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 INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES
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NOTE D'INFORMATION

A l'attention des auditeurs de la lére session européenne

Pieces jointes :  Annexe I : Programme de la session
Annexe II : Logement

i

L'Institut des hautes études de défense nationale a recu mission
d'organiser du 14 au 25 novembre 1988, une session internationale d'auditeurs
civils et militaires venant des 7 pays de 'Union de ['Europe Occidentale.

Cette note a pour but de donner aux auditeurs des é&léments
d'information qul leur permettront d'aborder la session dans les meilleures
conditions, afin d'en tirer le maximum de profit.

Elle comporte a cet effet :

- une breve présentation de l'Institut,

- un exposé sur les buts, la composition et le programme de la
session,

- des indications concernant l'organisation matérielle de la session
et en particulier les renseignements sur les conditions d'arrivee
a PARIS. '

] L'INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

Installé a I'Ecole Militaire a PARIS,Q'lrls_titut des hautes études ge}
défense nationale dans sa forme actuelle a ete cree en 1943, au lendemain de la
seconde guerre mondiale, pour donner a des personnalités de !a fonction
publique, des armées et des autres secteurs d'activité une information
approfondie sur la défense nationale comprise au sens le plus large.
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12‘1) L'information est donnée aux auditeurs sous diverses formei/

“1ls recoivent des préparés par les sections de la direction
des études, qui comportent des(iexXTe€s réglementaires, des extraits de revueg ou

d'articles, des@%ﬂons officiell®s francaises jou étrangeres|faisant apparaitre
fants de pensées{es pIus divers.

‘Le contenu des dossiers est complété par des{conférerices suivies
e débats, pyononcées par des responsables de haut niveau ou des specialistes
frangals €t étrangers. B '

y ‘
?

Par ailleurs, l‘1nformatiQn_e.siméga_lﬁmenu,e.cueillie.'.par_les,audiqt.euts

au cours de voyages dans les Armées et de visites d'installation itajres, ou de-
grands complexes industriels ou économiques. - -

, . " Enfin I'LH.E.D.N. met a la disp_osit'ion de ses auditeurs un centre
de documentation informatisé. ' '

) 'La réflexion est conduite dans chaque comité sous (la direction d'un
hoisi par ses camarades. Les conclusions tirées de & SBaTS sont
dans des rapports qui servent de point de départ aux séances

- pléniéres de restitution au cours desquelles 1€s auditeurs de la session rassemblés
confrontent leurs points de vue.

président”

Travaux et séances plénieres se déroulent dans un esprit
particulierement ouvert et ou toutes les opinions sont admises, dans un climat de
tolérance et de respect mutuel, Quant aux travaux écrits, l'imagination peut s'y
donner libre cours, & condition que le réalisme et le sens du concret y soient
présents.

Certains de ces travaux peuvent faire I'objet d'une ptnblicati_on
officielle,

II - LA SESSION EUROPEENNE DES HAUTES ETUDES DE ‘DEFEN.SE.

21} But

La session doit sion de mener une réflexion commune sur
divers aspects de lajsécurité européenne,f et de créer ou d'approfondir les liens
entre responsables de pays differents. Elle contribuera ainsi, comme celles qui

" suivront, au développement de l'esprit européen de défense. h




233) Travail en comité

@haque comité choisit tres vi theme d'étude généralyou plus

- spécifique valable pour toute la durée de la- session; olt avec
'un ou T"autre des thémes directeurs proposes. :

Il en délibére au cours des séances de travail ‘en comité et établit Hl

un rapgort dont Te5 prandes lzgnes seront Dresen.tees_en_sean; Dlemere a’la Tin
de la.session. . . ‘

Ces rapports ne pourront étre transmis ou pubhes qu'avec l'accord
de 1 ensemble des pays parnupantsi

I - ORGANISATION MATERIELLE DE LA SESSION

31} Direction de la session

Un groupe de cadres de la Direction des
générale de la session.’ (voir piece 02).

L'adresse de la session européenne est :

IHEDN/Session IEuropéenne

cole Militaire
I, Place Joifre

- Téléphone : 1 - 45 50 32 80 (poste 33 776)J

-

32) Vie de la session

321) Accueil des auditeurs

Les modahtes de mise en route des auditeurs etrangers depuis leur
pays. d'origine sont a la charge des autorités: locales.

Leur accueil'se fera le lundi 14 novembre a partir de 17 heureé@




325) Divers ‘ . '
—_ , ‘

Les auditeurs étrangers feront parvenlr a !'Institut, par le canal
diplomatique, 5 photos-d'identité destinées a l'établissement des cartes d'acces a
I'Ecole Mlhtalre, et de I'annuaire de lg session, -

R

IIs serorit détenteurs des documents d Ldentlte correspondant aux
accords entre les pays membres.

326) Ti‘énsgort

L'Institut assurera, par des navettes de cars, le transport quot1d1en
entre le Mer1d1en Montparnasse et ' Ecole Militaire. .




ANNEXE I

PROGRAMME DE LA SESSION

(CONFERENCES ET VOYAGES)

‘CONFERENCES ET VOYAGES

CONFERENCIERS

yiérences : Frangaises, 6 ; Pays

Yote ; chaque conférence est

de I'U.E.Q., 7 ; U.E.O,, 1.

suivie d'une séance de travail de comité qui occupe la deuxiéme partig de

la demi-journee.

e

DATE HEURE
Lundi 14.11.88 17 h 00 Accueil des auditeurs - diner en commun
- Discours de présentation Directeur de I'IHEDN

Mardi 15.11.8% 10 h 30 712 h-30 - puis discours d’ouverture
“Premier ministre .fou
mer-hre du gotvernement)

Mardi 15.11.88 1#h0C-15h 30 Les fondements de la sécurité eurppéenne [ Allemagne |

Mercredi 16.11.88 09 h 00 - 10 h 30 Les fohdements de la sécurité européenne 2 France 1 .

Mercredi 16.11.38 14 h Q0 - 15 h 30 Les fondements de la sécurité européenne 3 Rovaume-Uni

i - : France 2,

Jeudi 17.11.88 09 h 90 - 10 h 30 L'Europe et son effort de défense !

Jeudi 17.11.38 1 h 00 - 15 h 30 L'Europe et son effort de défense 2 Belgique

Vendradi L5.11.88 09 hoo - 10h 30 Les négociations de désarmement | France '3

Vendredi 18,11.88 14 h 00 -15h 30 Les négociations de désarmement 2 Allemagne 2 / ou Luxembourg ?

Samedi 19.11.38 07 h DG - 18 h 00 Visite & la Force Océanique Stratégique a BREST

Lundi 21.11.88 09 h 00 - 10 h 30 Les négociations de désarmement 3 France 4 _ff ou jAllemagne 2 7

undi 21.11.88 14 h 00 -15h 30 L'Eurcpe et I'Alliance atlantique | Luxembourg 'mllemagne 27
France 5, \_/ '

Mardi 22.11.38 09 h 00 - 10h 30 L'Eurcpe et l"Alliance atlantigue 2 .

Viardi 22.1'1.88 14h00-15h 30 Coopération technique et spatiale/Armements ! Itzlie

‘ercredi 23.11.88 97 R 00 - 18 h 00 Visite 3 I'Aérospatiale

jeudi z4.11.88 09 h 00 - .10 h 30 Coopération technique_et spatiale/Armements 2 France §

Jeudi 24.11.38 151 00 - 15h 30 Coopération technique et * spatiale/Armements 3 Pays-Bas '

endredi 25.11.38 15h45-17h 15 Discours de cldture ﬁs_c:;aire Géneraj_ U.EB



ANNEXE 1

CONDITIONS DE LOGEMENT

Le logement des auditeurs n'est pas pris en charge par I'Etat
Francais. Les auditeurs ont toute latitude pour se loger a PARIS, pendant la
durée de la session.

Pour les auditeurs qui le souhaitent,les chambres seront réservées a
I'hétel MERIDIEN MONTPARNASSE (1) du 14 au 25 novembre 1988. Les dates
exactes, a la convenance de chacun, pourront étre- arrétées par entente directe
avec la direction de lhotel

ssuré par les soins de |'Institut.

lj— Le transport quotidien entre lhotel et I'Ecole Militaire serait alors ]
a

Ceux qul arriveralent avant cette date, prendront les dispositions
nécessaires pour prévoir leur accueil et leur hebergement

Ceux qui ont prévu différemment leur hebergement a PARIS, sont
invités a le faire savoir a I'LH.E.D.N. par l'intermédiaire de teur ambassade,
étant entendu que leur transport quotldlen vers ['Ecole Militaire ne pourra pas
alors étre assure par !Institut.

- (1) Hbtel MERIDIEN PARIS MONTPARNASSE (categorie Luxe 3 etmles)

19 rue du Commandant Mouchotte

75014 PARIS

Tél. (1) 43 20 15 51

Tarif : 560 F par nuit (chambre simple ou double) + petit dejeuner (50,00 F).




. INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES

DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

DIRECTION DES
ACTIVITES REGIONALES

ORGANIGRAMME SIMPLIFIE DE L'IHEDN - : Piéce 01

DIRECTEUR IHEDN
Commandant de 1'Ecole

Militaire.

CHEF DE CABINET
AIDE DE CAMP

DIRECTEUR ADJOINT,
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CHEF D'ETAT-MAJOR
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1
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INSTITUT DES HAUTES. ETUDES
DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

" 13-21, place lJoffre, 75700 PARIS

Tél. 4, 4550 3280

- Piéce 02

EXTRAITS DE L'ENCADREMENT DE L'INSTITUT

DIRECTION DE L'IHEDN.

Directeur :

- Général de Corps Aérien Alain SUQUET  poste : © 33 600.

ETAT-MAJOR - CABINET.

Chef d'Etat-Major :

_ Colonél LOUISIN
Chef d_e Cabinet :

- Chef d'Escadron MARTIN
Aide de Camp :

- Aspirant MAGNIENT

Centre de Documentation

.- lMadame ERULIN

postes : 33 60!
33 169
33600

33 613



DIRECTION DES ETUDES DE L'THEDN

Directeur adjoint, chargé des Etudes :

- M. JACQUES, Ministre Plénipotentiaire poste :

SECTION RESPONSABLE DE LA SESSION EUROPEENNE

- M. BRETON, Conseiiler des Affaires posie
Etrangeres '
- M. le Colonel SEBE (Terre) | poste :
!
SECRETARIAT
- Premier Maltre QUINQUIS , poste :

Note : une ligne P et T (numéro non encore obtenu) sera mise en

place au secrétariat de la session, du 14 au 25 novembre.

Le secrétariat de la Session Européenne disposera égalemént d'un

numéro sur le Central Militaire : 33 378,
. ﬁs_‘ -

33 617

33 605

34 943

33.776



INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES Piece 03 -
DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

place Joffre, 75700 PARIS

13-21,

H‘

Tél. : 4550 3280

RENSEIGNEMENTS PARTICULIERS SUR LE FONCTIONNEMENT
DE L'INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES
DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

1) ENCADREMENT

Le Général Directeur et son cabinet ont leurs bureaux au chiteau
GABRIEL (13, place Joffre). Le Directeur adjoint civil, I'Qfficier général adjoint

' e Directeur des études, la direction des études, les sections, le

secretanat de la Direction des Etudes et le service admmlstramf sont instalies
dans le bdtiment |1 (entrée 21, place Joffre).

Le Directeur et les adjoints de la session sont installés au premier
etage au-dessus de 'entresol,” dans le bédtiment a droite de l'entrée de
I'Artillerie, : ‘

Un secrétariat se trouvera pendant la session au rez-de-chaussée du
méme batiment.

2) ASSIDUITE

: L'obligation d'assiduité résulte de l'engagement moral de tout
auditeur acceptant de suivre la session.

Celle-ci forme un ensemble dont aucune des activités ne doit é&tre
negligee. Il est particulierement recommandé de prévenir, eventueiiement par
téléphone, le bureau de session, de toute absence a ['une queiconque des séances

de P'Institut (en dehors des heures de bureau, téléphoner a la permanence :
33 601). :

La plus grande exactitude est demandée au début des conférences

par égard pour les conférenciers et l'auditoire.
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3) VOYAGES D'INFORMATION ET D'ETUDES

PARTICIPATION

Les vo_yages‘ font partie intégrante de l'enseignement de I'Institut.

PROGRAMME

. Le programme précis de ces voyages sera communiqué en début de
session, ' T o

HEBERGEMENT .

Voir note. d'information. .

NOURRITURE

Voir note d'information.

HABILLEMENT, BAGAGES

Des prescriptions particuliéres & chaque voyage seront données
en temps utile, - -

- PIECE D'IDENTITE

Se munir des documents d'identité correspondant aux accords
entre les pays membres (carte nationale d'identité ou passeport en cours de -

- validité).

~ 4) DIVERS

S 1) Une bibliothéque et un service de documentation sont a la
disposition des auditeurs a l'entresol de I'LH.E.D.N. '

2) Une plaguette nominative est.remise le premier jour a chaque
auditeur ; le port de cette plaquette sur le revers est recommandé pour faciliter
la connaissance des auditeurs et des cadres.
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Pour 1i’organisation des comités, nous demandons aux

auditeurs de
parlent aZssez

langue francaise de nous préciser s’ils
couramment i'anglals pour participer aux

discussions dans cette langue.
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MESSIEURS LES MINISTRES,
"MESSIEURS LES OFFICIERS GENERAUX,

- MESDAMES, MESSIEURS,

VOUS ETES VENUS DES SEPT PAYS QUE COMPRENAIT
L'UnToN DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE JUSQU’A SON ELARGIS}EMENT A
L'ESPAGNE. ET AU PORTUGAL, POUR REFLECHIR, ENSEMBLE, -AUX
ENJEUX DE LA SECURITE EUROPEENNE. ‘JE -SUIS HEUREUX 'DE VOUS
ACCQEILLIR.ICI, ET D'INAUGURER LA. PREMIERE SESSION EUROPEENNE
bE L'INSTITUT DEs HauTes ETUDES DE  DEFENSE NATIONALE.

PERMETTEZ MOI DE REMERCIER TOUS CEUX QUI ONT RENDU POSSIBLE

LE SUCCES DE CETTE INITIATIVE, FRANCAISE A L'ORIGINE,

EUROPEENNE DESORMAIS. ELLE TRADUIT LA PRISE DE CONSCIENCE
PROGRESSIVE, PAR LES EUROPEENS, DE LEURS INTERETS ET DE LEURS

OBJECTIFS COMMUNS EN MATIERE DE SECURITE, ' ——

IL SERAIT ABSURDE DE VOULOIR TRANSFORMER CETTE
SESSION EN  EXERCICE D'AUTO-SATISFACTION.  SI ~LE' CHEMIN
PARCOURY EST IMMENSE, CELUI QUI NOUS RESTE féirhxns EST
ENCORE LONG. DES DIFFICULTES EXISTENT, QuUI TIEQ&ENT- A LA
DIFFERENCE DE  STATUT DE NOS PAYS, A LEURS HISTOIRES,
DIVERSES, ET QUI SE SONT SOUVENT ~AFFRONTEES, A-'LEU%S CHOIX
PLUS RECENTS, POLITIQUES ET MILITAIRES ; ELLES TIEﬁgeﬂT AUSSI
A L'APRETE DE NOTRE ENVIRONNEMENT, ECONOMIQUE ET‘t |

TECHNOLOGIQUE NOTAMMENT, OUI FAVORISE LES CRAINTES AIGUISE

LES COMPETITIONS.

BN I AL s A




. <7 MAIS, COMME L"A RAPPELE IL Y A PEU DE TEMPS, ICI
MEME, .LE PRESIDENT FRANCOIS MITTERRAND, CES D:F?:CULTES'

DOIVENT AU- CONTRAIRE NOUS INCITER A AGIR. APRES TOUT, IL Y A

PEINE PLUS DE TRENTE ANS, QUI PENSAIT QUE LA CONSTRUCTION DU
MARCHE COMMUN SERAIT AISEE 7 AURAIT-IL FALLU POUR AUTANT Y
RENONCER 7 L'ESPACE COMMUN DANS LEQUEL . NOUS VIVONS, y'sspaca
. EUROPEEN ,: QUE NOUS AVONS tONSTRUIT EST AUSSI uué ESPACE
STRATEGIQUE. Q(ueL EsT-IL? SELON' QUELS PRINCIPES DOIT-IL
S'ORGANISER 7 COMMENT PEUT-ON EN 'HATER LA REALISATION ?
TELLES SONT LES QUESTIONS QUE JE SOUHAITE ABORDER,

AUJOURD 'HUI, DEVANT VOUS.

L'IDENTITE DE iL'EUROPE

1. L’EuroPE OCCIDENTALE : DES VALEURS ET DES

INTERETS SPECIFIQUES. _15#

Nous AVONS, Nous EUROPEENS DE L'OUEST, -UNE VISION

SPECIFIQUE DE CE QU'EST L'EUROPE ET DE CE QU'ELLE:DOIT ETRE.

CE MESSAGE  PARTICULIER, IL S'ENRACINE DANS LES:  VALEURS




'JOUER DANS LES EQUILIBRES MONDIAUX ELLE EXERCE UN i

NOUVELLE. N'A ETE‘ POSSigLE QUE . PAR LA R;FERENCE COHﬁUNE'ET
CONSTANTE A CERTAIKES VALEURs, OUI FONDENT L IDENTITE i‘

EUROPEENNE ; C'EST AUSSI DANS LE. RESPECT DE CES PRINCIPES QUE
LA DEMARCHE ENTREPRISE POURRA S "ELARGIR A D'AUTRES CONTREES.

J'y REVIENDRAI DANS UN INSTANT.

CETTE SPECIFICITE EUROPEENNE, OQUELLE EST-ELLE ?

ELLE TIENT- A TROIS CARACTERISTIQUES OQUI FONT DE L'EUROPE

OCCIDENTALE. UN SYSTEME UNIQUE. ELLE SEULE, EN EFFET, ALLIE LA

DEMOCRATIE PLURALISTE ET LE RESPECT DES DrRoI1Ts DE L'HOMME, uUN

"HAUT NIVEAU DE DEVELOPPEMENT AINSI QU'UNE PROTECTION SOCIALE

SANS EQUIVALENT. ILS SONT INDISSOCIABLES : L'EUROPE

QUE NOUS CONSTRUISONS FORME UN TOUT.

CETTE EUROPE A AUSSI SA PROPRE visxduxdaﬂuonosr
ELLE A.DES RESPONSABILITES PARTICULIERES, QUI NE. COINCIDENT
PAS NECESSAIREMENT AVEC CELLES DE SON ALLIE ET AMI AMERICAIN
LEs ETATS-UNIS ONT DES ENGAGEMENTS PLANETAIRES,-'OPE NOUS
POUVONS PARTAGER, QUE NOUS POUVONS CHOISIR ‘DEi§QbTENIR.
L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE EST DANS L'ALLIANCE ATLAﬁifB?E, EN

ASSUME LES CHARGES, EN PARTAGE LES OBJECTIFS.

MAIs L'EUROPE A SA PROPRE VOCATION PLANETAIRE, SES

PROPRES ENGAGEMENTS HORS D'EUROPE, ET UN ROLE SPECIFIOUE A

ST

17w
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N'EST' CELLE' D'AUCUNE IDEOLOGIE. POUR ELLE LES ENJEUX DE %

SECURITE EUROPEENS SONT MULTIPLES ET NE SAURAIENT SEiRAHENER o

AUX RELATIONS AVEC L'UNION SOVIETIQUE : AINSI EN EST-IL DE LA
MEDITERRANEE QUI EST UNE ZONE D'ENGAGEMENY CROISSANT ET

D'INTERETS POLITIQUES ET MILITAIRES ORIGINAUX.

