given the .
strong presence of the American fleet in the Mediterranean sea.

Concerning the public opinion issue, Mr.Petersen agreed that it was
rather difficult to define and to assess its impact. An obvious reason were
the lack of precise questionaires. Usually, public opinion polls were
primitive and useless for academic analysis. Cross-references showed that
the public gave contradictory answers. Polls were a kind of temperature
curve.

On the other hand there was solid evidence that Gorbachev had an
impact on public opinion. The expectation of Gorbachev’s reforms have
accelerated and were now out of proportion. The lack of common sense
would have rather serious implications for the future policymaking. He
criticized that too much credit was given to the Soviet Union in advance.
Opinion leaders had a great responsibility not to overestimate the
likelihood of real improvements regarding the Soviet Union in so far as,
apart from other things, the primary motivation for the reforms were
based in the domestic setting.

Mr. Vasconcelos acknowledged that the military threat in the
Mediterranean region was not as strong as at the central front. This raised -
serious political problems in the domestic situation of Southern European
countries to justify defence spending. |
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The lack of a clear threat and the existence of NATO did not on the
other hand reduce another sort of threat which was not strategic but was
defined in social, economic and demographic dimensions. In a few
decades, there would be twice as many people living in the South than
today. The enlargement of the EC had changed the trade structure of
various countries i.e. Tunisia , Marocco, and created serious economical
problems in respect to the provision of food and employment. There
would be more economical and social problems in the near future. He
said that these were the kind of issues one should discuss and he agreed
that it was not a military problem at all, as long as security guarantees
could be provided.

France’s policy in North Africa was a good example Western Europe
could follow. French action in North Africa was not of a direct
intervention but to protect a country ie. to secure its borders. This
allowed France an image of actually protecting and defending Arab
countries while similar steps by the USA would be regarded as attacking,
thus forcing Arab countries into solidarity. Western Europe would be
much better suited to react to different kind of threats in this regions than
the Americans. A clear division of labour would be sensible in so far as
Western Europe could provide a full spectrum of nonmilitary instrument
to take up various challenges.

Another remark focussed on Portugal’s future in the Alliance. Portugal
would support in strong terms an "Atlantist” Europe and by no means a
"Europeanized" Europe. The basic precondition for European security
rested on the American commitment to Western Europe.

Mr.Greenwood came back to the issue of burden-sharing with a
Mediterranean facette. He said, if one considered for various reasons any
changes in the size and shape of American forces in Western Europe due
to the fact that there was a new American administration, one wondered
in the region of AFCENT, how the other member countries could help
the Germans to support the Americans to stay by a more efficient use of
resources. In the Southern area AFSOUTH, one would have to assist the
Italians to help the Americans to stay. But there were various things, the
Western Europeans could do to forestall pressure from the USA. For
example, why should not there-be more European warships in the
Mediterranean sea? Could not Western Europe improve its naval
presence and offer the USA to provide some escort groups? This could be
a productive European step in the burden-sharing debate. His second
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point focussed on the pressure for greater Host Nation Support. That was
desperately unfair in the AFCENT area as the Federal Republic was
doing her utmost to fulfil her obligations. In the AFSOUTH area it was
much more difficult to see on whom the burden rested. One aspect of a
European defence cooperation may have to invent a system of "Host
Continent Support” rather than mere Host Nation Support.

In relation to out-of-area Western Europe had to accept some risks to
validate the European commitment and responsibility outside the
Mediterranean. Even if future conflicts would be solved with non-military
instruments, as had been suggested by Mr.Wegener, Western Europe had
to declare where it had military capabilities available for the support of
USA.