L'EUROPE N'EST PAS, NON PLUS, SEULEMENT L’'ALLIANCE

ATLANTIQUE. JE NE VEUX PAS LA  EVOQUER D'AUTRES INSTITUTIONS

COMME LA ComMuNAUTE Econxomiaue EUROPEENNE ou L’'UEQ. LfEUROPE,
C'EST AUSSI VARSOVIE, BUDAPEST OU PRAGUE, - QUI NE SONT PAS
POUR  NOUS SEULEMENT UN ENJEU DE LA COMPETITION EsST-OUEST,
MAIS FONT PARTIE DE NOTRE HISTOIRE. NOUS ENTENDONS Lés RAYER

NI DE NOTRE MEMOIRE, NI DE NOTRE AVENIR.

NOS PAYS ONT EN COMMUN DES VALEURS IHPQFTANTES ;
MAIS AUSSI DES INTERETS DE SECURITE FONDAHEN%AUX?i Quzr ‘SE
TRADUISENT NOTAMMENT PAR DES RISQUES -COMMUNS ! SléuN.CONFLIT
DEVAIT ECLATER, IL EST INCONCEVABLE QU'IL NE NOUS TOUCHE PAS

TOUS. NOUS AVONS NOTRE VISION DU MONDE ET DE L’'EUROPE : ELLE

SEULE PEUT INTEGRER UNE PREOCCUPATION SPECIFIQUEVﬁﬁ

DU SUD DANS UNE VISION GLOBALE DE SECURITE. COMMENT,. DANS CES
CONDITIONS, NE PAS VOULOIR CONSTRUIRE LE PILIER EUROPEEN DE
L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIQUE ? LA FRANCE, POUR $A PART, Y EST

DETERMINEE : DANS LE RESPECT DE LA SPECIFICITE

LA VOIE EUROPEENNE.




2. L PILIEREUROPEEN.DE:L;ALLIAHCE;i
S1 L'EUROPE QUI SE CONSTRUIT A L;busét chzacuz A
. COOPERER POUR SA SECURITE, cé"u'ssr PAS PAR ESPRITi.f
BELLIQUEUX. N'INVERSONS PAS LES FACTEURS : C'EST L 'EUROPE
POLITIQUE, ECONOMIQUE, CULTURELLE QUE NOUS CONSTRUISONS, QUI
ETEND SA VOLONTE DE SOLIDARITE A LA DEFENSE, T NON
L"INVERSE.  .IL N'Y AURAIT PAS, D’'AILLEURS, DE DEF?NSE aul

TIENKE SANS FONDEMENT POLITIQUE.

]
2

.DE sON COTE, L'UNION SOVIETIQUE N'A PAS CESSE,
ELLE, SON _EFFORT DE DEFENSE. LA PERESTROIKA N'A PAs ENCORE
TROUVE DE TRADUCTION MILITAIRE. JE N'AI PAS LA MANIE DES
CHIFFRES, MAIS LAISSEZ-MOI VOUS EN RAPPELER QUELQUES "UNS, -
QUI PARLENT D'EUX-MEMES : DE 1985 A 1986, La PRQDUE??#N
SOVIETIQUE DE CHARS, D'ARTILLERIE, DE LANCE‘AEbOUETTES

‘MULTIPLES A DEPASSE LA TOTALITE DE CES MATERIELS .EN SERVICE

DANS LES ARMEES FRANCAISE ET ALLEMANDE ; DE 1986 ' a 1987,
L'ARSENAL STRATEGIQUE SOVIETIQUE A CRU D'UN Nonaﬁgpz TETES
EQUIVALENT A CELUI DES SYSTEMES STRATEGIQUES réippAzs; LE
PACTE DE VARSOVIE A CONTINUE, AU COURS Dss.oouzsrﬁgg;isns

MOIS, A SE RENFORCER, ET LE DESEQUILIBRE AU DETRIMENT DE

L'OTAN EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS CONVENTIONNELS RESTE-INCHANGE.

LA PLUS GRANDE PRUDENCE MILITAIRE S'IMPOSE DONC
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- DE "SUFFISANCE RAISONNABLE" Ou DE POSTURE DEFENSIVE,
RESTERONT, DE L'AVIS DE TOUS LES SPECIALISTES, DES

DECLARATIONS D'INTENTION.

EH BIEN, ME DIREZ-VOUS : QUE FAITES VOUS 'DONC DE
L'ALLIANCE ? L'OTAN N'EST-ELLE PAS CE QUI GARANTIT LA

SECURITE DE L'EUROPE ?

L'ALLIANCE S’'EST CONSTRUITE AUTOUR DES Evars-Unis,
QUI ONT AIDE UNE EUROPE EN RUINE A SE RELEVER. AuaoURn'Huz,
CELLE-CI EST PROSPERE ET DYNAMIQUE : IL EST NORMAL QU'ELLE
SOIT PLUS FORTE, ET LES BUDGETS DE DEFENSE N'EN SONT PAS LA
SEULE MESURE ; C'EST A UN PARTAGE NOUVEAU DES RESPOQS?BILITES

QU'IL FAUT NOUS HABITUER.

LA QUESTION POSEE ICI N'EST PAS CELL;“DES CHOIX
POLITIQUES FONDAMENTAUX QUE LES UNS ET LES AUTRES ONT PU ..

FAIRE : INTEGRATION OU INDEPENDANCE NATIONALE.-IL SERAIT

MALADROIT ET INUTILE DE CHERCHER A LES REMETTRE-ENf§§USE : NE
REANIMONS PAS LES VIEILLES OQUERELLES ! CELA NE DOIT PAS
EMPECHER QUE, DANS LE RESPECT DE CES CHOIX, s'ELkégéENT DES
COOPERATIONS PARTICULIERES, SOUPLES, ADAPTEES A uniﬁ’f

ENVIRONNEMENT EN CONSTANTE EVOLUTION. L'EUROPE DE LA .DEFENSE

NE PEUT PAS SE CONSTRUIRE COMME UN CADRE RIGIDE ET

MAIS BIEN PLUS COMME UN TISSU DE COOPERATIONS ET D?
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. :S'IMPOSERA: PROGRESSIVEMENT JNE APPROCHE MULTILATERALE DES-
. it ) _ .

QUESTIONS DE SECURITE.

CeTTE EUROPE DE LA COOPERATION COMBINE L'AC@UIS-DE
LA CEE ET L'ESPOIR DE LA CSCE, LA CONFERENCE POUR LA SECURITE
ET LA COOPERATION EN EuroPE. ELLE S'EXPRIME A L'UEQ, aur farr
ENCORE SES PREMIERS PAS. J'Y REVIENDRAI PLUS LOIN. ELLE
S'EXPR}HE AUSSI AU GROUPEMENT EUROPEEN INDEPENDANT DE
PROGRAHMES, LE GEiP, POUR LA COOPERATION EN MATIERE
D'ARMEMENTS. DES EFFORTS SONT A FAIRE A CET EGARq. J'EN
REPARLERAI. ELLE S’EXPRIME ENFIN DANS LE DOMAINE DU

DESARMEMENT, DANS LE CADRE DE LA CSCE.

3. LE DIALOGUE ENTRE LES DEUX EUROPES.

DES RAISONS GEOGRAPHIQUES ASSUREMENT, - MAIS BIEN

.PLUS UNE HISTOIRE COMMUNE, POLITIQUE ET CULTURELLE,'UNISSENT

LES DEUX PARTIES DE L'EUROPE. N'EST-CE PAS D'AILLEURS LA

RAISON POUR LAQUELLE LA FRANCE A TOUJOURS REFUSE QUE LES

NEGOCIATIONS SUR L 'EUROPE METTENT. EN PRESENCE DEUX BLOCS,

DEUX ALLIANCES DE NATURE D'AILLEURS SI DIFFERENTESL'UNE DE

L'AUTRE ? N'EST-CE PAS POUR CELA QUE LA FRANCE ACCORDE TANT
' ‘ ' ]
‘D' IMPORTANCE AU PROCESSus DE LA CSCE, QuI MET . EN PRESENCE

LES. 35, C'EST-A-DIRE TOUS LES PAYS EUROPEENS AINSI OUE LES

Etats-Unis ET LE CaNaDA ? LA DEMARCHE POLITIQUE u{;@ssMBLE.

QUE REPRESENTE L'ACTE FINAL . D'HELSINKI DOIT ETRE POURSUIVIE

SANS RELACHE. C'EST AINSI SEULEMENT QUE POURRA ETRE.

PROGRESSIVEMENT LA DIVISION DE NOTRE'CONT;NEQT.fQ

© g
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. OR, sI 'L'AVENIR DE 'L'EUROPE APPARAIT AUJOURD'HUX .

ENCORE SOUS LES TRAITS DE LA DIVISION, ST BerLIN NOUS
RAPP;LLE-du'iL Y A DEUX EUROPE EN UNE, EST-CE A NOUS,
EUROPEENS DE L'QUEST, ou'eﬁ INCOMBE LA RESPONSABILITE ? LE
CONTROLE EXERCE SUR LES PAYS DITS DE L'EST EMPECHE QU'IL Y
AIT _puqodgninux UNE COMMUNAUTE POLITIQUE DE L'ATLANTIQUE A
L'OurAL. | |

r

POURQUOI NIER CEPENDANT QUE DE GRANDS CHANGEMENTS

SONT. EN COURS EN UNION SOVIETIQUE ? M. GORBATCHEV A ENTAME UN

VASTE MOUVEMENT DE REFORMES, IL CHERCHE A INSTAURER UNE
 RELATIVE TRANSPARENCE ET UNE CERTAINE EFFICACITE ECONOMIQUE,
IL A ENGAGE SON PAYS DANS UNE POLITIQUE DE DIALOGUE ET DE

.COOPERATION AVEC L'OuesT. TouT CELA EST VRAI. TOUT CELA DOIT

ETRE SALUE ET ENCOURAGE. D'AILLEURS, L'ENSEMBLE DES PAYS

| OUEST EUROPEENS, ET AVEC EUX LA FRANCE, ONT AUJOURD'HUI DES

RELATIONS A LA FOIS PLUS NOMBREUSES ET DE MEILLEURE QUALITE

AVEC Moscou. Je M'eN REJOUIS. QU'UNE POLITIQUE A L'EST PLUS

ACTIVE, PLUS . IMAGINATIVE, PLUS EXIGEANTE AUSSI, SE"METTE EN

PLACE, EST LA CONDITION NECESSAIRE DU RAPPROCHEHENTV

MAIS JE M'ETONNE, CHAQUE FOIS QUE 3 ENTENDS

- CERTAINS AFFIRMER QUE, DESORMAIS, L'INITIATIVE EUROPEENNE EST

DU COTE DE MOSCOU ; JE M'ETONNE DAVANTAGE ENCORI

J'EN ENTENDS D'AUTRES PRECONISER DE RALENTIR LA COOPERATION

EUROPEENNE DE DEFENSE, SOUS PRETEXTE QUE L'UNION S0
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DECOUVRE LES VERTUS DE LA COOPERATION INTERNATIONALE ET ou
DIALOGUE EUROPEEN, ET QUE POUR LA pnen:sne roxs DEPUIS 1945

NOUS AVONS QUELQUE ESPOIR DE VOIR LE DESARMEHENT PROGRESSER.

S CELA M'ETONNE, C'EST QuU'IL Y A BIEN ﬁonsTEMPs
QuE L'EUROPE SE éONSTRUIT, DEPUIS 1957 AU MOINS, Et ELLE NE
CESSE_DE SE FIXER DE NOUVEAUX DEFIS ; C'EST du'IL Y A
PLUSIEURS ANNEES QUE Nous, A L'OUEST, PARLONS DE TRANSPARENCE
ET DE "~ DIALOGUE : N'EST-CE PAS TOUTE LA PORTEE DES ACCORDS DE
STOCKHOLM, SIGNES IL Y A-MAINTENANT‘PLUS DE DEUX ANS ? S1 J€E
M'ETONNE, ENFIN, C'EST QUE, PROFONDEMENT ACQUIS AVLA-CAUSE:DU

DESARMEMENT, -JE NE SAURAIS L'OPPOSER A CELLE DE LA SECURITE.

SEULE UNE EUROPE OCCIDENTALE SURE D'ELLE FERA

AVANCER LE DIALOGUE ENTRE LES DEUX EUROPES.

‘ L'UNE DES DIFFICULTES Qu'IL Y A ostnxigL'Eunope
DE LA DEFENSE, C'EST QUE, COMME LES POUPEES GIGoeﬁes, ELLE
EST FAITE D’'EUROPES AUX DIMENSIONS DIFFERENTES, ou:
S'EMBOITENT L'UNE DANS L'AUTRE. N'EST-CE PAS LA, o AILLEURS,
UN PROCESSUS QUI NOUS EST BIEN FAMILIER ? L'UED’ ;v:ENT DE

S'AGRANDIR DE DEUX PAYS:AMIS, L'ESPAGNE ET LE PORTUGAL ; LES

pouze- DE LA CEE ONT COMMENCE A SIX ; LES ELAEG#SSEHENTS‘

SUCCESSIFS N'ONT PAS ETE FACILES : QUI SONGERAIT AUJOURD'HUI

A LES REGRETTER ?




"EN TOUT CAS PAS NOS VOISINS DE LfEST,-FORT éESIREUX
- DE MULTIPLIER LEURS LIENS- Aveég LA CEE : cELLE-h: VIENT
D'ETABLIR AVEC LE CONSEIL D'ASSISTANCE Ecouon:ouz‘ﬂﬁfutLLE.
Le CAEM, DES RELATIONS OFFICIELLES, PREN:ERE_:TA}E p'UNE
SERIE D'ACCORDS QUI DEVRAIENT CONTRIBUER A LA uooanﬁxsarzon

DES PAYS D'EUROPE DE L'EsT.

4. DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE.
LA CAUSE DU DESARMEMENT A BRUSQUEMENT PR@GRESSE.
L'AccORD DE WASHINGTON  -LA DouéLE OPTION ZERO- A SERVI DE
REVELATEUR.'AU SCEPTICISME GENERAL A SUCCEDE L’'ESPOIR : UN

MANDAT SUR LES PROCHAINES NEGOCIATIONS CONVENTIONNELLES

POURRAIT ETRE BIENTOT SIGNE A VIENNE. : ‘ ST

CERTAINS S'ALARMENT : N'EST-CE PAS LA SECURITE DE

L'EUROPE QUE L'ON BRADE ? D'AUTRE S’'INDIGNENT i LE

DESARMEMENT PROGRESSERAIT PLUS VITE SI NOUS SUPPRIH?OHS TELLE

CATEGORIE ENTIERE D'ARMES, SI NOUS ACCEPTIONS LA .-

DEMILITARISATION PURE ET SIMPLE D'UNE PARTIE DE L'EUROPE.

< LE DESARMEMENT, EST UNE CHANCE A SAISIR, CELLE D'UN

EQUILIBRE PLUS STABLE ; CE N'EST PAS SEULEMENT - FAIRE MOINS,

C'EST AUSSI FAIRE MIEUX. L'EXIGENCE DE SECURITE NELDISPARAIT

PAS : DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE VONT DE PAIR JE{ SAURAIS

POUR MA PART RENONCER A L'UN OU L'AUTRE DE CES PRINCIPES.
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LES PRINCIPES DE |'EUROPE DE LA DEFENSE

"~ MAINTENANT QUE NOUS VOYONS UN PEU MIEUX DE : QUELLE
EUROPE IL S'AGIT, LAISSEZ MOI VOUS EXPOSER A GRANDS TRAITS

LES PRINCIPES QUI DOIVENT GUIDER LA COOPERAT*ON EUROPEéNNE DE

DEFENSE.
. PREMIER PRINCIPE, DONC : SAVOIR COMBINER L'EXIGENCE
DE SECURITE ET LE DESARREMENT. C'EST CE QUI PERMET LA |
STABILITE. “LE VOLET DESARMEMENT PERMET- DE PASSER’ D' UNE
SITUATION' MARQUEE PAR LA SUPERIORITE A UN PROCESSUS DE
'RECHERCHE DE LA §UFF£§AN§ . SUFFISANCE EN VERTU DE QUOI ?

C'EST LA QU'INTERVIENT LE CRITERE DE LA SECURITE :IL FAUT

REDUIRE ET FAIRE PESER DES CONTRAINTES PARTICULIERES SUR LES.

ARMEMENTS . QUI SERVIRAIENT A UNE ATTAQUE BRUSQUE -.ET PAR

SURPRISE OU QUI PERMETTRAIENT UNE GUERRE PROLONGEE. CELA

IMPLIQUE QU'ON EN DIMINUE LE NOMBRE ET QU'ON LES DECORCEN*ﬁE

GEOGRAPHIQUEMENT,

EN EFFET, LA STABILITE NE DECOULE PAS neﬁfiA SEULE
DIMINUTION DES ARMES : LES NOMBRES SONT SYMBOLIQUES, ILS
PEUVENT ETRE TROMPEURS. ' LA PARITE NUMERIQUE N'EST :PAS UN

CRITERE PERTINENT, A LUI SEUL, DE STABILITE : LA LOCALISATION

DES FORCES EST IMPORTANTE ; LEUR COMBINAISON " AUssI. Du

ST Ty ey - e




o C'EST LA MEME PREOCCUPATION QUI NOUS ANIME POUR CE
aur EST DES ARMES CHIMIOUES @ NOUS ‘SOUHAITONS vxvsnsﬁrioue LA
Co&?zneucs DE PARIS FAVORISE LE SUCCES DE LA nssbciATIou DE
GENEVE. C'EST EN TOUT CAS L'ESPOIR DU Pntszoe#v DE LA
REPUBLIQUE, QUI A PRIS L’INITIATIVE DE CETTE CONFERENCE.

C'EST BIEN EVIDEMMENT AUSSI LE MIEN.

3 UN MOT ENCORE, EN DEHORS DU PROBLEME DE LA
VERIFICATION SUR LEQUEL JE REVIENDRAI PLUS LOIN @ LE
DESARMEMENT NE SAURAIT ECARTER LA NECESSITE QUE LES FORCES
AUTORISEES S'ADAPTENT A L'EVOLUTION DE L'ENVIRONNEMENT
TECHNOLOGIQUE ET OPERATIONNEL. CE PRINCIPE, DE BON-SENS, NE
DOIT EVIDEMMENT PAS SERVIR DE PRETEXTE AU CONTOURNEMENT DES
ACCORDS. MAIS, ON NE PEUT BLOQUER LES PROGRES DE LA RECHERCHE
TECHNOLOGIOUE, CELA N’ABOUTIRAIT QU'A BAISSER LéSi#ﬁAs DANS
LA COMPETITION INTERNATIONALE. SR e |

DEUXIEME PRINCIPE : LES  FORCES Cnggiouzs ET
NUCLEAIRES SONT NECESSAIRES, ENSEMBLE, A LA‘Féégéuss DE
L'EUROPE. LE NUCLEAIRE ET LE CONVENTIONNEL SE conéig;sur L'UN

ey

L'AUTRE, TOUT EN AYANT LEUR CARACTERE SPECIFIQUE. LES

.l

TENTATIONS DU TOUT NUCLEAIRE COMME CELLES D'UNE "DISSUASION

©  CONVENTIONNELLE"  -HISTORIQUEMENT  SANS FONDEM#H%

EGALEMENT UTOPIQUES, ET DESTABILISATRICES. LE:“LUIEN ENTRE

. FAUT QU'UN ADVERSAIRE NE PUISSE PARIER SUR LE -

CONTOURNEMENT DE LA DISSUASION.