Mr.Wessels came back to the role of Italy and a book by Mr. Wallace
on the "principal nation approach” implying that NATO or the EC could
actually run on the Big Three in Europe. Mr.Wessels pointed out that the
underlying implication was contradictionary to the NATO and
Community treaty which say that every member should share
responsiblities and burdens. But Mr.Wallace raised some crucial question
of intra-Alliance burden-sharing. In respect to Italy, it was rather difficult
to evaluate her precise contribution depending which GNP to take. The
one which was taken to argue that Italy was a member of richer nations
within the club or the one which was usually used to reduce her burden to
the Community. To start a discussion of intra-Alliance burden-sharing
would run into very deep waters. These kinds of debates were easier to
resoive if there was a hegemony power to impose a set of rules on any
member and to make some final decisions. In the case of the European
Community the question of burden, responsibility and contribution would
come up much more outside NATO than inside.

His second remark focussed on the unreliability of public opinion polls.
He thought that public opinion in a historical context was very much
characterized by various traumata i.e. the traumata of Germany. In this
respect he did not understand the demands on the Federal Republic to
send her troops abroad because this would raise traumata in Germany
and outside Germany. The collective memory was a factor which had to
be kept in mind, looking at public opinion. Another question was if there
were any common traumata ie. in the case of bombing Lybia when
Germans remembered the attack on Poland in 1939 and Americans
referred to Munich in 1938.
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His third remark explained the divergence of theoretical approaches
i.e. by Engelhardt who argued that there were post-materialistic trends in
Western Europe. The post materialist rationale claims that with the
historical distance to wars, people become more peaceful, looking more
to policies of codetermination, democracy, human rights and
. environmental issues etc. and less to questions of the use of military forces
and war in general.

Mr. Wessels would not agree that this argument was very strong as the
Federal Government made some decisions which were accepted without
public outcries such as the extention of the military duty and social
service. This fact should be included when talking about responsibilities
and burden-sharing.

Concerning the fear of being overrun by foreigners, Mr.Wessels raised
the question who was actually deciding which traumata was on the agenda
or who was deciding what was the threat. The controversies after the
Soviet intervention in Afghanistan between the USA, who was argueing
that this was a threat to world peace, and European political leaders who
argued that it was just a regional crisis, showed that it would be useful to
develop a common methodology of traumatas. A common understanding
would reinforce the acceptability of common defence efforts in the public
opinion.

Mr.Story mentioned the multiplication of threats. Referring to the
East, he observed the collapse of the party state which raises rather
difficult questions in the West currently discussing how to perceive recent
reform attempts. One of the features of this internal debate was in the
Mediterranean countries the attitude of the domestic Communist parties
towards the Gorbachev challenge. Nonetheless, some of the Communist
parties had contributed to the Buropeanization argument. One thing
related to the threat was the very different way in which the public
opinion was formed in Mediterranean countries. There were different
patterns of perception between the Central region and the Southern area.

On the economical side, he mentioned that all the Mediterranean
countries were completely dependant on access to the EC market for
their exports. Consequently, the internal policies of the EC as well as the
external had rather serious implications for Southern nonmember states
i.e. in the field of agriculture or in the textile market. In this respect, he
raised the question of the EC position in the textile market, where Turkey
was the major supplier to E.C. while at the same time, mainland China
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was emerging as a key supplier and competitor to the world clothing
market.

Mr. Stephanou recalied the discussion of threats and argued that it was
time to look at the resources available to meet the threats. In terms of
crisis, the number of armed forces might not be sufficient or available due
to changing social values. The attitude towards human sacrificies was one
reason for the loss and lack in military manpower. Therefore, it did not
seem to be realistic to talk about any European efforts to substitute the
American presence in the Mediterranean sea. Even in the economical
field, when countries like Turkey and Egypt were looking for loans in
Japan, it was not obvious what the Community could do to strengthen the
Mediterranean area. He wondered if the European Community was
fulfilling its responsibilities i.e. vis-a-vis Yugoslavia, who was still
completely dependant in economical terms on the Soviet Union.

Mrs.Sezer pointed out that the Soviet armament programme was going
on without any pause in so far as shipbuilding was concerned. She said
that Turkey was rather concerned about Soviet activities in the Black Sea
and from a Turkish perspective one felt perplexed to see how the Western
European public opinion was responding. For Turkey, the threat was not
invisible. Apart from the military threat there were social and économical
threats as well as the dangers of political terrorism.