'%
b
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. La FRANCE, POUR SA PART, ‘FAIT D "UNE. DISSUASIGN‘=

_NUCLEAIRE AUTONOME LE FONDEMENT DE SA DEFENSE C EST AINSI‘

OUiELLE DISPOSE DE FORCES CONVENTIONNELLES  ET ,DE FORCES
NUCLEAIRES, PRE-STRATEGIQUES ET STRATEGIQUES, QUI FORMENT UN

TOUT. AUCUNE DL CES ARMES NE MENACE NOS VOISINS ET AMIS.

ELLES SONT DESTINEES, QUELLE QUE SOIT LEUR PORTEE, A .

RENFORCER LA DISSUASION, ET NON MENER UNE BATAILLE.

e

DANS LE CONTEXTE DE DESARMEMENT QUE NOUS

CONNAISSONS AUJOURD 'HUI, IL SERAIT DANGEREUX

- ET CONTRE-PRODUCTIF - DE RENONCER UNILATERALEMENT A TEL OU

TEL ELEMENT D'UNE PANOPLIE, CONVENTIONNELLE OU NUCLEAIRE ;
C'EST AU REGARD DE L'ENSEMBLE D'UN DISPOSITIF DE DEFENSE, DE
SA COHERENCE GENERALE, - QUE S'EVALUE L'INTERET DE CHAQUE

SYSTEME.

. CES PRINCIPES FONDENT LA DOCTRINE. FRANCAISE : LA
FRANCE NE SAURAIT, POUR ELLE-MEME, Y RENONCER. NUL NE LE LUI
DEMANDE SERIEUSEMENT, D'AILLEURS. UN ADVERSAIRE = EVENTUEL
SAURAIT, AINSI, QU'EN ATTAQUANT L'EUROPE IL NE PEUT ECARTER
LE RISQUE D'UN PASSAGE AU NUCLEAIRE. C'EST CE RISQUE QUI
ASSOIT LA PAIX DE L'EUROPE ET LES FORCES NUCLEATRES ;
FRANCAISES,vET BRITANNIQUES D'AILLEURS, JOUENT A CET‘éGARD UN
ROLE ESSENTIEL. ELLES RESTERONT AU COEUR DU ﬁgpcéssus DE

DISSUASION EN EUROPE.

et T e o
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MAIS LE DISPOSITIF NUCLEAIRE DOIT ETRE COMPLETE PAR

UN DISPOSITIF ‘CONVENTIONNEL CREDIBLE. LES NEGOCIATIONS DE

' VIENNE CONTRIBUERONT A LA STABILITE DE CE DISPOSITIF. L'AUTRE

VOIE A EXPLORER EST CELLE DE COOPERATIONS PLUS uonane@ses
DANS LE DOMAINE CONVENTIONNEL : LA BRIGADE FRANCO-ALL&MANDE
EST .LE. PREMIEﬁ PAS FRANCHI EN CE SENS. EST-IL ABSURDE DE
PENSER QU'UN JOUR, DES PANS ENTIERS DE NOS FORCES CLASSIQUES

SERONT: IMBRIQUES ?

TROISIEME ET DERNIER PRINCIPE : IL FAUT PARLER DE

L'EUROPE AVEC TOUS LES PAYS O'EUROPE.

LA COOPERATION EUROPEENNE APPARAIT pARFoisiL:MITEE
AUX RELATIONS FORTES QUI UNISSENT CERTAINS PAYS jraz'sonee,
BIEN SUR, AUX RELATIONS FRANCO-ALLEMANDES. ELLES'SONT€
ASSUREMENT AU COEUR DE L'EUROPE FUTURE ; ELLES st~3§£ |
CONSTITUERONT PAS A ELLES SEULES L'AVENIR DE L'EUROPE. C'EST

AINSI QUE JE ME REJOUIS TOUT PARTICULIEREMENT DE

L'ELARGISSEMENT DE L'UEQ0 A L'ESPAGNE ET AU PORTUGAL.~

IL VA DE SOI QUE TOUS NOS PAYS N'ONT PAS LES MEMES
- PREOCCUPATIONS bE SECURITE ; QUE TOUS N'ONT PAS Lés MEMES
INTERETS ; QUE TOUS ENFIN N'ONT PAS LES HEMES¢{HO§ENS. La
COOPERATION EUROPEENNE DOIT PRENDRE EN COMPTE LA.6£ﬁﬁ§s:iE ET

LA MULTIPLICITE DES ENJEUX : J ESPERE AINSI VOIR GﬁéﬁDIR UNE

VERITABLE POLITIQUE MEDITERRANEENNE DE L'EUROPE. M




. R LR . R [ et - e - R
N Lo BRI A
S e D oA | S

T e " L i
. L . N - . ' . \l: . T s
VO

1
1

DOIT TOUT AUTANT ETRE SOLIDAIRE .: NUL NE PEUT OUBLIER QUE LA

. SECURITE DE L'EUROPE EST UNE ET GLOBALE ; NUL NON PLUS NE

PEUT SE DESINTERESSER DE L'EDUILIBRE- MONDIAL : IL FAUT
FAVORISER L'ECHANGE D'INFORMATION SUR LES SITUATIONS DE
CRISE ; C'EST ENSEMBLE AUSSI QuU’'IL NOUS FAUT ABORDER LES
PROBLEMES PARTICULIERS QUE  POSE LA  PROLIFERATION DES

TECHNOLOGIES MILITAIRES.

W
>

LES VOIES DE COOPERATION A DEVELOPPER

1. LA COOPERATION EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS.

CoOMMENT  DONC, DES  AUJOURD'HUI = FAIRE = AVANCER
DAVANTAGE LA COOPERATION EUROPEENNE ? LE$PRéSIDENT DE LA _
REPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE A RAPPELE L'IMPORTANCE QU'IL ACCORDE A
LA COOPERATION EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS. L’HARMONISATION bEs.
INTERETS CONCURRENTS, L'UNIFICATION PROGRESSIVE DE NOS

»
MATERIELS EST INCONTESTABLEMENT UN- OBJECTIF PRIORITAIRE.

N'Y A-T-IL PAS QUELQUE. ABSURDITE A VOIR CHACUN DE
NOS PAYS DEVELOPPER, SEPAREMENT, DES SYSTEMES IDENTIQUES ?
L'ECHEC D'UN PROJET COMMUN D'AVION DE COMBAT FUTUR,
L'INCAPACITE OU NOUS AVONS ETE DE COOPERER SUR UN CHAR SONT
DES AVERTISSEMENTS SERIEUX, ET COUTEUX : A EPARPILLER AINSI

NOS EFFORTS, A MULTIPLIER SANS RAISON LES FRAIS DE RECHERCHE
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ET bEVELOPPEMENT, NOUS FAVORISONS NOS CONCURRENTS

. INTERNATIONAUX. LA REDONDANCE DE NOS. PROGRAMMES EST AUSSI

ABSURDE MILITAIREMENT : LA COMPLEXITE CROISSANTE DES svsrenzs
D'ARMEMENTS IMPOSERA DE PLUS EN PLUS, SI L’'ON VEUT QU'ILS
SOYENT COMPATIBLES, DE LES CONCEVOIR ENSEMBLE. A DEFAUT, ON

RISQUE L'INEFFICACITE OPERATIONNELLE.,

i

EST-CE LA CE QUE NOUS VOULONS ? POUR MA PART, JE
N'ENTENDS PAS M'Y RESOUDRE. IL NOUS FAUT PARIER SUR LA

COOPERATION.

LA COOPERATION EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS TELLE QUE
NOUS LA PRATIQUONS DEPUIS QUARANTE ANS BAT DE L'AILE. Deux
PHENOMENES L'EXPLIQUENT TOUT PARTICULIEREMENT, - QU'IL FAUT

MODIFIER PAR DES INITIATIVES VIGOUREUSES :

~ * D'ABORD : S'IL EST DIFFICILE DE COOPERER "SUR TEL

CU TEL PROGRAMME, C'EST QUE LES TECHNOLOGIES UTILISEES ONT

ETE DEVELOPPEES NATIONALEMENT : IL NE FAUT DONC PLU.;CHERCHER

A COOPERER EN PRIORITE SUR LES PRODUITS FINISffeLE CHAR,

L'AVION, LE MISSILE- MAIS LE PLUS EN AMONT POSSIBLE;

TECHNOLOGIES QUI LES COMPOSENT. T

QUELLES SONT CES TECHNOLOGIES ?  CE :SONT CELLES

QU'IL NOUS FAUDRA MAITRISER POUR QUE NOS Foﬁ
 REMPLISSENT LES MISSIONS QUE LEUR IMPOSERA NOTRE

ENVIRONNEMENT TECHNOLOGIOUE ET OPERATIONNEL D ICI=

Y
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C'EST DONC DE NOS MISSIONS FUTURES QU'IL FAUT PARTIR

.~LA DEFENSE. AERIENNE, LA PENETRATION DES DEFENSES, L'ALERTE

AVANCEE,: POUR N'EN CITER QUE QUELQUES 'UNES- POUR DEF;NIR‘LES
TECHNOLOGIES PERMETTANT DE LES REMPLIR. COOPERONS DPNC POUR

EVALUER CES MISSIONS ET DEVELOPPER CES TECHNOL(GIES.

» DEUXIEME PROBLEME : L'ABSENCE D'HARMONISATION DE
NOS BESOINS OPERATIONNELS. LES SYSTEMES CONCUS A PARTIR DE
CES TECHNOLOGIES DE BASE POURRAIENT SOUVENT ETRE COMMUNS :
SEULE UNE PLANIFICATION A 30 ANS DE NOS BESOINS OPERATIONNELS

LE PERMETTRA, LE PRESIDENT DE LA REPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE L'A

RAPPELE. MAIS PLUS LE NOMBRE DES PARTICIPANTS EST ELEVE, PLUS.

L'EXERCICE EST DIFFICILE : QUE CHACUN DE NOS PAYS COMMENCE
DONC DE MANIERE BILATERALE, ET, POUR MIEUX PREPARER L'AVENIR,
ARRETONS-NOUS UN INSTANT SUR LE PASSE : DEUX A DEOX%E .
EVALUONS LES SUCCES ET LES ECHECS QUE Nous'fAvsﬁéfconuué,

CREONS LA CONFIANCE POUR METTRE A PLAT NOS BESOINSVFUTURS.

SANS DOUTE AUSSI FAUDRAIT-IL DEVELOPPER-LES ACHATS
CROISES ET LES APPELS D'OFFRE OUVERTS : UNE EXPERIENCE EN
COURS ENTRE LA FRANCE ET LA GRANDE-BRETAGNE ME SEMBLE A CET

EGARD ALLER DANS LE BON SENS. j

POUR METTRE EN OEUVRE CES INITIATIVES NOUVELLES, JE

NE CROIS NI A UNE STRUCTURE LOURDE, CREEE DE TOQT£§?PIECES,

NI A LA SEULE BONNE VOLONTE DES ADMINISTRATIONS NATIONALES.
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FAVORISE LA MISE SUR PIED DE. PROGRAMMES. DE COOPERATION -

PRECIS{thSSEHBLANT QUELQUES PAYS SEULEMENT .ET EN ASSURE LE
SUIVI. ON PEUT SE DEMANDER S'IL NE POURRAIT ETRE aATTAcaE AU

GROUPEMENT EUROPEEN IRDEPENDANT os PROGRAHHE.

JE. NE TIENS PAS POUR L'INSTANT A DEVELOPPER
DAVANTAGE CES PRINCIPES. VOUS ME PERMETTREZ ' D'ABORD D'EN
DISCUTER.ENCORE AVEC MES HOMOLOGUES EUROPEENS, AVEC QUI J'AI

DEJA EU L'OCCASION DE M'ENTRETENIR LONGUEMENT A CE SUJET.

J'AI_ DEMANDE AU MINISTRE DE LA DEFENSE DE SUIVRE CES

QUESTIONS AVEC UNE ATTENTION PARTICULIERE ET DE FAIRE
REFLECHIR. SES SERVICES AUX FORMES CONCRETES QUE POURRAIENT

PRENDRE CES INITIATIVES.

2. LA COOPERATION DANS LE DOMAINE DE LA

YERIFICATION. .

LE DESARMEMENT, JE L'AI DIT, SERA DE ﬁLUSQEN'PLUS
PRESENT DANS LA COOPERATION EUROPEENNE. DES NEGOCIATIONS SONT
EN COURS OU S'OUVRIRONT PROCHAINEMENT : DES MAINTENANT, IL
EST UTILE. DE SE PREPARER, ENSEMBLE, A LA BONNE MISE EN

OEUVRE DES ACCORDS AUXQUELS, ESPERONS-LE, ELLES'FERHETTRONT

D'ABOUTIR. - R

Deux DIRECTIONS PRINCIPALES ME SEMBLE -T=IL SONT A

EXPLORER AVEC UNE PARTICULIERE VIGILANCE DE LA

LI



LA TRANSPARENCE D'ABORD : LES ACCORDS DE . |

. DESARMEMENT S'INSCRIVENT DANS UN PROCESSUS POLITIQUE GLOBAL,
QUI TEND- A REMPLACER LA MEFIANCE ET LA . CONFRONTATION PAR LE
DIALOGUE ET LA coor#nar:ou. FAVORISER LA TnAgspanencs'LA ou
REGNAIT LE SECRET EST DONC PLUS QUE SOUHAITABLE, NECESSAIRE A
L'APAISEMENT DU CLIMAT INTERNATIONAL. TOUT NE PEUT ETRE DIT ;
BEAUCOUP PEUT ETRE FAIT : PAR EXEMPLE, L'ECHANGE |
D'INFORHATIONS.SUR‘ L'ORGANISATION DES FORCES, LES BUDGETS DE
DEFENSE, LES MANUELS D'ENSEIGNEMENT MILITAIRE, LES PnoénAMMEs

D'ARMEMENTS MAJEURS.

POURQUOI NE PAS ENVISAGER LA CREATION D'UN CENTRE
EUROPEEK DE LA TRANSPARENCE, QUI AURAIT - POUR MISSION DE
RASSEMBLER DES INFORMATIONS, DE -LES DIFFUSER:~ET5 DE LES
EXPLIQUER ? IL FAUT EVITER L'ENLISEMENT DANS DES Pnocznuazs
LOURDES. PLUSIEURS SOLUTIONS CONCRETES SONT EuvréhétABLEs,
NOTAMMENT LE RATTACHEMENT DU CENTRE DE LA TRANSPARENCE A DES
INSTITUTS EXISTANTS, ET JE SOUHAITE QUE LE MINISTRE o 'ETAT,

MINISTRE DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES LES ETUDIE DANS?~LES PLUS

BREFS DELAIS.

LA VERIFICATION MAINTENANT : UN ACCORD DE
DESARMEMENT DOIT ETRE VERIFIABLE S'IL VEUT ETRE CREDIBLE.

L'ACCORD DE WASHINGTON SUR LES FORCES NUCLEAIRES

INTERMEDIAIRES A CONSTITUE UNE INNOVATION A CET EGARD ; IL

INDIQUE LA VOIE A SUIVRE. INCONTESTABLEMENT, LE DESARMEMENT

_ b
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CONVENTIONNEL PRESENTE DES DIFFICULTES DE VERIFICATION PLUS
GRANDES : IL N'EST PAS BIEN COMPLIQUE DE CACHER UN CHAR, OU
UN SOLDAT ! UN EFFORT D'IMAGINATION S'IMPOSE. DEJA DES IDEES
CIRCULENT. N'EST-CE PAS L'OCCASION. DE RELANCER LE PROJET
0'UNE COOPERATION EUROPEENNE POUR UN SATELLITE n’OBSEQVATION?
UNE. INITIATIVE REGIONALE DE CE TYPE PERMETTRAIT D'ATTACHER
L'UTILISATION DE L'ESPACE A L'ESPRIT DU DESARMEMENT, ET NON A

LA MULTIPLICATION DES ARMES.

3. LA COOPERATION DANS LE DOMAINE DE LA REFLEXION
STRATEGIQUE. -

C'EST PAR L'IMPORTANCE DU DIALOGUE QUE JE VOUDRAIS
TERMINER. VOUS ETES ICI POUR PARLER, ECHANGER, ETUDIER. Sans
CETTE COMMUNICATION, SANS LA CONNAISSANCE QU'ELLE PERMET DES
INTERETS DES UNS, DES ASPIRATIONS DES AUTRES, L Eunops DE LA

DEFENSE N'AVANCERA PAS. . e

CETTE SESSION EUROPEENNE DE L' IHEDN EN " EST LA
MARQUE : NOUS POUVONS, SANS FIERTE EXCESSIVE, RECONNAITRE QUE’
L'IHEDN A JOUE UN ROLE IMPORTANT DANS LA DIFFU§ION DE
L' ESPRIT DE DEFENSE EN FRANCE. IL S’'AGIT DE MEME DE PE?METTRE

QUE S'IMPOSE PROGRESSIVEMENT UNE. SENSIBILITE EUROPEENNE. EN

MATIERE DE SECURITE, SUSCEPTIBLE DE DONNER NAISSANCE:A UNE

lVERITABLE CULTURE: STRATEGIQUE - EUROPEENNE. fA ~EET?£ FIN,
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- C'EST POUR CELA'QUE JE SOUHAITE %A‘CREATION D'UN
INsTITUT EUROPEEN DES HAUTES ETUDES-DE SECURITE, aATfAcuz A
L'UED SELON DES HODALITES&A PRECISER. CELA PERHETTRAITEA*
L'UED, aul HESITE Echns, DE MIEUX CHERCHER SA VOIE.
COMMENCONS DONC PAR LUI PERMETTRE DE DEVELOPPER UNE PENSEE EN
COMMUN. LA MISSION DE CET INSTITUT SERAIYT LA FORMA%ION ET
L'ENSEIGNEMENT, POUR QUE SE DIFFUSE UN ESFRIT DE #EFENSE
COMMUN, ET QUE SOIENT SENSIBILISEES LES OPINIONS PUBLIQUES

NATIONALES A LA NOTION DE SECURITE - COLLECTIVE EUROPEENNE. IL

N'EST PAS QUESTION D'UNIFORMISER LES POLITIQUES, MAIS D’'ABORD

DE FAVORISER LA CONVERGENCE DE NOS ANALYSES. FAUTE D'UKE

*GRAMMAIRE COMMUNE, COMMENT PARLER D'UNE MEME VOIX ?

MeEspAMES, MESSIEURS,

J'AI CONSCIENCE QUE NOTRE TACHE EST Anny;{c'ssr A
LA ' FOIS EN PERMETTANT LA MISE EN PLACE PROGR&SBIQE, PAR
COOPERATIONS SUCCESSIVES,VD'UN PILIER EUROPEEN DE L;ALéIANCE,
ET EN FAVORISANT UNE POLITIQUE ENVERS L'EST PLUS Acrxvé. PLUS
AMBITIEUSE, MIEUX COORDONNEE AUSSI, QUE NOUS Avaucsnoﬁs DANS
LA VOIE DU RAPPROCHEMENT ENTRE LES DEUX EUROPES. Céfré TACHE

EST LA NOTRE, VOTRE REFLEXION, ICI, DOIT L'ENCOURAGER. Vous

)

ENTREPRENEZ UN EXERCICE DIFFICILE ET DE LONGUE WALEINE ; IL

N'EN EST QUE PLUS NECESSAIRE.

e




|
:
i
a‘
:
F
f
!

P w . {
", -|“|us~57fﬁ N o g . : oo ".‘wi
13‘ BT ZE il -ROMA : o -
. m».:,’-'gm | JOQ’M” ~ TDiAC
| W#__ﬂw 21483 = —
e ALLOCUTION

| ,
| DU GENERAL, CHEF D'ETAT-MAJOR DES ARMEES

| DEVANT LA SESSION EURGCPEENNE DE L'I.H.E.D.N.
I
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- MeERCREDI 16 NoveEMBRE 1988 -

MESDAMES, MESSIEURS LES AUDITEURS,

PERMETTEZ-MOI D'UTILISER POUR VOUS SALUER CETTE APPEL-

"LATION QUI RECOUVRE LA DIVERSITE DE V0OS TITRES ET DE V0OS FONCTIONS
"MAIS QUI EST AUSSI LA MARQUE DE LA GRANDE COMMUNAUTE A LAQUELLE
 APPARTIENNENT TOUS CEUX QUI ONT FREQUENTE L'INSTITUT DES HAUTES

€TUDES DE LA DEFENSE NATIONALE. -

CeT INSTITUT A TOUJUURS EU LA VOLONTE DE $'OUVRIR

" LARGEMENT VERS L'EXTERIEUR. C'esT AINSI GU'IL A PRIS L'HABITUDE

DEPUIS WUELQUES ANNEES D'ACCUEILLIR DES RESPONSABLES CIVILS ET
MILITAIRES DE PAYS AFRICAINS ET DE MADAGASCAR. JE ME REJOUIS DE L

[AL]

"VOIR AUJOURD'HUI OUVRIR SES PORTES AUX REPRESENTANTS DES PAYS DE

L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE, JE SOUHAILTE ARDEMMENT QUE CETTE
RENCONTRE SOIT LA PREMIERE D'UNE LONGUE,SERIE ET, QU"A TRAVERS vOS
ECHANGES ANIMES, ELLE VOUS PERMETTE DE FORTIFIER UN ESPRIT D€
DEFENSE COMMUN ET D'APPORTER, DANS CE DOMAINE, VOTRE PIERRE A LA
CONSTRUCTION DE NOTRE GRAND DESSEIN EUROPEEN.

£ THEME QUI NOUS REUNIT CE MATIN, "L'EUROPE ET SON

EFFURT DE DEFENSE™ ME CONDUIT TOUT D'ABORD A PRECISER LE CHAMP

QUE JE SOUHAITE DONNER A CET EXPOSE AVEC LE RISQUE INEVITABLE
O'OCCULTER L:%TAINS AsPeCTS QUE NOUS DOUPRON: ABORDER ST YOUS LE
SUUHAITEZ RU WUMENT DES QUESTIONS




JE ME SITUERAI DANS UNE PERSPECTIVE A COURT ET MOYEN .
- TERME POUR LAQUELLE IL ME SEMBLE PLUS REALISTE D'ENVISAGER
L'EUROPE COMME UNE -JUXTAPOSITION DE PAYS APPORTANT CHACUN., A LEUR
FACON, LEUR CONTRIBUTION A L'EFFORT DE DEFENSE EN S'EFFORCANT DE
REALISER UNE MEILLEURE SYNERGIE DE LEURS MOYENS, PLUTOT Que

. D'IMAGINER UNE DEFENSE EUROPEENNE, ENTITE UNIQUE DONT LES CONDI-
TIONS NE ME PARAISSENT PAS ENCORE REUNIES. o

1o
A
*

. CZLA VA SANS DIRE MAIS CELA VA ENCORE MIEUX EN LE

" DISANT i L'EUROPE DONT NOUS ALLONS PARLER CE MATIN EST EN FAIT LA
PARTIE DE L'EURGPE QUI, DU CAP NORD AU CAUCASE, FAIT FACE AUX PAYS
" REGROUPES DANS LE PACTE DE VARSOVIE. IL S'AGIT DE SA DEFENSE ET

- DANS MON ESPRIT CELA VEUT DIRE,AVANT TOUT : EMPECHER TOUTE

""ATTAQUE, LA DISSUADER. LE DIALOGUE QUI S'OUVRE ACTUELLEMENT ENTRE

. CETTE EUROPE QUE J'APPELLERAI DE L'QUEST ET CELLE DE L'EST DEVRAIT

. CONDUIRE A UNE REDUCTION DES TENSIONS ET.L'ON NE PEUT QUE S'EN
 FELICITER. MAIS IL FAUT AUSSI ‘CONSTATER QUE LE MAINTIEN A NOS

- PORTES O'UN APPAREIL MILITAIRE ‘CONSIDERABLE DANS LES TROIS

" DOMAINES, CONVENTIONNEL, CHIMIQUE ET NUCLEAIRE ET SA MODERNISATION
CONSTANTE NE PERMETTENT PAS DE RELACHER L'EFFORT.

LES PAYS DE L'UNION DE L'FUROPE OCCYDENTALE CONSTITUENT
.INDISCUTABLEMENT LE FONDEMENT DE CET EFFORT EN RAISON DES DISPOSI-
TIONS DU TRALTE AUQUEL ILS ONT ADHERE ET DES INTERETS COMMUNS DE

" SECURITE QU'ILS ONT DEFINIS, EN RAISON AUSSI DES RESSOURCES QU'ILS

CONSACRENT A LEUR DEFENSE. L'ADHESION DE L'ESPAGNC €T DU PORTUGAL
DEVRALT ENCORE RENFORCER CETTE ENTITE. AU-DELA DU CERCLE DE CES
PAYS CONVAINCUS DE LEUR CTOMMUNAUTE DE DESTIN, IL CONVIENT AUSSI
D'ADJUINDRE NOS PARTENAIRES EZUROPEENS DES FLANCS NORD ET SUD DE
L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIQUE DONT L'EFFORT EST INDISPENSABLE POUR ASSURER
LA SECURITE DE L'ENSEMBLE. SOULIGNONS ENCORE L 'APPORT -JE CROIS
QU'ON L'OUBLIE TROP SOQUVENT- DES PAYS NEUTRES DONT, POUR CERTAINS,
LA DETERMINATION ET LES MOYENS DE.DEFENSE NE PEUVENT ETRE CONSI-
DERES COMME ‘NEGLIGEABLES PAR UN AGRESSEUR ET PEUVENT MEME CONSTI-

TUER UNE SERIEUSE CONTRAINTE POUR L'EXECUTION DE SES PLANS. =77




L EFFDRT DE DEFtNSE CEPENDANT NE SE- MESURE PAS
SEULEMENT A L'AUNE DES RESSOURCtS CONSACREES AU FONCTIONNEMENT ET
AL EQUIPEMENT DES MOYENS DE DE ‘FENSE MILITAIRE OU ENCORE A CELLE

DES CONTRAINTES QUI RESULTENT D& LEUR STATIONNEMENT ET DE LEUR

-

 ENTRAINEMENT. IL S'APPRECIE AUSSI A TRAVERS LES ACTIONS QUI VISENY
A PRESERVER LA SOCIETE CIVILE ET A PREPARER LA DEFENSE ECONOMIQUE.

IL REPOSE ENFIN -JE DEVRAIS DIRE AVANT TOUT- SUR ' ADHESION LA -
PLUS LARGE POSSIBLE DES CITOYENS AU CONCEPT DE DEFENSE QUI LEUR

" £sT PROPOSE CE QUI IMPLIQUE UNE CLAIRE PERCEPTION DES VULNERA-

BILITES, DES MENACES ET DES ENJEUX.

CUMPTE-TENU DES FONCTIONS QUE J'OCCUPE, JE ME LIMITEhAi
AUX ASPECTS PLUS PARTICULIEREMENT MILITAIRES EN TENTANT DE.

| REPONDRE A TROIS QUESTIONS :

- QUtLS ELEMENTS DE LA SITUATION INTERNATIONALE NOS PAYS
DOIVENT-ILS PRENDRE EN COMPTE EN CETTE FIN DE SIECLE. POUR
DEFINIR LES ADAPTATIONS EVENTUELLES DE LEUR EFFORT DE
DEFENSE 7 | |

- QUELLE EST LA NATURE ET LA VALEUR DE CET EFFORT ?

- (QUELLES SONT LES chORTS QU'IL FAUT DEVELOPPER OU PROMOUVOIR
POUR VALORISER LES ACTIONS ET FAIRE FACE AUX EVOLUTIONS QUI
SE PROFILENT ?

: "ANALYSE DE LA SITUATION INTERNATIONALE ACTUtLLE
"M'INCITE A RETENIR TROIS FACTEURS © LES. MENACES, LA STRATEGIt DES
" DEUX GRANDS ET LE PROGRES DES TcCHNDLDGIES SQUS L "ANGLE DE LEURS
CONSEQUENCES PUUR LA SECURITE ET LA DEFENSE._, .
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MALGRE UN CERTAIN ABAISSEMENT DES TENSIONS, LA MENACE
MILITAIRE RESTE UNE REALITE €N EUROPE TANDIS QUE DE NOUVEAUX DEF!
ET UNE PLUS GRANDE INCERTITUCE CARACTERISENT LA SITUATION A LA
PERIPHERIE VUIRE OUTRE-MER.

s
wed

EN EUROPE L'ABAISSEMENT DES TENSIONS EST LIE. AUX
NEGOCIATIONS POUR LA MAITRISE DES ARMEMENTS. DANS L'ESPRIT DU
RAPPORT HARMEL QUI PRECONISAIT A LA FOIS LA MODERNISATION DES
OUTILS DE DEFENSE ET LA RECHERCHE D'UN DIALOGUE PROPICE A LA
DETENTE, ON DOIT SE FELICITER DE LA REPRISE INTERVENUE DEPUIS
TRGIS ANS. LA SIGNATURE DU TRAITE OE WASHINGTON CONCERNANT LES
FORCES NUCLEAIREb INTERMEDIAIRES, LA FREQUENCE DES RENCONTRES A
TOUT NIVEAU ENTRE LES DEUX GRANDS MAIS AUSSI ENTRE LES PAYS, DAN:

£ CADRE DE L'ONU ET DE LA CONFERENCE POUR LA SECURITE ET LA
COUPERATION EN EUROPE, LAISSENT ESPERER DE NOUVECLES REDUCTIONS
DES ARMEMENTS NUCLEAIRES AINSI QU'UNE AVANCEE EN'MATIERE DE
REDUCTION DES ARMES CHIMLIQUES €T CLASSIQUES.

IL RESULTE DE TOUT CELA UN SENTIMENT LEGITIME DE
SOULAGEMENT GENERAL MAIS AUSSI UN-AFFAISBLISSEMENT DZ LA PERCEPTL:
DES MENACES POUR DES OPINIONS PUBLIQUES SDUVENT;SENSIBLESVAU CHA
DES SIRENES Du DESARMEMENT QUI N& DISCERNENT PLq§ LE CARACTERE
BéNéFIGUE DE LA DISSUASION POUR N'EN RETENIR,QUEjLE RISQUE ET LE
coQT. : '

POU*TANT LES CARACTERISJIDUtS DE: )RTS DE FORCE EN

EURQOPE DcMEURENT ENCORE INCHANGE:S
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, LES ARSENAUX NUCLEAIRES STRATEGIQUES DES ETATS-UNIS ET
DE L'URSS, vous LE SAVEZ, RESTENT A HAUTEUR DE i2 000 TETES DE
PART ET D'AUTRE. CONSTAMMENT MODERNISES, TOUJOURS PLUS PRECIS,
MOINS FACILEMENT DETECTABLES GRACE NOTAMMENT A LA MOBILITE DES
LANCEURS, CES PARCS SONT D'UNE DIMENSION SANS COMMUNE MESURE AVEC
CEUX DES PUISSANCES EUROPEENNES DETENTRICES D'ARMEM?NTS COMPA-
RABLES. QUAND SIEN MEME LE NOMBRE DE TETES NUCLEAIRES STRATEGIQUES
DES DEUX GRANDS SERAIT REDUIT DE 50 %, LA NATURE DE LA DISPRO-
PORTION N'EN SERAIT PAS FONDAMENTALEMENT CHANGEE POUR LA FRANCE ET
LE ROYAUME UNI.

QUANT AUX ARMES NUCLEAIRES DE THEATRE, EN’ SUPPOSANT
ACHEVE LE DEMANTELEMENT PREVU PAR LE TRAITE FNI, ELLES LAISSENT
ENCORE UNE LARGE SUPERIORITE AU PACTE DE VARSOVIE D'AUTANT PLUS
PREOCCUPANTE SI L'ON CONSIDERE QUE LES ARMES NUCLEAIRES STRATE-
GIQUES LES PLUS MDDERNES DE L URSS PEUYENT REMPLIR :LE, RGLE
PRECEDEMMENT DEvorLu Aux SS 20. -

JE RAPPELLERAI ENCORE LE DESEQUILIBRE-FLAGRANT A
L'AVANTAGE DU PACTE POUR LES ARMES CHIMIQUES POOR_[ESQUELLES IL
A ADMIS DETENIR DES STOCKS DE L'ORDRE DE 50 000: TDNNES D'AGENTS
CHIMIQUES. A LA DIFFERENCE DE L'ALLIANCE, IL NE FAIT AUCUN DOUTE .
QUE LE PACTE INTEGRE L'EMPLOI DE TELLES ARMES DANS SA DOCTRINE, CE
QUE TRADUISENT LES CAPACITES DE SES £QUIPEMENTS,.C DRGANISATION DE
SES UNITES ET LEURS EXERCICES D'ENTRAINEMENT, PDURRONS-NOUS
" PARVENIR A UNE ELIMINATION DES ARMES, DES STOCKS.ETiDES MOYENS. DE
PRODUCTION 7 POURRONS-NOUS METTRE AU POINT DES MESURES DE VERIFI-
CATION FIABLES QUI DONNENT UNE REELLE VALIDITE A‘? :ACCORD ?
BEAUCOUP DE PAYS SOUHAITENT UN PROGRES RAPIDE DE EGUCIATIONS, ET
C'EST LE CAS DE LA FRANCE, MALS FORCE EST DE RECONNAITRE QU'AUJOUR
D'HUI LA CAPACITE DU PACTE DANS CE DOMAIME‘RéSTﬁ‘ TIERE TANDIS
QUE L'EMPLOI DES ARMES CHIMIGUES - SUR D AUTRESiTHER RES NE SEMBLE ~
PLUS L'EXCEPTION,
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JE SOULIGNERAIL ENFIN LA SUPERIDRITE bU PACTE DE VARSOVIE
POUR. LES ARMEMENTS CONVENTIONNELS ET LA VOLONTE COMMUNE. DES CHEFS

D'ETATS OCCIDENTAUX, LORS DU DERNIER SOMMET DE L'ALLIANCE, A
" VOULOIR PORTER LA PRIQRITE DES EFFORTS SUR CETTE QUESTION. QUELS
'QUE SOIENT LES ESPOIRS SUSCITES PAR L'ADOPTION QUE J'ESPERE-

PROCHAINE, DU MANDAT DE CETTE FUTURE NEGOCIATION ET AUSSI GRANDE
SOIJ LA VOLONTE POLITIQUE, IL FAUT S'ATTENDRE A UN CHEMINEMENT

ASSEZ LENT EN RAISON DES DIFFICULTES QU'IL Y AURA A S'ACCORDER

SUR LES DONNEES QUANTITATIVES ET QUALITATIVES.

| HORS 'D'EUROPE £GALEMENT, LA PERIODE  QUE NOUS TRAVERSONS,
SEMBLE PLUS CARACTERISEE PAR LA OIMINUTION DES TENSIONS ET LA

3RECHERCHE DE LA NEGOCIATION QUE PAR UNE EXTENSION DES CUNPLITS.

ARMES.

- - .

L"ARRET QUE L'ON ESPERAIT SANS TROP Y CROIRE; DE LA

LONGUE GUERRE ENTRE L'IRAN ET L'IRAK CONSTITUE LE SIGNE LE PLUS

TANGIBLE DE CETTE EVOLUTION. D'AUTRES ESPOIRS SE DESSINENT EN
AFGHANISTAN, Au CAMBODGE, VOIRE EN AFRIQUt AUSTRALE QU ENCDRE,
PLUS PRES DE NOUS, AU SAHARA.

© MAIS CETTE ACCALMIE QUL PERMET NOTAMMENT D'ALLEGER LES
DISPOSITIFS MILITAIRES OCCIDENTAUX DANS Lt GOLFE ARASO-PERSIQUE,

NE DUIT FAIRE OUBLIER NI LES ANTAGONISMES MILLENAIRES, NI LA -

PERSISTANCE DES TENSIONs AU PROCHE-ORIENT QU'Iv S'AGISSE DE LA
SITUATION LIBANAISE OU DE LA QUESTION ISRAELO-PALESTINIENNE. ON
VOIT DANS TOUTE CETTE ZONE PERSISTER LES AFFRONTEMENTS ET LES
INCERTITUDES TANDIS QUE SE DEVELOPPENT DES POTENTIELS MILITAIRES
DE MOINS EN MOINS CONTROLES PAR LES GRANDES PUISSANCES EN RAISON

-DE L 'EMERGENCE DE NOUVEAUX PRODUCTEURS D'ARMEMENT. "APPARITIDN

-

DES'MISSILES BALISTIQUES A CAPACITE CLASSIQUE, PARFOIS CHIMIDUE
VUIRc NUCLEAIRE Y DtV$ENT TRES PREOCCUPANTE. o d;}m;_,u
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AVEC NOTRE AIDE TOUT son POTENTIEL ET SA. PUISS
PROMOUVOIR SON DESSEIN ULTLME D HEGEMONIE

S

S T I - o

. AU SUD DE LA MEDITERRANEE, LA IBYE SEMBLE TEMPERER.SON

ATTITUDE AGRESSIVE MAIS CDNSERVE LA CAPACITE DE FAIRE PESER UNE

MENACE AERIENNE ET BALISTIQUE SUR UNE LARGE PARTIE DU BASSIN ET Ot
PERTURBER DES EQUILIBRES REGIONAUX TOUJOURS hkAGILESv NOTAMMENT

" DANS' LES PAYS DU" MAGHREB, PLUS AU SUD ENFIN, LZ5 RISQUES DE DESTA-

BILISATION DES PAYS D'AFRIQUE DEMEURENT LATENTS ET CONSTITUENT UNE
DONNEE A PRENDRE EN COMPTE POUR LA SECURITE MONDIALE.

]

' Au-DELA DE L'AFFAIBLISSEMENT DES TENSIONS ET DE
EFFET DEMOBILISATEUR SUR L'ESPRIT DE DEFENSE, FORCE EST DONC DE

CONSTATER QUE LES MODIFICATIONS VISANT A UNE REVISION FONDAMENTALE
DES RAPPORTS DE FORCE ET A UN ACCROISSEMENT DE LA STABILITE CONVER

- TIONNELLE SONT EN DEVENIR, RIEN NE LAISSE ENCORE - APPARAITRE LA

REDUCTION DE L'EFFORT DE DEFENSE DE L'UNION Sovzéx;aus.

 DUTRE LE.NIVEAU DES MENACES, L'EVOLUTION .SENSIBLE DE
LA STRATEGIE DES DEUX GRANDS DEVRAIT A MON SENS INCITER LES PAYS

-

D'EUROPE A FAIRE PREUVE D'UNE PLUS GRANDE PRUDENCE ET A RECHERCHEF

LES CONDITIONS D'UNE SECURITE MOINS TRIBUTAIRE QEFQEUR PUISSANT

aLLIE. CECI NE SIGNIFIE PAS QUE NOUS PUISSIONS Nggf PRIVER DE
L'aPPUL OE5 ETATS-UNIS POUR ASSURER LA SECURITE EN ﬁuaoPE.