Another point she mentioned was the Black Sea incident in February
1988 when the US Navy challenged the Soviet Union. The US Navy was
exercizing its right of free access to sea which lead to an accident between
two warships. This created a rather uncomfortable security environment
for Turkey. '

Concerning the interests of Western Europe in the social developments
i.e. in the question of human rights, this had helped to liberalize the
political system in recent years and Mrs. Sezer expressed her gratefulness
for the public attention.

Mr. Silvestri made final comments on some of the questions and
problems raised during the discussion. It was evident that the perception
of a threat to the Mediterranean region was to a lesser extent a military
one but rather political, internal, social, economical and demographical.
The European Community could pursue its interests through crisis
management or crisis prevention with non-military instrument. He agreed
~ that there was much more cope for a European role. On the other hand
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these instruments would not be an adequate substitution for a strategy
which could lead Europe through the complex picture that had emerged
vis-a-vis the Mediterranean area as well as vis-3-vis the Eastern European
states. The political aims of Western Europe would have to be defined
without ignoring the security context and the findings of a strategic
analysis in which they could be implemented.

In this respect the pattern and the shape of relations between the
European Community and i.e. to Magreb countries could be seen as an
example where the Community did not help. The Magreb countries were
split by internal divergencies. All single states were competing with each
other for better market access and export opportunities. The need and
necessity for a civilian strategy was obvious and it should be based on a
global perception of the role the European Community. It could play a
role in political as well as security terms. He insisted, recognizing the
opposition to security related issues, that at least the analysis should be
made in an integrated way.

Apart from that, he mentioned the dilemma that the European
Community could not escape the question of military security. Even if the
Eastern threat in the Mediterranean was less than at the central front and
even if there was a kind of geographical balance, one should look at the
situation from a rather more differentiated perspective. |

The likelihood of a Mediterranean crisis excalating into a military
dimension should not be underestimated even if the probability remained
low. This had to be taken into account as well as all the other non-military
threats. The role of the USA and NATO in the Mediterranean had to be
defined before looking for better instruments for crisis management,
burden-sharing and European participation in out-of-area activities.
Western Europe could not renounce its relationship with the USA.
NATO had not yet succeeded in dealing with out-of-area activities even if
it was very much involved in indirect terms i.e. the military planning
process and procurement. This dilemma of the Western Europeans could
not be solved by acting together within the institutional framework of
WEU or EPC. In the end, Western Europe had to cooperate with the
USA for consultations and planning purposes. Therefore the Atlantic
dimension should not be ignored. He pointed out that the European
interest in crisis management should be slightly different from what the
US perceived or wanted. Thus, it was very important that the
consultations with the United States in times of crisis should start at a
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very earIy moment to decide which instruments and methods to safeguard
and pursue Western interests shouid be applied.

If it was not possible to enlarge NATO to deal with these problems in
the first place, Western Europe should try to solve the problems of
consultations with the Americans. This was on the other hand a NATO
problem as well. The role of the WEU or EPC would be to re-examing
and rebuilding the relations with the USA within NATO on political
issues where the general agreement was lower than on issues concerning
the central front. He agreed that another serious problem was the attitude
of the Southern European states towards the military threat and their
contribution to the common defence efforts.

THE INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE

The third session dealt with the "institutional response,” Mr Schmidt
was in the chair. Mr. Jopp and Mr. Wessels presented their papers on the
"Institutional Frameworks for Security Cooperation in Western Europe." -
Comments followed from the perspective of EPC (Mr. Ferraris) WEU
(Mrs. Hoppe) and NATO (Mr. Wegener) '

Mr. Seidelmann made it clear, that his comments on the present
institutional network were based on a system analysis approach or on the
viewpoint which was used in industrial management analysis. Both
approaches proposed that the system was more than the sum of its units.
In so far, the present network or system did not only constitute
duplication, but multiplication of work. It produced institutionalized
competition. It prevented an effective grand strategy combining economic,
political and military dimensions of security to a complete and effective
way of dealing with the Soviet Union. It allowed a perpetuation of the
traditional US leadership approach and finally, it did not solve the main
problems of integration, the dominance of the nation state, because its
primary design as a multilateral system lacked a strong integrative
approach, In sum, the objectives of European security were confronted
with a huge gap on the institutional side. A gap between proclamation and
political reality. The whole Europeanization debate and its dynamics had
some political functions such as to compensate the lack of acceptance in
security policy in the early eighties. The talk about security issues was a
result of a certain stagnation in the integration process within Western
Europe. It was also a reaction to a certain frustration in Western Europe
realizing that the US leadership was a major fact in political life. If
Western Europe wanted to pursue such ideas as Europeanization,
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building a European Pillar or being a better partner of the USA in the
Atlantic Alliance, it had to reduce the institutionalized chaos to a
clearcut, systematic, workable and manageable system. Another equal
important aspect was to reduce the role of the nation state and
sovereignty. If those steps were not pursued, the talk would remain as an
ideological alibi and would lead nowhere.

Mr. Stephanou made it clear, that Greece was interested in
participating in European defence institutions but was afraid of the
dividing aspects involved. The invisibility of security was a correct notion
of Mr. Wegener and should not be ignored. Concerning the revision of the
EPC which was mentioned by Mr.Wessels as an option, Mr Stephanou
" pointed out, that this was the only forthcoming event which had to be
decided in 1992. All other options did not fit in a timetable so far. He
asked, what gains could be achieved. Was it an attempt to go back to the
origins of the Genscher/Colombo initiative in 1981 which was supported
by the Greek Government at that time? To invite the Ministers of
Defence to participate in the discussion on security matters? This would
allow an end to the artificial division of economical and politiéal aspects
of security from more military matters. Even if this sounded
institutionalwise reasonable, one should not forget the issues which were
on top of the agenda such as the whole nuclear debate, the future of

nuclear deterrence, the commitment to nuclear weapons and their

modernization. He said that the Greek government tended to be against a
commitment for nuclear weapons. This might be reversed in case of a new
government in the near future.

Mr.Stephanou wanted to know how other countries regarded these
problems and if they could make some remarks of how to handle the
issues. Otherwise, he would not understand why one should add another
substantial problem to EPC. Involving the EPC in military related security
issues could have negative implications in connection with the European
neutrals or the Eastern European countries. He concluded that Western
Europe should be satisfied with the provisions by NATO. NATO had
secured peace and stability since the late forties. Any alternations would
cause new problems. The Community should play its economical and
political role without including the military dimension.

Mr.David insisted that France had no intention to weaken NATO by
cooperation with its European allies in WEU and within the bilateral
Franco-German defence cooperation. France was interested to have a

p—
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European forum in which European security problems could be discussed
and where a European debate could take place ie. on a2 common
response to the American SDIL He agreed that it was impossible to have a
precise definition of a European Pillar.

Concerning the Franco-German defence cooperation, he made it clear
that the symbolic value should not be underestimated while its military
usefulness was doubtful. The joint brigade would not weaken NATO. Its
function was rather political than military.

In respect to EPC, he said that Mr Wessls views on the institutional
developments were very interesting in so far as the need for a new treaty
or at least of opening a new chapter had been raised. But as all the
institutional instruments were available, the real question was if the
Western European governments had the the political will to reach a
common position i.e. on the perception of the Soviet challenge.

Mr.Pedersen regarded both presentations as a systematic listing of
options and constraints. Mr. Wegener’s intervention was appreciated as
the Danish government would refuse to support Europeanization, if it
would be pursued in contrast to US interests. Any negative implications
for NATO should be avoided in dealing with European security from a
European vis-a-vis Atlantic perspective.