INDENIABLEMENT, LES DIRIGEANTS SOVIETIQUES ACCEPTENT
AUJOURD'HUT UNE PLUS GRANDE TRANSPARENCE ET SEMBLENT VOULOIR
REJRIENTER EN PRIORITE LEUR ORGANISATION INTERN" E DEVELOPPEMEN:
ECONOMIQUE ET LES RELATIONS EXTERIEURES. MAI: UT CRAINDRE

QU'UNE UNION SOVIETIQUE MODERNISEE ET CAPABLE ME DE MOBILISEZ®
CONTINUE A
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SE SENTANT EN EFFET TRADITIONNELLEMENT ENCERCLEE €T
MENACEE, CONTINUANT A MAINTENIR SON EMPRISE SUR LES PAYS DU PACTE
ET SUR SES GLACIS SOUS PRETEXTE DE LES DEFENDRE, ELLE NE PEUT
QU'ENTRETENIR UN OUTIL MILITAIRE FORT -MONSIEUR GORBATCHEV N'EN
FAIT PAS MYSTERE, DANS SON LIVRE "LA PERESTROIKA"- TOUT EN o
CHERCHANT PAR SES DISCOURS SUR LA DENUCLEARISATION ET LE DESAR-
MEMENT, A AMOINDRIR LES CAPACITES DE DEFENSE DES OCCIDENTAUX.

DENUCLEARISER, C'EST~-A-DIRE DESANCTUARISER L'EUROPE
OCCIDENTALE, CONSTITUE A N'EN PAS DOUTER L'UN DES TROIS OBJECTIFS
MAJEURS DE L'UNION SOVIETIQUE, LE SECOND ETANT LA COUPURE DU LIEN
EUROPE OE L'QUEST/ETATS-UNIS ET LE TROISIEME LA DIVISION DES
EUROPEENS EUX-MEMES.

GAGEONS QU'ELLE SAURA EXPLOITER SIMULTANEMENT LES HESI-
TATIONS, LES DIFFERENCES D'APPRECIATION VOIRE LES DIVERGENCES DES
EUROPEENS ENTRE EUX ET DES EUROPEENS AVEC LES ETATS-UNIS, SUR LES
MODALITES DE LA MODERNISATION DES APPAREILS DE DEFENSE OU ENCORE
SUR LES CONDITIONS D'OBTENTION D'UNE PLUS GRANDE STABILITE CONVEN-
TIONNELLE. GAGEONS QU'ELLE TENTERA AINSI DE DIVISER L'ALLIANCE
ATLANTIQUE ET DE FAVORISER UNE TENDANCE AU DESENGAGEMENT AMERICAIN
SUR CE CONTINENT TOUT EN FAISANT MIRUITER AUX PAYS D'EUROPE LA
"PERSPECTIVE D'UNE "MAISON COMMUNE", ALORS QUE LA DIVISION BIEN
REELLE DE CE CONTINENT DEMEURE INTANGIBLE POUR L'UNION SOVIETIAQUE.

*

Du COTE DE NOS ALLIES AMERICAINS, DONT LA VOLONTE
D'ENGAGEMENT EN EURGPE NE ME PARAIT PAS DEVOIR £TRE MISE EN DOUTS
AUSSI LONGTEMPS QU'ILS MAINTIENDRONT DES CAPACITES NUCLEAIRES ET
'CDNVENTIONNELLES SUR:CE CONTINENT, J'OBSERVE PAR CONTRE DES
EVOLUTIONS QUI DOIVENT INCITER A LA.REFLEXION, | |
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LE BESOIN DE REDUIRE LEUR DEFICIT BUDGETAIRE N'EST PAS
SANS CONSEQUENCES SUR LE NIVEAU DE LEURS DEPENSES MILITAIRES ET
L'ON PEUT SE DEMANDER DANS QUELLE MESURE L'AMPLEUR DE LEUR EFFORT,
NGN- PAS AU SEIN DE L'ALLIANCE MAIS ICI EN EUROPE, NE- SERA PAS
REY;SQ;‘LE THEME DU PARTAGE DU FARDEAU SUR LEQUEL IL Y AURAIT
BEAUCOUP A DIRE, EST A NOUVEAU A L'ORDRE DU JOUR ET IL EST A
CRAINDRE QUE LES PLAIDOYERS REDIGES PAR LES PAYS DE t'EUROGROUPE A
L'ATTENTION DES PAYS NORD AMERICAINS NE SUFFISENT PAS A ATTENUER
LA PRESSION DU CONGRES POUR REDUIRE LE NIVEAU DE PARTICIPATION
AMERICAIN, PAR AILLEURS, LES ETATS-UNIS NE PEUVENT. SANS DOUTE PAS.

INVESTIR A LA FOIS DANS L'INITIATIVE DE DEFENSE STRATEGIQUE ET
DANS LA DEFENSE DE L'EUROPE.

.- CES TENDANCES TRANSPARAISSENT A TRAVERS DES ETUDES
STRATEGIQUES COMME "DISCRIMINATE DETERRENCE" QUI, BIEN QUE NON
OFFICIELLES, SONT LE FRUIT DES REFLEXIONS DE HAUTES PERSONNALITES

-REPUBLICAINES €T DEMOCRATES. LES CONCUUSIONS DE CETTE ETUDE 0OU

L 'EUROPE, RAPPELONS-LE, N'EST PAS CITEE, SOULIGNENT LA STRATEGIE
MONDIALE DES ETATS-UNIS, L'IMPORTANCE CROISSANTE DU PACIFIQUE, LA
VULONTE DE TRAITER LES CONFLITS REGIONAUX LE PLUS LONGTEMPS
POSSIBLE PAR MOYENS CONVENTIONNELS, LE RECOURS PLUS SELECTIF ET
PLUS LIMITE AUX ARMES NUCLEAIRES, LA NEpEssxré DE DISPOSER DE
FORCES D'INTERVENTION RAPIDES CAPABLES D'ETRE DEPLOYEES SUR LES
LIEUX DE CRISE A PARTIR DU TERRITOIRE AMERICAIN.

J'ARRETE LA CETTE ENUMERATION MAIS NE FAUT-IL PAS VUIR
A TRAVERS CES O8JECTIFS UNE CERTAINE CONVERGENCE DES INTERETS
AMERICAINS ET SOVIETIQUES A RECOURIR PLUS TARDIVEMENT AUX ARMES
NUCLEAIRES ET A VOULOIR TRAITER UN CONFLIT EN EUROPE PAR MOYENS
CONVENTIONNELS AFIN DE PRESERVER LA SANCTUARISATION DE LEURS
TERRITOIRES 7 |

b o
TR LS . L
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L'EFFORT DE DEFENSE DES PAYS EURDPEENS DOIT AUSSI PUUVDI’
RéPONDRt AU DEFI DES INNOVATIONS. TECHNOL.OGIQUES QUI GUVRENT EN
PERMANENCE DES- HORIZONS NOUVEAUX POUR LES APPLICATIONS MILITAIRES.

A DEFAUT D'ATTEINDRE LEUR 0BJECTIF AMBITIEUX,
L'INITIATIVE DE DEFENSE STRATEGIQUE ET SON EQUIVALENT SOVIETIQUE
CONDUIRONT AU MOINS A DES PROGRES DANS LA DETECTION PRECOCE ZT AU
RENFORCEMENT DES DEFENSES TERMINALES FACE AUX MENACES S'EXERCANT |

PARTIR DE LA TROISIEME DIMENSION.

LES PROGRES QUE L'ON PEUT ATTENDRE AUSSI DANS LE DOMAIN:
DES TRANSMISSIONS ET DU TRAITEMENT DE L'INFORMATION PERMETTENT
D'ENVISAGER UNE GESTION PLUS COHERENTE DES ENSEMBLES DE FORCES A
L'INTERIEUR DE-VOLUMES D'ACTION RENDUS PLUS EXIGUS EN RAISON DES
PERFORMANCES ACCRUES DES SYSTEMES D'ARMES ET DE LA RéDUCTIQN DES

DELAIS DE REACTION.

OUTRE UNE EXIGENCE- ACCRUE D'INTEROPERABILITE, CETTE
EVOLUTION TECHNOLOGIQUE N'EST PAS SANS CONSEQUENCES D'ABORD SUR
L'"ELEVATION DES COOT$ DES SYSTEMES D'ARMES ALORS QUE LA CONCUR-
RENCE ECONOMIQUE SE FAIT PLUS SEVERE, ENSUITE SUK L'IMPORTANCE DES
CREDITS A ACCORDER AUX RECHERCHES ET DEVELOPPEMENTS AFIN DE DJINNE?
A L'EUROPE UNE PLACE A LA HAUTEUR DE SE3 MOYENS €T PRESERVER AINS]
SA LIBERTE D'ACTION.

AU MUMENT 00 LA PERCEPTION DE LA MENACE S'ATTENUE ET 0O
CEKTAINS BUDGETS DE DEFENSE STAGNENT VOIRE DECROISSENT, IL Y A
| POUR LES PARTENAIRES. EUROPEENS UN ENSEMBLE DE PROBLEMES DONT LA
SOLUTION EXIGE SANS DOUTE UN EFFORT DE SOLIDARITE ET DE
COOPERATION,

.

Nt g e




AU TERME DE CE CONSTAT PROBABLEMENT INCOMPLET DE LA

SITUATION GENERALE ET DE SES EVOLUTIONS, IL FAUT MAINTENANT
EXAMINER L'ETAT DE LA DEFENSE EN EuroPE.

JE N'AL PAS L INTENTIDN DANS CETTE SECONDE PARTIE

DE DRESSER UN BILAN DES EFFORTS DE DEFENSE DES PAYS EUROPEENS. IL

FAUDRAIT ACCUMULER DE NOMBREUX INDICATEURS CHIFFRES DONT L'EQUIVA-

" LENCE SE REVELERAIT SOUVENT DISCUTABLE. JE PENSE PAR EXEMPLE AUX
TENTATIVES POUR COMPARER DES BUDGETS DE STRUCTURE DIFFERENTE

-~

"~ S'APPLIQUANT A DES ENSEMBLES QUI NE RECOUVRENT PAS TOUJOURS LA

MEME CATEGORIE DE MOYENS. -

IL ME FAUT POURTANT AVANCER UNE APPRECIATION, NE
SCQAIT LE QUE POUR SUSCITER YOS REACTIONS ET AMORCER Lt DEBAT,
EX:RCICE EbT D'AUTANT PLUS DELICAT QUE JE SUIS JUGE ET: PARTIE

- MAIS JE VALS ESSAYER D& M'Y LIVRER AVEC OBJECTIVITE ET FRANCHISE
"SANS MASQUER LES DIFFICULTES. CETTt ANALYSE DEVRAIT PERMETTRE DE

DEGAGER LES FDRCEb MAIS AUSSI LES rAIBLESSEb YOIRE LES LIMITES DE
NOTRE AMBITION COMMUNC.

JE NOTE TOUT D'ABURD QUE TOUS LES PAYS EUROPEENS, A
'SXCLUSION DES NEUTRES OU DES NON ALIGNES, ONT ADHERE PEU A PEU

"AUX DiSPOSITIONS DU TRAITE DE WASHINGTON. OR, AUCUN D'ENTRE EUX NE
PARALT SONGEX AUJOURD'HUI A QUITTER CETTE ORGANISATION MEME SI LA
"MATURE DE LEUK PARTICIPATION MET EN LUMIERE DES DIFFERENCES.

LE5 PAYS DE L'UNION DE L'EuRoPE OCCIDENTALE, APRES .
AVOIR RELANCE CETTE INSTITUTION ONT RESSENTI DEPUIS 1986, SANS
DOUTE EN RAISON DES NEGOCIATIONS ENTRE LES DEUX GRANDS, LE BESOIN
DE RESSERRER LEURS LIENS, DE CONCERTER LEURS POSITIONS.EN ESPERANT

QUE LtURS INTERETb De SECURITE SUIENT MIEUX PRIS EN CUMPTE
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CERTES IL N'EST PAS QUESTION POUR EUX DE BATIR UNE COOPE
RATION OPERATIONNELLE DONT LE DOMAINE EST DU RESSORT DE L'OTAN,
MAIS LA STRUCTURE DE L'UNION DE L'EURGPE OCCIDENTALE CONSTITUE UNG
ENCEINTE PRIVILZGIEE POUR DEFINIR DES ACTIONS DIVERSES SUSCEP-
'TIBLES DE RENFORCER LA SECURITE TANT DANS LA ZONE DE L'ATLANTIQUE
NORD QU'HORS  ZONE. DANS CE CADRE, L'ADOPTION DE LA PLATE-FORME SUF
LES INTERETS EUROPEENS EN MATIERE DE SECURITE A REPRESENTE UN PAS
IMPORTANT, | |

AU-DELA DE L'AFFIRMATION COMMUNE D'UNE VOLONTE DE
- DEFENSE, UN AUTRE FACTEUR OE FORCE PRIMORDIAL EST L'ACCEPTATION
PAR LES PAYS DE L'UEQ MAIS AUSSI PAR LES PAYS DE L'ALLIANCE, D'UN
SYSTEME DE DEFENSE FONDE SUR LA DISSUASION QUE PROCURE UNE
COMBINAISON APPROPRIEE DE FORCES NUCLEAIRES ET CONVENTIONNELLES.
CETTE VOLONTE TROUVE SA CREDIBILITE DANS LA CONTRIBUTION MAJEURE
QUE LES PAYS EURGPEENS FOURNISSENT A LA CONSTITION DE CES FORCES.
'£ST AINSI QUE LE ROYAUME-UNI ET LA FRANCE APPORTENT A LA ‘
DISSUASION NUCLEAIRE UNE VALEUR AJOUTEE QUI VA BIEN AU-DELA DE LA
PART ARITHMETIQUE QUE REPRESENTENT LEURS FORCES. CETTE PLUS-VALUE
RESULTE DU FAIT QU'IL S'AGIT DE DEUX PAYS EURODPEENS ET AUSSI DE
DEUX CENTRES Of DECISION DISTINCTS DONT L'INDEPENDANCE AJOUTE UN
FACTEUR SUPPLEMENTAIRE D'INCERTITUDE POUR UN AGRESSEUR EVENTUEL.

A CONTRIBUTIUN EURQPEENNE S'EXPRIME ENCORE A TRAVERS L&
' PART QUE LES PAYS ASSUMENT POUR LA DEFENSE CONVENTIONNELLE.

) - CUNSIDERANT LES FORCES DISPONIBLES €N LCUROPE ET EN
- ATLANTIGQUE, ON CONSTATE QUE LES PARTENAIRES EUROPEENS FOURNISSENT
95 % DES DIVISIONS, 90 % DES EFFECTIFS, 90 % DE L'ARTILLERIE, 80 2
DES CHARS, 50 % DES AVIONS DE COMBAT ET 65 % DES NAVIRES DE GUERRE
"MAJEURS. ILS DISPOSENT AusSSI DE 3 500 00O SOLDATS EN SERVICE ACTIF
ET AUTANT EN RESERVE, S0IT 1,5 A 2 FOIS PLUS QUE LEUR PARTENAIRE
AMERICAIN (1). “ | B

- - — 37

(1) SouwrCE : ETUDE DE LfEURoGROUPE “TﬁE EUROPEAN ROLE-IN NATO"
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AJOUTONS ENFIN A CETTE LISTE NON EXHAUSTIVE, LES EFFORTS
- QUE NOS PAYS DEVELOPPENT EN MATIERE DE COOPERATION MULTILATERALE
ET BILATERALE POUR ACCROITRE L'INTERQOPERABILITE, POUR RAPPROCHER
'DES BESOINS OU. ENCORE POUR METTRE SUR PIED DES FORCES EQUIPEES DES
MEMES MATERIELS QU DESTINEES A REMPLIR DES MISSIONS SN COMMUN. LE
- GROUPE-EUROPEEN INDEPENDANT DE PROGRAMMES, LA MISE SUR PIED D'UNE
'FORCE AERIENNE DE DETECTION DES AERONEFS VOLANT A BASSE ALTITUDE,
‘LA CREATION D'UNE BRIGADE FRANCO-ALLEMANDE CONSTITUENT DES
EXEMPLES DE CES ACTIONS EN COOPERATION VISANT A RENFORCER LA
SECURITE COMMUNE. MAIS CES EFFORTS SONT-ILS SUFFISANTS 7

CONSIDERONS MAINTENANT, COMME L'ON DIT PARFOIS, LA
- "BOUTEILLE SOUS SON ASPECT A MOITIE VIDE" AFIN D'IDENTIFIER LES
FAIBLESSES OU LES LIMITES DE LA DEFENSE DE L 'EUROPE.

_ Pour CCQTAINn, LA POSITION DE LA FRANCE A L'EGARD DE
L OTAN PARAIT UNE FAIBLESSE GQUE SEULE LA REINTEGRATION DE SES
FORCES DANS LA STRUCTURE MILITAIRE INTEGREE. POURRAIT ELIMINER.
JE VOUDRAIS EN QUELQUES MOTS MONTREx GU'IL S'AGIT "D'UN MAUVAIS
PROCES™ ET QU'EN FAIT, LA POSITION DE LA FRANCE CONSTITUE POUR
L'ALLIANCE PLUS UNE FORCE QU'UNE FAIBLESSE.

[L E5T VRAI QUE LES FORCES FRANCAISES NE S'ENGAGERAIENT
PAS AUTOMATIQUEMENT AUX COTES DE L'ALLIANCE ET QU'UNE TELLE
DECISION EST STRICTEMENT NATIONALE. MAIS LE PROCESSUS EST PARFAI-
TEMENT IDENTIQUE POUR LES AUTRES PAYS D& L'ALLIANCE. IL Y A BIEN A
CE STADE, DANS LE CADRE DES DISPOSITIONS DU TRAITE DE WASHINGTON,
AUTONOMIE DE DECISION PQUR TOUS. LA SEULE DIFFERENCE VIENT DE CE
QUE LES FORCES FRANCAISES. N OCCUPENT PAS UN CRENEAU DANS LA,
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~ EN RAISON DE CETTE SITUATION, CERTAINS CRAIGNENT QUE
L'ENGAGEMENT DES FORCES FRANCAISES AUX COTES DES ALLIES N'INTER-
" VIENNENT PAS OU TROP TARDIVEMENT. POUR OTZR CE DOUTE, JE RAPPEL-~

" LERAI QUE, DES 1966, LE GENERAL DE GAULLE & CONSIDERE QuE LA

'FRANCE AURAIT EN CAS DE CONFLIT EN EUROPE A COMBINER SA STRATEGIE
AVEC CELLE DE SES ALLIES. CETTE VOLONTE S'EST TRADUITE PAR LA MIS:
EN PLACE DE MISSIONS MILITAIRES FRANCAISES AUPRES DES GRANDS |
COMMANDEMENTS, PAR UNE SERIE D'ACCORDS OPERATIONNELS, PAR DES
EXERCICESy PAR DES MESURES DE REDRGANISATION PERMETTANT AUX FORCE
DE MANIFESTER PLUS TOT LA SOLIDARITE DE LA FRANCE ET D'APPORTER U
APPUI SIGNIFICATIF : PRES DE 20 % DES FORCES DE L'ALLIANCE EN
CENTRE EUROPE AVANT L'ACHEMINEMENT DES RENFORCEMENTS ALLIES,

N'Y-A-T-IL PAS LA UNE VOLONTE DE SOLIDARITE INDEFECTIBL
ET PRECOCE DE LA PART D'UN PAYS CONVAINCU QUE SA SECURITE EST
'ETROITEMENT LIEE A CELLE DE SES ALLIES ? FAUT-IL RAPPELER QU'ICI
'MEME LES PLUS HAUTS RESPONSABLES POLITIQUES SE SONT SUCCEDES POUR
AFFIRMER AVEC FERMETE LA DETERMINATION FRANCAISE A EXPRIMER AU
PLUS TOT CETTE SOLIDARITE 7 VOICI UN MOIS, LE PRESIDENT DE LA
REPUBLIQUE DISAIT A CETTE TRIBUNE QUE LA FRANCE "SERA PRESENTE DE
LA PREMIERE MINUTE, AVEC TOUTES SES FORCES Y COMPRIS NUCLEAIRES".

MAIS IL EST VRAI AUSSI QU'EN CAS D'ENGAGEMENT, LES
FORCES FRANCAISE> DEMEURERAIENT SOUS COMMANDEMENT NATIONAL PARCE
QUE LA DECISION D'EMPLOI DES FORCES NUCLEAIRES NATIONALES QUI LES
CUUYRENT EN PCRMANENCE NE PEUT £TRE PARTAGEE MEME SI DES CONSUL-
TATIONS PREALABLES PEUVENT SE DEROULER ENTRE LE PRESIDENT DE LA
REPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE £7 LEZ CHANCELIER DE LA REPUBLIQUE FEDERALE
D' ALLEMAGNE. -

v'l’l-;" R

I S'AGII LA D'UN PROCESSUS BILATERAL QUI N'EST PAS
FDNDAMENTALtMENT DIrFER:NT DES PRATIQUES EN VIGUEUR AU SEIN DES
.. ORGANISMES INTEGRES La DéCLARATION D ATHENtS,_EN EFFET,: LAISSEfo
" BIEN -AUX .CHEFS. D' EIAT DES. ETATS-UNIS €T Du ROYAUME UNI-LE. SUINL;_;
DE DECIDER EN DERNIER RESSORT DE L'EMPLOI DES ARME'S NUCLEAIRES.

g
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N'Y-A-T-IL PAS LA UNE GARANTIE DE CREDIBILITE -7 N'EST-CE PAS
ACCROITRE LA DISSUASION QUE DE MAINTENIR COMME ‘NOUS LE FAISONS UN

C LIEN INDISSOCIABLE ENTRE FORCES CLASSIQUES ET FORCES NUCLEAIRES 7

NOUS POURRONS REVENIR . A CES NOTIONS AU MOMENT DES QUESTIONS MAIS
JE VOUDRAIS POURSUIVRE NOTRE PANORAMA.

" UNE DIVERGENCE INQUIETANTE ME PARAIT RESIDER DANS

L'ATTITUDE RESERVEE DE CERTAINS PAYS D'EUROPE QUANT AU PARTAGE DU

RISQUE. E SUJET EST SENSIBLE MAIS NOUS IRIONS A L'ENCONTRE DE
L'ESPRIT DES' TRAVAUX CONDUITS DANS CET INSTITUT SI NOUS ESCAMO-
TIONS CET ASPECT.

. LE-PARTAGE DU RISQUE EST UN ELEMENT CLEF DE LA DISSU-
ASION. LA CREDIBILITE DE CE CONCEPT IMPLIQUE QUE CHAQUE PAYS SIGNI

“FIE -CLAIREMENT SON INTENTION DE SE DEFENDRE ET PRENNE D'ABORD SA
- PART DE LA DISSUASION EN ACCEPTANT LE STATIONNtMENT ET LE TRANSIT

SUR SON SOL D'ARMES NUCLEAIRES OU EN DEVELOPPANT SES PROPRES
ARMES. OR CERTAINS PAYS DE L'ALLIANCE N'ACCEPTENT PAS OU MAL DE

PRENDRE CE RISQUE DES LE TEMPS DE PAIX. IL EXISTE MEME DES
COURANTS DE PENSEE QUL SE DISENT FAVORABLES A DES OPTIONS TYPE
- TRIPLE Z€RO OU A LA CREATION DE ZUNES EXEMPTES D'ARMES NUCLEAIRES

SANS VOIR MALHEUREUSEMENT, QUE CES ZONES RESTERAIENT DES RECEP—‘

" TACLES POTENTIELS. IL Y A LA DES ATTITUDES NEFASTES POUR LA CREDI-
"‘BILITE DE DISSUASION. LA SECURITE DE L'EUROPE PAR LA DENUCLEARI-

SATION ET PAR UNE PRETENDUZ DISSUASION CONVENTIONNELLE -EST UNE

IDEE FAUSSE. J'AURAL L'OCCASION D'Y REVENIR.
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LA CREDIBILITE EXIGE AUSSI QUE NOUS SOYONS ATTENTIFS
AUX MODERNISATIONS QUI INTERVIENNENT OU INTERYIENDRONT DANS LES
SYSTEMES NUCLEAIRES A COURTE PORTEE OU AEROPORTEES SOVIETIQUES.
CoMME L'A DIT UN JOUR MoNSIEUR WORNER DEVANT LE CONGRES DES
TECHNIQUES DE DEFENSE : ".'URSS MODERNISE, N'EN PARLE PAS ET NOS
MEDIAS SONT MUETS. NOUS PARLONS ET NE MODERNISONS PAS ET NOS
MEDIAS EN PARLENT SANS CESSE". FIN DE CITATION. CETTE SITUATION
ELLE AUSSI PEUT COMPROMETTRE LA SECURITE.

CERTAINS D'ENTRE VOUS POURRAIENT SOULIGNER A JUSTE TITRE
QUE LA CREDIBILITE EXIGE EGALEMENT LA MODERNISATION DES FORCES
"CONVENTIONNELLES SANS POUR AUTANT COMPROMETTRE LES EFFORTS DE
REDUCTION DES ARMEMENTS. PAR ANALOGIE AVEC LES ARMES NUCLEAIRES,
ILS POURRAIENT AVANCER QUE LE PARTAGE DU RISQUE, C'EST AUSSI
ACCEPTER AU MIEUX LE STATIONNEMENT SUR SON SOL DES FORCES CONVEN-—
TIONNELLES ALLIEES, AU MINIMUM FACILITER L'ACCUEIL ET LE SOUTIEN
DES UNITES DANS LE CADRE D'OPERATIONS DE RENFORCEMENT ET DE
REDEPLUIEMENT. =

JE SUIS TOUT A FAIT D'ACCORD MAIS EN NOTANT TOUTEFQIS
QUE LA SIGNIFICATION N'A PAS LA MEME PORTEE QUE POUR LES ARMES
NUCLEAIRES. LA FRANCE, DANS CE DOMAINE, EST PARFOIS MONTREE DU
DOIGT MALS JE RAPPELLERAI SEULEMENT QUE DES MESURES SONT DEJA
PRISES DANS CE SENS. |

J'EN VEUX POUR PREUVE LES EXERCICES SE DEROULANT SUR LE
TERRITUIRE FRANGAIS AVEC DES TRANSITS D'UNITES DU ROYAUME-UNI OU
DES DEBARGUEMENTS DE MOYENS SUR LES COTES ATLANTIQUES. J'EN VEUX
EGALEMENT POUR EXEMPLE L'EXISTENCE SUR LE SOL FRANCAIS DU RESEAU
D'OLEODUCS INTERALLIES PAR LEQUEL SERAIT ACHEMINEE UNE PAgT IMPOR-.
TANTE DU CARBURANT NECESSAIRE AUX. OPERATIONS EN CENTRE-EUROPE.

*
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LA TROISIEME FAIBLESSE RESIDE NON PAS TANT DANS LA DIFFE
RENCE DE STRATEGIE ENTRE LA FRANCE ET L'OTAN DONT J'AI SOULIGNE LE

CARACTERE COMPLEMENTAIRE ET. LE FACTEUR SUPPLEMENTAIRE D'INCERTI-

TUDE QUI'EN RESULTE MALS DANS LE ROLE TROP IMPORTANT, IL ME

" SEMBLE, QUE L'OTAN VEUT FAIRE JOUER AUX ARMES CONVENTIONNELLES.

'VOUS SAVEZ QUE LA FRANCE DIFFERE DE SES ALLIES QUANT
AU CONCEPT D'EMPLOI DE SES ARMES NUCLEAIRES DE THEATRE QU'ELLE

QUALIFiE DE PRESTRATEGIGUES. ELLE VEUT AINSI MONTRER QU'IL S'AGIT

D'ARMES ‘AU SERVICE DE LA DISSUASION ET NON PAS D'ARMES DESTINEES 2

UNE BATAILLE QU'ELLES DOIVENT PRECISEMENT INTERDIRE. OUTRE LEUR

FONCTION ESSENTIELLE ET TROP SOUVENT QUBLIEE D'UNE DISSUASION
D'UNE FRAPPE EN PREMIER ADVERSE, LEUR EMPLOI NE PEUT EN EFFET SE
CONCEVGIR QUt DANS LE CADRE D'UNE FRAPPE UNIQUE D' ULTIME AVERTIS-

" SEMENT APPLLQUEE SUR DES OBJECTIFS MILITAIRES ET NON PAS SOUS LA

‘'FORME DE FRAPPES SUCCESSIVES ET DDSEES COMME LE PREVOILT LA

DOCTRINt DE LA RIPOSTE GRADUEE €7 DE LA BATAILLt pE L' AVANT

JE NE SUIS PAS CONVAINCU QU'UN RENFORCEMENT COOTEUX DES
MOYENS CONVENTIONNELS, RENFORCEMENT VERS LEQUEL D'AILLEURS
PERSONNE A L'OUEST NE S'ENGAGE VRAIMENT, DESTINE A RETARDER LE
PASSAGE AU NUCLEAIRE, SOIT DE NATURE A RENFORCER LA DISSUASION.
CecI N'EXCLUT PAS, BIEN -AU CONTRAIRE, LA MODERNISATION DES MGYENS
AFIN D'EVITER LE CONTOURNEMENT DE CETTE DIbSUASIDN

L'INTRODUCTION DE TOUTES LES TECHNOLOGIES EMERGENTES &7
LA REALISATION DE ‘STOCKS DE MUNITIONS COHERENTS POUR TENIR
PLUSIEURS SEMAINES FACE Au PACTE NECESSITERAIENT EN EFFET DES
DEPENSES EXORBITANTES ALORS QUE LE CONTEXTE GENERAL N'EST PAS

'FAVORABLE A UN TEL ACCROISSEMENT DES DEPENSES DE DEFENSE.
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PAR AILLEURS UNE BATAILLE CONVENTIONNELLE EN EUROPE
SERAIT PROBABLEMENT TOUT AUSSI INSUPPORTABLE QU'UN CONFLIT
NUCLEAIRE AUQUEL ELLE SEMBLE INELUCTABLEMENT DEVOIR ABCUTIR. EN
EFFET, LA DISSUASION CONVENTIONNELLE N'A JAMAIS EMPECHE LA GUERRE
MEME DANS DES SITUATIONS DE RAPPORT DE FORCES EQUILIBRES ‘EN Europ
VOIRE MEME DANS DES SITUATIONS DU FAIBLE AU FORT HORS D'EUROPE.

JE NE SUIS DONC PAS DE CEUX QUI CROIENT A LA DISSUASION
CONVENTIONNELLE MEME SI BIEN ENTENDU IL CONVIENT D'EXIGER DES |
SOVIETIQUES LA DISPARITION DES DESEQUILIBRES. JE SUIS DE CEUX QUI
 PENSENT QUE C'EST LA DISSUASION NUCLEAIRE COMPLETEE PAR UN NIVEAU
CONVENTIONNEL SUFFISANT QUI NOUS A VALU 40 ANS DE PAIX.

Pour CLORE CE CDNSTAT DES FAIBLESSES OU DES. INSUFFI-
SANCES, J'INSCRIRAI AU PASSIF LE BILAN DES MODES DE REALISATION
D'ARMEMENT.

-

NOUS AVONS TOUS- PRESENT A L'ESPRIT DES EXEMPLES DE
SYSTEMES D'ARMES DEVELOPPES EN COOPERATION PAR UN NOMBRE PLUS QU
MDINS GRAND DE PARTENAIRES EUROPEENS. CITONS PAR EXEMPLE LE
CHASSEUR DE MINES TRIPARTITE, LES AVIONS JAGUAR, TORNADG, LES HEL]
COPTERES LYNX, LES MISSILES DE DIFFERENTE NATURE, TELS LE MISSILE
ANTICHARS MILAN, LE MISSILE SOL-AIR ROLAND. |

DE NOMBREUX PROJETS SONT EN PHASE DE DEFINITION OU DE
'DEVELOPPEMENT CUMME L'HELICOPTERE NH 90, OU ENCORE LES MISSILES
ANTICHARS DE 3&ME GENERATION. MAIS IL FAUT BIEN RECONNAITRE QUE L»
PART DES ARMEMENTS DEVELOPPES DANS LE CADRE DtuNE‘COOPERATION
EUROPEENNE RESTE FAISLE POUR SEAUCOUP DE NOS PAYS. ' '

wpr TR hoale oy L e
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- JE 'CROIS INUTILE D'EXPDSER TOUTES LES CONSEQUENCES QUI

RESULTENT DE CETTE SITUATION. SOULIGNUNS‘CEPENDANT LA DUPLICATION
DES EFFORTS DE RECHERCHE ET DE DEVELOPPEMENT.QU'ENTRAINE L'ADOP-
TION'DE SOLUTIONS NATIONALES COMME ON LE CONSTATE POUR LES CHARS
'DE COMBAT OU AUJOURD'HUI, UNE FOIS ENCORE, AVEC LE DEVELOPPEMENT
- DE DEUX AVIONS DE COMBAT EN EUROPE. SOULIGNONS ENCURE LES DIFFI-

CULTES ENGENDREES EN MATIEZRE D'INTEROPERABILITE DONT CERTAINES NE

- PEUVENT ETRE RESOLUES MEME AU PRIX D'UN EFFORT FINANCIER. SOUS CET
_ASPECT, LE POIDS DU PASSE EST SOUVENT CONSIDERABLZ. EN FAIT, LES
‘EXIGENCES DES INDUSTRIELS PREVALENT SOUVENT SUR CELLES DES ETATS-
“MAJORS 'QUI SONT PRETS LE PLUS SOUVENT A STENTENDRE. CELA CDUTE

CHER ET NUIT A L'EFFICACITE DES FORCES.

IL Y A DONC DANS LE DOMAINE DES ARMEMENTS UNE SITUATION

. .GLOBALEMENT PEU SATISFAISANTE AU MOMENT OU L'EVOLUTION DES
" TECHNIQUES, LES CONDITIONS NOUVELLES DES THEATRES D'QPERATIONS ET
-LES LIMITES DES RESSOURCES EXIGENT DE TIRER LE MEILLEUR PARTI DES

EFFORTS CONSENTIS. J'AURAI L'OCCASION D'Y REVENIR Au COURS DE LA
TROISIEME PARTIE DE MOM EXPOSE QUE J° ABURDE MAINTENANT.

- QUELLES ACTIONS FAUT-IL DEVELOPPER QU PROMOUVOIR PQUR

“YALORISER NOS FQRCES £7 REDUIRE NOS FAIBLESSES:AFIN D'AacCcrOITRE

L'EFFORT DE DEFENSE EN EUROPE 7 JE VAIS DEVELOPPER QUATRE AXES
D'EFFORT ET VOUS PROPOSER DE RETENIR POUR LA PERIODE DES QUESTIONS

TOUT CE QUI EST RELATIF A LA COOPERATION MILITAIRE BI ET MULTILATE
RALE COMPTE TENU. QUE CE DOMAINE NE POSE PAS DE DIFFICULTES

.MAJEURES.
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- LE PREMIER DOIT VISER A DEVELOPPER UNE ACTION GENERALE
D'INFORMATION A L'EGARD, BIEN SOR, DES INSTANCES DIRIGEANTES MAIS .
SURTOUT DES RELAIS D'OPINION AFIN D'ATTEINDRE A TRAVERS EUX LES
CITOYENS.

CETTE INFORMATION DOIT PERMETTRE DE METTRE A LEUR DISPO-
SITION DES ELEMENTS OBJECTIFS ET CLAIRS QUANT A LA NATURE DES
RAPPORTS DE FORCE ET AUX PERSPECTIVES DE LA MAITRISE DES ARMEMENTS

'SOUS TOUS LES ASPECTS DE FACON A CONTREBATTRE DES APPRECIATIONS
MANIFESTEMENT ERRONEES. '

L'EXERCILCE N'EST PAS SIMPLE MAIS . IL EST INDISPENSABLE.

IL N'EST PAS SIMPLE CArR IL FAUT RENDRE ACCESSIBLES ET
ASSIMILABLES DES DONNEES CONSIDEREES SOUVENT COMME CONFIDENTIELLES
- DONT L'INTERPRETATION EST COMPLEXE. IL EST DELICAT AUSSI DANS LA
MESURE 00 CETTE CAMPAGNE D' INFORMATION PERMANENTE PEUT ETRE REGCUE
'CUMME UNE ACTION DE PROPAGANDE ET CONTESTEE PAR DES COURANTS
D'OPPOSITION AGISSANT LIBREMENT DANS NOS SYSTEMES DEMOCRATIQUES.

L'EXERCICE £ST POURTANT INDISPENSABLE AFIN DE DONNER
LES ELEMENTS D'APPRECIATION NECESSAIRES A DES CITOYENS QUI N'ENTEN
DRAIENT QUE LES PROPOSITIONS IMPRESSIONNANTES DE DESARMEMENT
CONTENUES DANS LES DISCOURS VENANT DE L'EST ET LARGEMENT OIFFUSES

DANS NOS SOCIETES DE LIBERTE.

"CUNCRETEMENT, IL S'AGLT DE DEVELOPPER L'ESPRIT DE
DEFENSE EN AGISSANT A TOUT NIVEAU ET A TOUT MOMENT A TRAVERS LE
SYSTEME EDUCATIF MAIS AUSSI PAR LES MEDIAS OU ENCORE PAR LES
ORGANISATIONS PROFESSIONNNELLES VOIRE SOCIO- CULTURELLES. LA

DEFENSE EST EN EFFET L AFrAIRt DE TOUS.
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"CHACUN DE NDS PAYS ‘A DANS CE DOMAINE UNE EXPERIENCE

QU'IL IMPORTE DE PARTAGER., L'INITIATIVE QUI A CONDUIT A vous
RASSEMBLER AU SEIN DE L'IHEDN vA DANS CE SENS.

) LE DEUXIEME AXE D'EFFORI SE SITUE PLUS AU NIVEAU DES
INSTANCES DIRIGEANTES QUE DES OPINIONS. IL DOIT AVOIR POUR
OBJECTIF DE PRESENTER UN FRONT UNI SUR LES GRANDES QUESTIONS
STRATEGIQUES DONT J'AI DEJA SOULIGNE L'IMPORTANCE POUR LE MAINTIE!
DE LA SECURITE SUR CE CONTINtNT

LA DETERMINATION DES INTERETS EUROPEENS EN MATIERE DE
SECURITE, LA DEFINITION D'UN ESPACE STRATEGIQUE COMMUN, L'ELABO-
RATION DE POSITIONS CONCERTEZS QUANT -AUX OBJECTIFS ET AU PROCESSU!
DE LA MAITRISE -DES ARMEMENTS, LA CONJUGAISON DES EFFORTS POUR
CONTRIBUER A LA SECURITE OU AU RETABLISSEMENT DE LA PAIX, LA 00
LES INTERETS EUROPEENS SONT CONCERNES, SONT AUTANT DE DOMAINES SUi
LESQUELS LES POINTS DE VUE DOIVENT SE RASSEMBLER SI NOUS VOULONS
ABOUTIR A UNE EUROPE PLUS UNIE ET PLUS FORTE, APPORTANT SA JUSTE

-

PART A LA SECURITE MONDIALE,

L*UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE QFFRE UNE STRUCTURE
SANS EQUIVALENT POUR HARMONISER LES POSITIONS DE NOS PAYS ET POUR
LEUR CONFERER UNE PLUS GRANDE CAPACITE D'INFLUENCE A LA FOIS SUR
LEURS ALLIES MAIS AUSSI DANS LES NEGOCIATIONS DIVERSES.