In accordance with Mr.Wegener’s remarks he would argue that the
Soviet threat had been diminished while the East-West relations had been
improved. Today, Western Europe was confronted with a far more
civilized Soviet challenge. How had the United States had taken up this
challenge? Had she become more unreasonable then in the past few
“years? Had she consulted and informed Europeans less than she used to
do? He wondered, whether there was a real necessity to add a security
dimension to the very dynamic integration process within the EC. In his
view, it was far from being decided if the gains for pursuing this kind of
policy would justify the costs. Finally, he pointed to the example of Japan,
who enjoyed prosperity and growing political influence without paying too
much for defence.

Mrs. Regelsberger said that the general assessment on the
achievements and importance of the EPC had been too negative. The
EPC forum had played an important role in the early eighties to convince
the USA to continue a kind of dialogue with the Soviet Union. At the
moment, EPC was the forum in which a common European Ostpolitik
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was being formulated. On the institutional aspect and the comments of
Mr.Wegener one could conclude that there was no need for multiplicity of
debate and discussion. The logical consequence would be, that EPC
would not be required at all. Then the question would remain, how do
deal with various overlappings and dependent sectors and problems.

Concerning the theme of the conference, she had the impression that
there was a certain mis-balance between the security requirements in the
Mediterranean and the institutional set-ups. She suggested to include
other institutions like the EC and other instruments Western Europe
could use to deal with the Southern challenge. Security should be
regarded not in narrow military terms but in its political, diplomatic and
economic dimensions. | )

Mr. Wallace mentioned the economic aspects of the security dimension
which offered rather strong incentives for working together. None of the
Western European governments had a longterm defence expenditure
plan. This was partly why there was an interest in closer procurement
collaboration, closer training collaboration and introducing specialization
among the armed forces. Given the diverging pressures in strategic
options and security policy, procurement policy and military cooperation,
these questions were more or less discussed in various settings. Security
policy was discussed in WEU, Procurement questions in IEPG and
military cooperation would be handled in multiple bilateralism which was
developing. Further progress was denied by questions of sovereignity
which would not be overcome in the near future..Closer cooperation
would require a division of labour between armed forces, such forcing
political decisions on sovereignity. The need for arms procurement
collaboration and the discussions on security policy would force the
governments in the near future to consider what kind of developments
they were prepared to accept on the ground. If there was no progress, the
development would pursue in piecemeal and symbolic -fashion along
present lines.

Mr. Stratmann made some remarks on the acceptability of security
policy. The debate on defence among the political elites showed great
divergence in regard to the basic assumptions of Western European
security objectives. The discussion and debate was going on between and
within governments, within political parties, the parliament and interested
groups. These divergences led in terms of political guidance to utter
confusion among the general public. The management of the public
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debate was a complete disaster. The result, a crisis of acceptance was the
responsibility of political elites which had used the debate for self-serving
reasons. On the other hand, the public in general would react
soberminded if the arguments would have been presented in a reasonable
way. Now it was necessary to restore the discipline of debate in order to
reduce the degree of confusion. WEU style platforms would not impress
. the general public as it was obvious that general agreement existed on any
issues related to security among the Western Eurpoean states. The
- familiar pattern of looking to the USA to come up with new ideas and
~ initatives and, once they occur, to criticise them should cease to exists.
Western Europe should take far more positive steps than the existing
responsive reaction without proposing own constructive ideas. This was,
as far as Mr. Stratmann was concerned, the heart of the problem.
Solutions have to be found by the Western European NATO members.

Mr.Greenwood came back to the question if the European institutional
efforts would enable the Western European members of the Alliance to
make a more effective, efficient, constructive and coherent contribution.
Looking at recent developments, Mr. Greenwood saw some positive but
still modest results emerging from WEU, the IEPG and other instutitions.
The observations by Mr. Wegener of new developments in political
relationships and military management were correct and promising in so
far as a better European contribution to the present and future Alliance
role and functions was fequired. He warned not to be too cautious in
analysing specific European security problems as the North Americans
and the Northern European states traditionally did the same. In any case,
the idea that one must not do things which could disturb the present
NATO set-up and the NATO organization should not lead to the implicit
argument that NATO could not be changed at all. NATO could.be
adapted to integrationist impulses on a European level. He supported the
idea of Mr. Wessel who introduced the approach of piecemeal
engineering in respect to WEU, EPC and IEPG. Each institution had
potentials to further developments as they were interlinked.

Mr.Champenois made some remarks on the Belgian attitudes on WEU
and its revitalization. Belgium was interested on a kind of EPC structure.
The Platform of the WEU Council seemed to be an important document
in this respect even if one could not be absolutely sure about the direction
it would finally take. The paragraph on border protection could lead to
some disturbance within NATO but this could evolve only in the far
future. The report mentioned by Mrs. Hoppe would be a status quo
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orientated report reflecting the difficulties of implei‘nenting the platform.

There were various aspects which would have no impact at all on present.

NATO structure. On the other hand various improvements could be
concluded within WEU  which would produce advantages for NATO
infrastructure. It was quite clear that there was no room for a European
strategy.

Concerning the American reaction, he concluded that WEU was not
regarded as a threat for NATO, as it was actually providing transparence.

Mr. Vasconcelos raised the question if there was a clear need for a
common European security policy. His argument rested on the
assumption that NATO was sufficient to resist the military threat at the
central front. The major disadvantage of NATO was the lack of public
approval of its strategy of nuclear deterrence. While the political elites
understood the importance of the NATO strategy, the public was more
influenced by European bodies such as WEU than by NATO or the USA.
That was the reason, why the WEU platform was important to rebuild

public support for European security policy even if it did not include the

modernization of tactical nuclear weapons. He said that public opinion

would most likely to be influenced by institutions closely associated with

the European Community.

Mr. Jopp made some concluding remarks. He agreed with Mr. Ferraris
on the bureaucratization of the EPC and Mrs. Hoppe’s comments on the
WEU. These European institutions were not going to replace NATO but
rather reducing the dominance of the US leadership on European affairs
in the long run. He made it clear that he doubted if such developments

would be desireable. The USA was interested in a certain kind of a
European Pillar which could deal with conventional defence
improvements, greater burden-sharing and greater participation in out of-
area problems. These demands were justifying the European
collaboration efforts. On the other hand, US leadership attitudes were
creating problems for Western European governments which were
confronted -with a lack of information and consultation as well as
‘unilateral actions. |

All together the European initiatives were designed to improve intra-
Alliance relations and to reinforce NATO’s coherence. In the forseeable
future the EC institutional balance should not be jeopardized by very
delicate security questions such as arms control, disarmament and nuclear
deterrence. A lot had to be done within the Community in respect to 1992
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and to complete the efforts of an internal market in the monetary
dimension.

Mr. Jopp had a longterm vision of bringing EC and WEU together
which would fall under the “"defence-last” heading of the
Rummel/Schmidt paper.

Mr. Wessels closed the session with remarks on the European Pillar. It
was obvious that the notion was extremely vague; the lack of a clear
institutional concept made it necessary to think through what it would
mean for NATO to have a kind of pillar within the organization i.e. would
it be a precondition to revise the NATO Treaty? Or should one add up
individual points in a piecemeal fashion which would finally be the
European Pillar within NATO?

He agreed with Mr. Seidelmann’s assessement of the system but not
with his conclusions. As a liberal minded person, Mr, Wessels thought,
that competition was required for progress.

Mr. Wessels did not agree with Mr. Stratmann’s remarks of influencing
public debate. It was a fact of political life that the security debate, giving
more public interest in security matters, had become confused because it
was always difficult for the public to follow the elite debates. The
inconclusiveness of debates were responsible for a confused public.

Concerning the problem of acceptability, the problem in Europe was
the large divergence of the public debate as they differed in various
countries. The European Parliament had not been able to constitute a
distinctive role in the debate. He suggested to follow a piecemeal
engineering exercise. He disagreed with negative comments on the EPC
but agreed that it had suffered through bureaucratization.