. - IL IMPORTE AINSI DE TRADUIRE EN ACTIONS CONCRETES LES
OBJECTIFS QUE NOUS NOUS SOMMES FIXES EN ADOPTANT LA PLATE-FORME Di
ILA HAYE IL ¥ A UN PEU PLUS D'UN AN. LLAISSONS AUX EXPERTS LE SOIN
D'AVANCER DES PROPOSITIONS PARMI LESQUELLES ON PEUT SOUHAITER DES
CONSULTATIONS SUR LES QUESTIONS RELATIVES A LA STABILITE CONVEN-
TIONNELLE; DES REUNIONS DES CHEF5 D'ETAT-MAJOR POUR FAIRE ENTENDE*
w[DEs AVIS TECHNIQUES SUR CE TYPE DE PROBLEMES ou 'ENCORE- POUR DONNE |

oLt IMPULSIDN A LA COOPEHATION MILITRIRt ET A LA RECHERCHE D 'UNE g]
 PLUS GRANDE INTEROPERABILITE : = ~
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TOUTES CES ACTIONS NE SE VEULENT EXCLUSIVES DES
RELATIONS .BILATERALES QUI DEMEURENT NECESSAIRES POUR AFFINER DES
SOLUTIONS PLUS SPECIFIQUES A CERTAINS PAYS. ELLES NE SE VEULENT
EXCLUSIVES NON PLUS DES PROCESSUS DE L'ORGANISATION DU TRAITE OF
L'ATLANTIQUE NuRD, ELLES CHERCHENT AU CONTRAIRE A APPORTER LA
DIMENSION COMPLEMENTAIRE D'UN ENSEMBLE EURGPEEN PLUS UNI ET A
RENFORCER AINSI LA CREDIBILITE DE L'ALLIANCE.

-
+
(]

: LE . TROISIEME AXE D'EFFORT DECOULE DE CES PRINCIPES SUR
LESQUELS NOS CHEFS D'ETAT ET DE GOUVERNEMENT SE SONT ACCORDES.
MAIS IL CONVIENT DE LEUR DONNER UNE REALITE ET UNE VISIBILITE A
MON SENS ESSENTIELLES. POUR RESUMER D'UNE PHRASE, JE DIRAI QU'IL
IMPORTE ‘DE NE PAS BAISSER LA GARDE DE NOS SYSTEMES DE DEFENSE
TANT QU'AUCUNE CONTREPARTIE SIGNIFICATIVE N'AURA ETE REALISEE

. EN MATIERE DE REDUCTION DES CAPACITES OFFENSIVES DU PACTE DE
VARSOVIE, EN MATIERE D'ELIMINATION DES ARMES CHIMIQUES ou ENCORE
DE REDUCTION DES ARMES NUCLEAIRES STRATEGIQUES. -

UN TEL OBJECTIF EXIGE DE MGNTRER NOTRE ATTACHEMENT A
LA DISSUASION NUCLEAIRE ET NOTRE DETERMINATION A POURSUIVRE NOS
EFFORTS DE DEFZNSE., C'EST A CE PRIX QUE LES GOUVERNEMENTS ...
OCCIDENTAUX TROUVERONT LE MEILLEUR APPUI POUR NEGOCIER UNE PLUS

-

GRANDE SECURITE A UN NIVEAU PLUS BAS D'ARMEMENT,

EN ZFFET, LA CREDIBILITE DE LA DISSUAS;ON NE PEUT ETRE
ASSUREE PAR LE SEUL DISCOURS. IL FAUT AINSI DONNER UN CONTENU
CONCRET A DES FORMULES ENCORE TROP VAGUES.TELLE "_LA COMBINAISON
APPROPRIEE DE FORCES NUCLEAIRES ET CONVENTIONNELLES"™. LA CREDI-
BILITE DE LA DISSUASION NUCLEAIRE EN EUROPE NECESSITE UN EFFORT
PARTICULIER DE NOS PAYS AFIN DE BIEN MONTRER QUE CETTE AMBITION
- EST AUSSI LA NOTRF ET PAS S:ULEMENT CELLE DE NOTRE PUISSANT ALLIE

'AMERILAiN.‘ | -

1
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POUR CELA, IL FAUT CREER.LES CONSENSUS NECESSAIRES POUR
L'ACCEPTATION DU DEPLOIEMENT D'ARMES NUCLEAIRES SUR LE MAXIMUM DE
NOS TERRITOIRES QU'IL S'AGISSE DE MOYENS AERIENS POQUVANT ATTEINDRI
LE TERRITOIRE SOVIETIQUE, DE MOYENS AERONAVALS TRANSITANT DANS LE:
'PORTS QU D'ARMES NUCLEAIRES DE THEATRE SEULES CAPABLES DE CONFERE!
AUX FORCES CONVENTIONNELLES UNE VALEUR DISSUASIVE. AINSI L'ACCDRD
oowné PAR L'ITALIE POUR LE REDEPLOIEMENT SUR SON TERRITOIRE DE LA
40L8ME €SCADRE AERIENNE DE F 16 CONSTITUE UN SIGNE FORT QUE LES
REACTIONS SOVIETIQUES ONT D' AILLEURS SOULIGNE.

CETTE,ACCEPTATION DU PARTAGE DU RISQUE EST PRIMORDIALE
POUR LA DISSUASION CAR ELLE CONDITIONNE LE MAINTIEN DE LA
PUISSANCE AMERICAINE EN EUROPE ET LE COUPLAGE ENTRE LES DEUX RIVE.
DE L'ATLANTIQUE. REFUSER LE RISQUE OU DU MOINS EN REDUIRE L'IMPOR
TANCE SERAIT ENCOURAGER LE REDEPLOIEMENT DES MOYENS NUCLEAIRES DE
NOS ALLIES AMERICAINS SUR DES NAVIRES OU DES BOMBARDIERS A LONG
RAYON D'ACTION. UNE TELLE EVOLUTION POURRAIT ABOUTIR A LA REMISE
EN CAUSE DES PROCESSUS DE CONSULTATION VOIRE DE L IMPORTANCE DE L.

PRESENCE CONVENTIONNELLE AMERICAINE EN EUROPE.

NOU> DEVONS AUSSI £TRE DE LA PLUS EXTREME VIGILANCE
QUANT AU DEVELOPPEMENT DES SYSTEMES NUCLEAIRES SOVIETIGQUES EN
“PARTICULIER OE LA MODERNISATION ‘DES ARMES DE THEATRE. PARAL-
LELEMENT, IL CQNVIENDRA DE S'ASSURER QUE LES CAPACITES D'ATTEINDR
LES FORCES MILITAIRES DU PACTE DEMEURENT, NE SERAIT-CE QUE POUR L!
DISSUADER DE FRAPPER EN PREMIER CAR IL EN CONSERVERA LA CAPACITE.

TOUTES CES ACTIONS, A L'EVIDENCE, NECESSITENT POUR
LONGTEMPS ENCORE DE MAINTENIR LES EFFORTS BUDGETAIRES D'AUTANT. Qu:
LA COHERENCE EXIGE AUSSI LA MODERNISATION DES FUORCES CONVENTION-
NELLES.-JE VOUS RENVOIE TOUTEFOIS AUX RESERVES QUE J'AI FORMULEES
PRECEDEMMENT QUANT A L'AMPLEUR DES EFFORTS NECESSAIRES ET A LA
_FAUSSE SECURITE-QU'IL Y AURAIT A FONDER LA DISSUASION SUR CES
-SEULS MOYENS. | . o -
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| E QUATRIEME AXE D'EFFORI, POUR TERMINER, DOIT CONDUIRE
A RECHERCHER UNE PLUS GRANDE CONCENTRATION DES EFFORTS EN MATIZRE
D& REALISATION DES ARMEMENTS AFIN, LA AUSSI, DE MIEUX RENTABILISER
L'£MPLOL DES RESSOURCES SANS PRELEVEMENT EXCESSIF SUR LES
' RICHESSES NATIONALES. POUR CELA, IL NOUS FAUT REDUIRE LES
" DUPLICATIONS -POUR NE PAS DIRE LES MULTIPLICATIONS- DE CERTAINS
SYSTEMES D'ARMES.

LE TEMPS N'EST PLUS DE CONVAINCRE LES POLITIQUES ET LES
MILITAIRES DE L'INTERET ET SANS DOUTE DU CARACTERE INELUCTABLE DE
CETTE EVOLUTION MEME SI NOUS CONNAISSONS LES DIFFICULTES OU LES
CONTRAINTES, PAR EXEMPLE, DES DEVELOPPEMENTS EN COOPERATION. LES
 POLITIQUES Y VOIENT UN MOYEN D'ASSURER LA DEFENSE-A MEILLEUR PRIX
EN ATTENDANT QUE LES PROGRES DE LA MAITRISE DES ARMEMENTS SE |
. MATERIALISENT., LES MILITAIRES, EGALEMENT SENSIBLES AUX ASPECTS
FINANCIERS, Y VOIENT SURTOUT UNE GARANTIE D'INTEROPERABILITE ET
SOULIGNENT L'INTERET DE RAPPROCHER AU PLUS TOT LES BESOINS

OPERATIONNELS ET D'HARMONISER LES CALENDRIERS.

LA SENSIBILISATION E£5ST SANS DOUTE PLUS RECENTE CHEZ LES
INDUSTRIZLS COMPTE TENU DE LEUR INTERET A CONTROLER LE TRANSFERT
DE - TECHNOLOGIES QUI FONT LEUR AVANTAGE ET DE PRESERVER LEUR
LIBERTE D'ACCES AUX MARCHES A L'EXPORTATION DANS LE CADRE D'UN
SYSTEME D'ECONOMIE LIBERALE. CEPENDANT, LA TENDANCE AU RETRECIS-
SEMENT DE CES MARCHES, LA CONCURRENCE INTERNATIONALE SEVERE, LA
NECESSITE D'INVESTIR DES CREDITS IMPORTANTS A LA RECHERCHE ET AU
DEVELOPPEMENT QUE LES ETATS> NE PEUVENT PLUS TOTALEMENT ASSUMER,
SONT AUTANT DE RAISONS QUI DOIVENT LES INCITER A REGROUPER LES
EFFORTS, A MULTIPLIER LES ENTENTES POUR ATTEINDRE L'ECHELLE

F
SUFFISANTE,

WL
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| A‘L'INSTAR DE CE QUE NOUS AVONS FAIT POUR LE DOMAINE
CIVIL AVEC LES PROGRAMMES EUREKA ET ESPRIT, SACHONS AUSSI DANS LE
DOMAINE MILITAIRE METTRE EN COMMUN OU PARTAGER CERTAINS EFFORTS EN

MATIERE DE RECHERCHE ET DE DEVELOPPEMENT. SACHONS ENCORE DEVE-

LOPPER DES PROCEDURES D'ACHATS CROISES ET, PEUT- ETRE AUSSI,
ENCOURAGER UNE CERTAINE SPECIALISATION.

EN UN MOT, SACHONS CONSTRUIRE DE FACON PRAGMATIQUE
UNE INDUSTRIE EUROPEENNE DES ARMEMENTS A PARTIR D'UN POTENTIEL
INDENIABLE OU CHACUN, IL EST VRAI, NE POURRA GAGNER SUR TOUS LES
TABLEAUX. | |

DE MEME, LES REGLES D'ELIGIBILITE EN VIGUEUR AU SEIN
DE L'OTAN DEVRAIENT-ELLES ETRE ASSOUPLIES AFIN D'EVITER DES
SITUATIONS PARADOXALES QUI FONT:-PAR EXEMPLE QU'UNE FUSEE EUROD-
PEENNE ARIANE NE,PEUT PLACER SUR ORBITE DES SATELLITES DESTINES A
LA DEFENSE DE L'EUROPE. N'Y A-T-IL PAS LA UNE CERTAINE PERVERSION'
DU- PARTAGE DU FARDEAU ? FAUT-IL MIEUX METTRE EN PLACE CES SATEL-
LITES PAR DES LANCEURS CHINOIS 7 QU EST L'INTERET DES PAYS
EURDPEENS DANS CE CAS 7 JE VOUS LAISSE JUGES.
. .

| IL Y AURAIT ENCORE BEAUCOUP A DIRE SUR LE THEME DE LA
MEILLEURE UTILISATION DES RESSOURCES. IL FAUDRAIT POUR CELA
DEVELUPPER NOTRE CONCERTATION ET MIEUX TIRER PARTI DE STRUCTURES
COMME LE GROUPE INDEPENDANT DE PROGRAMMES OU ENCORE ETENDRE DES
‘GRGANISATIONS COMME FINABEL QUI RASSEMBLENT AUJCURD'HUI LES CHEFS
D'ETAT-MAJOR DE NOS ARMEES DE TERRE. '

POUR CELA, IL FAUT D'ABORD SE RENCONTRER. LES ENCEINTES
ET LES OCCASIONS NE MANQUENT PAS. CETTE SESSION Y CONTRIBUE A SA
FACON ET JE ME FELILITE QUE LE CENTRE DES HAUTES ETUDES DE L'ARME-
MENT, DONT NQUS OCCUPONS L AMPHITHEATRE, ORGANISE L 'AN PROCHAIN, 4
L'IMAGE DE VOTRE REUNION, UNE SESSION EUROPéENNE DE RESPONSABLES
DE L'ARMEMENT POUR FAVORISER DE NOUVtAUX RAPPROCHEMENTS."_g :u;;.;;
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ME voxcx AU TERME DE CET EXPOSE CUNSACRE AL EFFDRT DE
DEFENSE EN EURDPE

EN DEPIT DES INSUFFISANCES OU DES FAIBLESSES QUE-J'AI
MENTIONNEES, CETTE ANALYSE NE ME CONDUIT PAS AU PESSIMISME MEME 51
L'OBJECTIF QUE NOUS VISONS, CELUI D'UNE EUROPE PARLANT D'UNE SEULE
VOIPX AU SEIN DE L'ALLIANCE ET DISPOSANT D'UN QUTIL DE DEFENSE
EUROPEEN PLUS HOMOGENE, EST ENCORE LOIN,

NOS PAYS APPORTENT DES ATOUTS IRREMPLACABLES A LA
DEFENSE DE NOS INTERETS COMMUNS. LA DIMENSION EUROPEENNE QU'ILS
DONNENT A LA DISSUASION NUCLEAIRE, L'IMPORTANCE DES FORCES
CONVENTIONNELLES QU'ILS RASSEMBLENT, LA SOMME DE LEURS EFFORTS
BUDGETAIRES QUE LES CONSEQUENCES DU MARCHE UNIQUE DEVRAIENT
" 'PERMETTRE ENCORE DE VALORISER, LE NIVEAU DE COOPERATION ENTRE LES
FORCES MILITAIRES SONT DES SIGNES MARQUANTS QUI INCITENT SANS
DOUTE NOTRE ALLIE AMERICAIN A NOUS DEMANDER PLUS ET. NOTRE- GRAND
VOISIN DE L'EST A CHERCHER A NOUS AFFAISLIR.

MALGRE NOS DIFFERENCES ET LES OBSTACLES, IL NOUS FAUT
CONTINUER A RASSEMBLER CE CAPITAL ET A MOBILISER NOS OPINIONS AFIM
DE RESTER VIGILANTS AUSSI LONGTEMPS-QUE LES REDUCTIONS D'ARMEMENTS

SOUHAITABLES NE SE SERONT PAS MATERIALISEES,

Sur CETTE vOIg, TROIS DANGERS NOUS GUETTENT : LE RELA-
CHEMENT PREMATURE DE NOTRE EFFORT DE DEFENSE SANS CONTREPARTIE
SUFFISANTE A L'EsT, LA DIVISION DE NOS-PAYS SUR LES GRANDES
QUESTIONS STRATEGIQUES AVEC LE RISQUE DE VOIR LES DEUX GRANDS
REGLER LES PROBLEMES DE DESARMEMENT A LEUR NIVEAU ET ENFIN LA
DENUCLEARISATION DE L'EUROPE. NOUS POUVONS LES DEJOUER SI, COMME
PAR LE PASSE NOUS EN AVONS LA VOLONTE. SUUVENEZ-VOUS DE LA
SATAILLE POUR LE DEPLOIEMENT DES MISSILES DE THEATRE JUSTEMENT
BAPTISES: EUROMISSILES;'FELICITDNS NOUS QU'ELLE AIT ETE GAGNEE CAR -
SI LES PERSHING [I N AVAIENT ETE MIS EN PLACE, LES SS ZD SERAIENT E

'PROBABLEMENT ENCORE DIRIGES SUR NOUS POUR LONGTEMPS.

N ?’“—“-”-»'ﬁ":?v:.«.;—r
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JE NE DOUTE PAS QUE LA COMMUNAUTE DE DESTIN QUI NOUS
LIE ET LE PDTENTIEL QUE REPRESENTENT LES 320 MILLIONS D'EUROPEENS
SOIENT LA SOURCE DE NOTRE DETERMINATION POUR REALISER LE PILIER
EUROPEEN DE LA DéFENSt AU SEIN DE L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIGUE SANS
LAQUELLE IL NE SAURAIT Y AVOIR oe SECURITE eEN Europe. IL EST TEMP ¢
Qu’ UNE EUROPE DEVENUE MAJEURE SUR LE PLAN ECONOMIGQUE LE SOIT AUSSI
DANS LE DOMAINE DE LA DEFENSE.

JE VOUS REMERCIE DE VOTRE ATTENTION.
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[EFFORT DE DEFENSE|

PAYS

- PB

(GDP)

_[DEPENSES] ‘
DEPENSE DE DEFENSE

'DEFENSE

%

¥

- |JUILLET 88]

EUROPE

MILLIONS $ US couranis

/PB

U.EO.

3.770.054

128.949

S

 [UEO. + ESPAGNE

+ PORTUGAL 4.095.066 |

137.549

~ OTAN EUROPE

4.398.543

148,161

34

INEUTRES EUROPE **
(sauf YOUGOSLAVIE)

416.620

(1988)

9.950

AMERIQUE DU NORD |

OTAN AMERIQUE

4.850.262

296.919

* AVEC PENSIONS.

* SOURCE MIITARY BALNCE (Suéde.ﬁnhnde,Smsse.Autnche)




EFFORT DE DEFENSE

ANNEE, 198 yriiions & § U courasts

[ETUDE OTAN

PAYS PIB |DEPENSES - ;‘g -
Juillet 88 GDP) |DE DEFENSE| ,rB «
| FRANCE 873 861} 34 530,41 4,0
RFA 1118 839] 34 1351|  3.lumm
ROYAUME UNI| 666 722 312091 47
UEO_ ITALIE 751 261] 18 3540 2.4
PAYS BAS 214 641| '6 503,4| 3,0
BELGIQUE 138 526| 4 143,7| 3,0
- |LUXEMBOURG| 6 204} 731 1,2
TOTAL = UEOQ 3 770 054|128 948,0{ 34
- |ESPAGNE 288 925 | 7 469,7| 26
"~ |PORTUGAL 36 087 11306 31
AUTRES |NORVEGE 83 068} 2 759,2| 3,3
PAYS GRECE 48 996| 2 8395| 6,0
EUROPEENS | DANEMARK 102 126| 2 1435| 21
TURQUIE 65 961] 2 8898| 4,4
| | ISLANDE 5 326 / /
TOTAL OTAN EUROPE 4 398 543| 148 181,0] 34
OTAN ETATS_UNIS |4 436 018|288 157,0f 6,5
| AMERIQUE |[CANADA 414 244 8 76211 21 -
SUEDE S 4 080
NEUTRES |FINLANDE 1 260
(Military SUISSE 3 180
balance 87-88) AUTRICHE 1 430

+ AVEC PENSIHONS




' [EFFORT MIITARE DE RECHERCHE Ef DEVELOPPEMENT

SIPR YEAR BOOK 1967 - |ANNEE 1985
MILLIONS $ US EJ % .
. P AYS PRIX_TAUX DE CHANGR} R et D /BUDGET*
' 1980 " DEFENSE
| ROYAUME UNI| 3 8142 12,79
FRANCE 3 1521 11,26
'|RFA 1139,8 427
UEO  [[TALIE ~325,2 2,85
PAYS BAS 49,2 0,93
BELGIQUE 1,4 0,04
LUXEMBOURG |
TOTAL  UEO 8 4819 - 7,94
NORVEGE 50,7 | 2,50
ESPAGNE 36,3*| — 0,52
AUTRES |GRECE 38 | _ 013
PAYS  |{DANEMARK 2,7 . 0,17
EUROPEENS | TURQUIE 0,9*| 0,03
PORTUGAL .
~ TOTAL OTAN EUROPE 8 578,3 . 6,98
OTAN  |ETATS_UNIS | 27 796,7 © 13,08
AMERIQUE |CANADA 133 . 218
~ |SUEDE 3871 £11,19
- NEUTRES |FINLANDE 7.1 0,60
AUTRICHE




Semlnalre U.E.O.