Concerning the argument that progress depended on political will, Mr.
Wessel insisted that the political will was a part of an institutional process
and could not be seen isolated from the political context.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION ON FUTURE STUDY

In the last session of the conference, Mr. Rumnmel asked what were the
research -areas, what were the topics, and which questions should be
raised in the context of integration and security.
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So far, it seemed that both schools had become more or less separated,
not only in subject but also by the academics who dealt with it. The
conference had helped to look at the subjects from both perspectives.
Nevertheless, there had been a time when both groups neglected each
other. When they started to discuss with each other, it seemed to be a
kind of neutral criticism; institutionally a "double monologue."

The integrationists often disregarded that the integration process was
not an end in itself. But it should be seen, at least to a large extent, as an
instrument to solve problems for the people in Western Europe and
beyond. In this particular case, it should strengthen defence and security
or at least keep it on an appropriate level. Integrationists also tend to
forget the structural differences between the security sector and the other
sectors, in which integration processes had been pursued in the last
decades. This neglect was caused by the fact that there had been
integration within the security dimension since the beginning of NATO.
This had particular structural consequences.

Integrationists disregarded the effects of European talk on integration
in the security field. Mr. Rummel had the impression that the conference
contributed to a more differentiated view among integrationists. The case
that there were various options and not just a European Security Union
made the discussion more differentiated, less deterministic and helped to
come closer to reality. But one should go beyond that and ask where and
how integration could be used in the field of security. The impression
persisted that strategists were not taken the idea of Europeanization too
seriously. He asked them tc be more objective.

How could a more autonomous identifiable, selfassertive Western
Europe produce better defence contributions in Western Europe? It
would be difficult to measure the degree of improvement, but Mr
Rummel suggested that strategists would find means and ways to do it.
This was not only a question about substance or talk but an attempt to
evaluate the space between both dimensions. How to keep up defence-
- spending? How to preserve intra-Alliance solidarity? These questions
could only be solved on the basis of consensus among the NATO member
states. The particular experience of finding consensus within the
integration process in Western Europe could be used for the security
integration process. Integration should be regarded as an instrument of
consensus-building.
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The aim of the conference was not to reach specific results, but was
intended to launch a broader research orientated thinking process in the
overlapping fields of integration and security. A level of integration had
been reached in Western Europe and also a level of security needs which
did not allow the continuous separation of both perspectives. Both should
be seen in terms of interaction. Therefore, he suggested to continue
activities which have been started by the conference. He invited the
audience to contribute ideas for further study:

- Mr.Greenwood said that within the specific security domaine one of
the important events had been the recognition of the need for careful and
proper articulation of thoughts about military matters, defence
dispositions, modernization, arms control. One had to ensure that nothing

was done in the arms control domaine which inhibited desireable _ ‘

modernization. One should not expect that arms control was solving all
the specific security problems. It would be dangerous to soive these
problems in ways which might sabotage the arms control process. It would
be unfortunate if things happened in the area of European security in the
context of Euro-building which would prejudice the continuing success of
the security community.

His second point refered to short-term and long-term visions. He used

the metaphor of sailing in this context. Three basic requirements have to

“be available: The capability to run a sailing boat, navigation skills and a
clear destination. The same applied to the problem of European security.

Mr. Pijpers suggested the linkage of central institutions towards the
security dimension in Western Europe as another research topic. Two
central institutions emerged, NATO and the nation state. To pursue
research in the field of integration and security, some kind of knowledge
was required on the effects of integration on the nation state, The history
of the European integration process showed, that market expansion was
actually reinforcing and strengthening the role of the nation state. Stanley
Hoffman had discovered that the increase in strength of the Community
and the European integration had rather positive effects on the
consolidation and the legitimacy of the nation state. The idea of an
_internal market in 1992 raised the question, to what extent the market
would have implication for the nation state i.e. in so far as the increasing
prosperity would be around 5% of the GNP. To what extent would it be

transfered to the nation state and further on to the defence sector? This

IESIEN
dslne,.



42

point should be iﬁcorporated in the analysis of processes between
integration and defence.

Mr. Pedersen suggested to analyse the implications of the Soviet threat.
Another topic could be the relationship between security and the :
questions of enlarging the European Community. He asked-if the EC
should make it more difficult for outsiders to enter the Commumity for the
sake of pursueing a common security policy. A last suggestion was to
include American academics into research projects of this kind, as the
effects of the policies on NATO and the transatlantic relationships were
of crucial importance. '

Mr. Heisenberg suggested to start the analysis from a NATO
' lperspective. One should ask what could be useful for NATO.

Mr. Seidelmann regarded the conference as a fruitful exercise which
provided an overview of the variety and complexties of issues involved.
He recommended to concentrate on more concrete problems, single issue
analysis in the field of arms control, Soviet threat perception, arms
procurement, out of area. These questions could be dealt with in specific
workshops allowing to go into empirical details.

His second proposal focussed on. the need to elaborate common
elements in the diverging national viewpoints on Secun'ty and defence
policies. An evaluation of the common viewpoint as a common
determinator on issues would be required as a basis for constructive
proposals to enlarge the security collaboration. The common viewpoint
could be confronted with political reality and could be used as a political -
standard for what policy should approach. He said that it was legitimate
for political scientists to set up standards. -

His third proposal was to continue the critical evaluation of the
institutions and of certain international developments in the USA and the
Soviet Union to search for a common issue platform and to adapt the
academic thinking to future developments.

Mr Silvestri - suggested to avoid the discussion on engineering
institutions as the obvious lack of power to change them would make it an
useless excercise. Two problems should be analysed. One was mentioned
by Mr.Greenwood, the question of specialization which subsequently led
to the question of defence budgets and operational requirements in
NATO. The other problem should be out-of-area. These two problems
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created a kind of demand which could be met in various institutions. The
institutional problem was to evaluate what kind of answers could be
provided to these problems and to define the limits that were
institutionalized within these institutions. A precise interpretation of the
treaties could offer new opportunities of collaboration in the security
sector. This led to the question of cooperation between the various
institutions. What kind of cooperation should be allowed? What kind of
interconnection should be established with NATO, WEU, IEPG and EC?
Another research area could be the question of enlargement and the
preconditions in terms of the security dimension.

Mr.Champenois suggested to look at the question of industrial strategy
as it was the basis for arms procurement collaboration. IEPG did not look
at these problems and it lacked an European dimension in so far as most
programmes were in a bilateral context. It had not yet suceeded in
developing an industrial strategy. There was an element of this in the
Community, and there were national strategies which should be
combined. He expressed his reservations on a discussion of arms control
because one would have to limit the research to broad generalities such as
if arms control contributes to stability. If a meaningful discussion was
required there was no institution available which had access to relevant
information sources. It would be extremely difficult to discuss arms
control issues without constantly referring to its implication on NATO
military strategy. N

Mr.Ferraris suggested to study the consequences and repercussions of
1992 on the security and political dimension. How the national interests
would be converted by common economical interests and the integration
process vis-a-vis the need for security?

Mr. Kramer took up Mr. Rummel’s remark that integration should not
be regarded as an aim in itself but should also be seen as an instrument to
solve problems. He said that it was a good "guiding line" how to bring
together various strands of scientific research. Both subject areas could be
very useful in respect to the East-West dimension. What could be a
specific European contribution by the various institutions in addition to
what was going on in the Alliance context or the superpower relations?
The other field were Mediterranean challenges. The importance of the
region would increase in the near future, not particularly in military terms
but in fields related to security. A combination of various approaches and
various institutions could be developed to face these challenges.



st ISTITUTO AFFASI
feki

HETERMAZIDMALL - ROMA