‘I.H. E D.N., Paris le/f3 ll 1988
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L'EUROPE ET SON EFFORT DE DEFENSE‘

L'"Europe et son effort de défense : ce titre

laisse supposer que 1l'Europe de la défense existe et que‘

l'effort qu'elle consent pour sa défense soit le résultat

‘et d'une vision cohérente et d'une appréciation unigue de

ce gue sont Ses besoins. Tel est sans doute l'objectif
mais telie n'est pas encore la réalité. '

Les chiffres ne manquent pas, qu'il s'agisse
de préseﬁtations nationales ou de tableaux donnant une
vision globale des efforts des uns et des autres. L'abon-
dance des données disponibles et les diverses combinaisons,
auxguelles s'emploient les experts, selon ce gu'ils sou~
haitent démontrer, contribuent, en définitive‘Jplus a
entretenir la confu51on dans les esprits qu'a faire la
lumigre sur ce gqu'est réellement l'effort de defense euro—-
péen. Les premiéres questlons gui Vlenﬂ&ﬂt a l esprlt

avant méme de ¢hercher a comprendre la 51gn1f1catlon des

chiffres, est de .savoir, tout d'abord, de quelle_Eprope il

s'agit et, ensuite, de quelle défense, compte tenu%du
contexte géostratégique. Alors seulement il sera bossible
de saisir la mesure relative d'un effort euroﬁéen éu‘plufét
des différentes contributions faites au nom d'un iel
effort. Ces deux questions préalables se resument en

ceci quelle Europe et quelle défense pour cet é Europe ?
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Quelle Europe ?

Pour la Belgique, la marche vers 1° Union’ Euro-
péenne inclut la sécurité et la défense. Peut—on reellement parler

de souveralnete europeenne sans défense alors que celle -ci
en est 1° expre55101 par excellence-? : ‘ -

Poser 1la question dans ces termes, c'est déja y répondre.
‘Mais le fait est gue certains parmi les Douze évitent de la
poser, du moins dans des termes aussi directs. D'autres,
‘par contre, dont“M.'GORBATCHEV lui-méme, sont conscients
que la marche vers l'Union débouchera naturellement sur la
défense. Du moins semblent-ils le craindre. Aussi cher-
chent-ils,entre autres par des projets pan-européens du
type "Maison Commune", & inhiber "le processus" dans 1l'es-
poir de mieux le contrdler ou de l'arréter dans sa course i
une étape intermédiaire. Pour- 1'URSS,1 ’Europé‘des Douze
peut s'épanouir mais il est préférable qu'‘elle ne dépasse

pas la sphere économique.

L'enjeu de.la sécurité comme élément de la
construction européenne est considérable.‘ Sans dimension
de sécurité, il n'y aura vraisemblablement jamais de réel;é.
souveraineté politique europédenne. La finalité du pfocessus
se trouverait modifiéde. L'URSS semble l'avoir compris

mieux gue les.Européens eux-mémes. L <

i

La vision majoritaire en Belgique est celle
d'une Europe souﬁeraine 3 la fois européenne et occiden-
"“tale, c.a.d. engagée aux Catés'de ses,parténaires nord-amé-
ricains. ‘C'est tout le contraire d'une Europé neutre ou
:noh—alignée. Les dbnnééé.géostratégiques sont telles gu'une
Europe neutre et non-alignée serait nécessairement sous
surveillance - méme si elle n'était que bénigne - de -1'URSS.

S




Les ex1gences de securlte d'une telle Europe e
l'effort requls seralent d'une. toute autre natur:‘
"le cadre-d'une défense 'occidentale ; mais ll‘ne-s;agit que

d'une hypothése a mentionner pour mémoire.

, Mais - dira-t-on - la souverainets éuropéenne,
c'est le trés lorgterme. Entretemps, les Douze ne sont pas
d'accord sur la place qﬁe la défense occupe, et devra occu-
‘per, dans la construction européenne. - Peut-on réellement

~parler, dans ces conditions, de l'Europe et-"sa défense" ?

a . Que dire aussi a ceux qui sont Européens, et

..gui plus est alliés, et qui ne font pas partie des Douz'e
par_chcix ou pour toute autre raison ? la réponse -.

un peu facile j'en conviens - est que la défense:européenne
n'existe.pas encore, mais gu'il y a, par contre, une voca-

tion européenner partagée par certains plus que d'autres.

. C'est icl qu'interviént‘l'UEO qui fegroupe
-des pays européens qui ressentent plus directement que d'au-
tres la communauté de destin qui les lie, : Ils
ont décidé de donner a cette communauté une expresion dans

‘le domaine de 1a dfFense.r Cette démarche va se- poursulvre
non pas comme une formule alternatlve ‘mais parallélement
arcelle de_l'Union, aussi longtemps gque les Douze, en . .
tant que groupe} ne seront pas préts a reprendre, a leur
niveauw, les engagements de ltart. V du Traité de Bruxelles

révisé, ainsi gue les engagements politiques découlant de

la plate-forme de La Haye.




Il seralt excessif et 1nexact de preten

gque 1 UEO 1ncarne 1'Europe de la defense pour, la bokn
raison gque, toute vocation mise a'part,'l'Europe de le-
défense, c'est plus.gue les pays hembres de 1'UEQ. Ceci
dit, les engagements souscrlts par ceux qu1 sont aujour-
d'hul les Neuf, notamment dans la plate- forme de La Haye,
vont se traduire - du moins faut-il. 1‘ esperer - par une
cohérence plus grande de leurs efforts de défense respec-
tifs. C'est en ce sene, et a ce niveau, gque, qualitoti-
vement,_on peut déja parler d'un effort de défense européen

ou plus exactement d'un effort identifiable comme tel.

o

C'est finalement par rapport a-l'art. V du Traité de
Bruxelles révisé et aux exigences de la plate-forme euro-
péenne qu'il faut mesurer les efforts consentis par les.

uns et les autres.

Quelle défense ?

Dans la plate-forme de La ‘Haye, les pays

-—

signataires parlaient en leur .nom, mais llS E

étaient conscients de ne pas limiter ,
1'Europe au seul espace UEO. La plate—forme_réaffirme
un certain nombre de deonnées inéluctables car touchént a
la ﬂeopollthue et certains principes fondamentaux tels -
1'indivisibilité du risque et, par conséquence, 1 unité ée-la straté-

gie propre 3 le conjurer, c.a.d. unité de la dissuasion

avec les Etats-Unis tant au niveau nucléaire que cawentionnel.

Concrétement, cela veut dire que le maintien

d'une dissuasion crédible est et restera fondé;ipour 1l'ave-

nir prévisible, sur une combinaison adégquate deymoyens




Ces exlgences ont ete reprl—

'nuclealres et conventlonnels.
c.a.d. qu'elles sont Valables

ses par le Sommet de 1'OTAN,

on seulement pour tous les Europeens, qu'ils 501ent mem-
mais Aaussi pour tous les alllcs nord-

Telle est la loi de 1 indivisi-

n
bres des 9, des 12,
américains ou européens.
bilité, telles sont les données de base de toute défense.

de 1'Furope.

La Stratégie des Neuf n'est ddnc pas et ne
peut pas étre fondamentalement différente de celle des
Séize. Un' but de 1'UED est de valoriser les contributions

“spécifiques de ses membres. C'est a ce niveau que s'opere
‘le processus d'identification. Cette identification ne
peut aboutir a passer sous silence que les efforts des
autres Européens contribuent aussi, et souvent de maniére
trés significative, au renforcement du potentiel de la
sécurité européenne et 3 l'expression concréte d'une

solidarité plus large qui découle du Traité de Washington.

Sans vouléir eritrer ici dans un débat inutile
sur les mérites de la ripostefflekiﬁle et de la défense.’
de l'avant, contentons-nous de constater, comme le fait
la plate-forme, que la contribution des Européens a la
mise en oceuvre de la dissuasion implique;-de leur.part,
un effort nucléaire et conventionnel crédible et efficacé.

Tel est le prix de leur détermination a défendre l'inté-

grité des frontiéres.

Mais 11 y a aussi une autre dimension plu%s large que
la sécurité. Elle dépasse singuliérement la notion de
défense des frontiéres dont parle l'art. v. .1 s ‘agit,
cette fois, de l'art. VIII qui elarglt 51ngu11erement

l'horizon eurcpéen. C! est toute la questlon de la defense
‘Elle ne

des intéréts de sécurité européens hors Europe
s'inscrit plus ‘directement dans le.cadre de llAlliance,
guand bien méme elle ne doit pas méconnaitre exigences

et la solidarité entre alliés.

=
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‘Ces-efforts sont-ils 3 la mesure des ekxigences ?°

-

C'est donc en partant de la plate—forme de La
Haye gqu'il faut apprécier les . contributions dgs pays mem-
bres en faisant a la fois le bilan de ce qui. se féit mais
aussi de ce qul devrait se faire pour en développer toutes
les potentialités gu'elle contient. Je le ferai a partir
de trois grandes catégories d'exigences : le nucléaire, la

défense conventionnelle, les intéréts hors Europe.

B

Le nucléaire

C'est une contribution essentielle. Elle est
directe dans le cas de la-France et du Royaume—Uni.‘ Poqr
d'autres, elle prend la forme d'une association ad hoc
avec les Etats-Unis. On dit parfois qgé le nucléaire
ne colte pas cher ou gu'il s'agit de la forme de dissua-
sion la. plus économigue parce gue la pluS'absolue. C'est
une fagon toute relative_dé parler. '

On smange, en disant l_-?_e'»_'ia, ANxY “661151@-:";532'%!-6;
auxquelles sont associés les pays européens'ﬁbn nucléaires.
Dans ce tas précis, le colt spécifique ne porte effective-

ment que sur la mise en oeuvre de la capacité nucléaire

l'entretien du systéme nucléaire.
ogives restent propriété du Gouvernement ame
lanceur, est propriété du pays hdte. Le coiit é'une telle
dissuasion est donc égal au coit conventiongéljaugmenté

marginalement du. coiit nucléaire & charge des, Etats-Unis.




La situation des deux forces nucléaires auto-
nomes est toute différente . Nul ne contestera l'ampleur
de l'effort francais en matiére- nucléaire ni le prix de
‘1'indépendance. Nul ne contestera non plus le coilt du
programme de modernisation des forces nucléaires britanni-
ques, malgré les économies résultant de la coopération avec
les Etan—Unis.

- :

Mais en matiére nucléaire, l'effort budgétaire
ou financier n'est encore gu'une partie du codt total. Il
“s'agit awnt tout d'un investissement en termes politiques.
Pour les pays européens associés aux Etats-Unis, ce cofit
politigue est méme l'essentiel, comme en témoignent les

débats qui entourent le probléme de la modernisation.

Cet engagement est la manifestation‘la plus
visible de la volonté des Européens -et des Américains de.
partager le risque, ainsi que les chargés et les respon;
sabilités qui en découlent. C'est l'expression méme du

couplage, donnée inquantifiable mais néanmoins fondamen-

.tale. , , ' .

L'existence de forces nucléaires qualifiées.
d'autonomes dans ﬁn cas, d'indépendantes dans l'autre
constituent, elles aussi, au-dela de nuanceé_dont je ne
"veux pas sous-estimer l'importance, une contribution utile
et reconnue comme telle 2 la dissuasion. Leur mérite-est
d'apparaltre aux yeux des autres Européens comme une réas-
surance, alors méme que, pourll'ennemi potentiel, eiles

accroissent encore la marge d'incertitude. .




A terme se posera le probleme de 1! euro-
peanlsatlon de ces forces. Il serait vain de dlscuter
:aUJourd hui de la maniere dont cette mutatlop.s opérera car
elie n'est’ pas pour demain. Elle poserait aujourd'hui des
problémes insurmontables. A vouloir forcer le mouvement
dans ce sens, au nom d'une certaine éonceptién de 1l'Europe,
on aboutirait treés certéinemént é'l'éffét'ihéerse ou encore
a prec1p1ter le processus de deperlssement dés forces
nucléaires autonomes. Il est a prlorl difficile de voir en
'quoi la cause de l'identité europeenne et, a plus forte
raison, celle de la défense européenne seraif servie-partme
telle précipitation, 3 moins de se déclarer partisan d'une
dissuasion purement conventionnelle. Mais on salt gqu'elle

n'est ni réaliste, ni crédible a terme prévisible.

Le conventionnel

C'est le domaine ol, ensemble, les Européens
font le plus mais ou les insuffisances sont aussi les plus

flagrantes.

.Et pourtant, & se contenter d'une information .

purement statistique,les choses ne se présentent pas si mal,

Vous connalissez tous ces chlffres

dont 11 resort gue :

- en moyenne, les Européens dépensgﬁf 3 % du PNB pour leur
défense. Mais c'est une mesure approximative et finale-
ment fort peu significative déﬁrendementseffectiﬁa.
Certes les uﬁs dépensent plus gue d'aufres, mais la

vrale question, c'est 3 quoi et comment ?




"8' aglssant de ce. qu 11 .est convenu d appeler les outputs -l'Europe-'
'(chlffres Eurogroupe, T..-:\\ .d. tous moins la France) represente a
elle seule 90 % du personnel 95 % des divisions en place,
80 % des chars' go % des avions de combat, 65 % de; bateaux

‘dlsponlbles.

Mais ce n'est encore gu'une partie du probléme ou une
présentation utile sous l'angle du burden sharing, mais

sans plus.

Les chiffres des pays UEO ont le mérite de
'grésenter la réalité sous forme d'éléments plus compara-
Sles puisgue ces pays forment un ensemblgnplus homogéne
'et'que la France en fait partie, ce gui corres-
pond & une plus juste appréciation des choses. De plus,
point n'est bescoin ici de faire la distinction entre
fbrces intégrées et forces nationales puisgue toutes
concoufent a la mise en oeuvfe des engagehents UEO.

Une étude vient d'&tre présentée aux Ministres
sur les contributions des Etats membres & la défense
commune. Elle-conclutrque, depuis 1970, les dé@énses de
défense‘des Etats membfes ont augmenté de 31 % en termes
:ééls. Dans les 90 % des forces et capacités -alliées en
Europe fournies par les Européens, la grande majoriteé
l'est-par Leé'pays de 1'UEQ, comme on poﬁvait s'y atten-

dre.

L'effort de défense, C'est aussi le-éoutien
dans le domaine de l'infrastructure, de l'accueil,gde la
logistique. que se fournissent entre eux les pays membres de
l1*Alliance sur des bases bilatérales:oﬁ multilatér?les. Le
cas le plus exemplatif est celui de 1'Allemagne fédérale ou
sont stationnées la plus grande majorité des_force% allides et
ou se déroulent les grands,exércices, le'tout'appuyé par

'l accords

une 1nfrastructure considérable. En Belgique

sur les llgnes de communlcatlon au proflt des Fefforts




aMériéains"canadienS' anglais et frangals representent u

element non negllgeable de l effort de defense guand’ blen,
méme. il n est pas directement quantlflable. Tous ces pays

Yy compris la France, sont 3 un titre ou 1 autre engages
dans ce type d'activité qui, dés le temps de crlse, modi-~

fierait profondément. leur environnement civil.

Contralrement a.ce qu' affirme souvent le
Congreés américain, 1°' Europe n'est ni absente ni irrespon-
. sable lorsqu'il s'agit d'assumer sa part de la défense
3 collective. Mais le bilan est moins rose gue les chif-
fres ne le laisseraient croire, méme par rapport aux
~exigences d'une défense minimale et en dehors de toute
prétention'd'équilibrer le Pacte de Varsovie au niveau

conventionnel.

AinSi les statlsthues publiées a un titre ou

l'autre meconnalssent que :

~ en termes non plus de nombres mais de capacités effecti-
ves, le .bilan est beaucoup moinskbrillant. Pour 1'Euro-
groupe, les chiffres camouflent des dlsparltes con51de-

rables entre le Nord et le Centre d'une part‘ le Sud de

l'autre. Les gros bataillons sont dans lei”Sud le
matériel sophlsthue au Centre, sans contlgu;te géogra-

-

phigue entre l'un et l'autre
-»

- Certes d'un point de vue UEQ; c.a.d. essentlellement le
Centre Europe, la situation est nettement plus homo—l
geéne, mais l'insuffisance. des capacités stathnnees
effectivement a 1'avant et 1'absence de

.réserve en nombre suffisant, comprOmettent une defense

de l'avant dont 1l faut reconnaltre que les

sont tres lourdes -
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Les chiffres cités plus haut ne visent que'les_-dECES

g - - en place. Elles ne pourraient résister, a elles seu- .

; les, aux divisions de 1'Est sans importants renforts ;

- la démographie joue contre nous trés certainement dans
la région Centre Europe.

Face a ces contraintes qui nous affectent

i plus directement gu‘elles ne touchent 1'Est et en parti-
culier 1'URSS qui bénéficiera toupurs d'une faculté de
concentration et de mouvement sur les lignes intérieures
gui nous feront toujours défaut, les nouvelles technolo-
gies offrent une solution autant gu'elles nous posent
de nouveaux problémes. Le colit de ces technologies est
tel que le gain d'efficacité risque d'étre effacé par la
diminution plus gue proportionnelle des nombres. A
chague cycle de réégquipement, les guantités diminuent au
poinf gu'il n'est pas exagéré de parler de désarmement

-

structurel. .

Les solutions

Les chiffres sont une chose, les réaliﬁés qu'ils révée-
lent ou qu'ils camouflent en sont une autre. Ce qui'QOmpte‘surtout,

c'est l'enseignement gue 1'on veut bien en. tirer.

Les Alliés, les Européens plus;ehcpre gque les
réelle. La

Américains, sont confrontés 3a une menace bie
réponse au défi réside moins dans une gquelcongue volonte

de faire plus en termes budgétaires que de' faire mieux en

combinant les efforts des uns et des autres: Certes,

certains- peuvent et devraient faire plus:’ , au point
ot en sont les choses, il est raisonnable de re gu'une maxi-

misation des efforts individuels aboutiraitid une maxi-

misation de nos.inefficacités Combinées.-

C e I -y




une ménie Lommunautc de dceLln doivent, s 11; vaulan

effort combiné. C'est ce que recommande la plate forme

loq deb de 1 UFO qui se declnrcnt unis
credlbles commencer a s’ organlser pour - ren: orcer leur

La haye. Seules des .coopérations concrétes et visibles
permettront de rendre "manifeste" '1° engagement de defendre

les frontieres.

L'effort pour Y parvenir esr multiforme.

_ Depuis une guinzaine d'années, la vdie tradi-
tionnelle mais indirecte, vers la cooperatlon européenne
2n matlere de défense a été 1la coopération dans le domalne
de 1 armement Cette voie garde toute son 1mportance. Le
malntlen a terme d'un effort européen de défense crédible
'passe au prealable, par le maintieén, en Europe, d'une.

industrie eurcopéenne viable. Le maintien d'une telle base

industrielle requiert des efforts et peut entrainer des
couts supplémentaires. ' offre monétairement la plus
@vantageuse n'est-elle pas le plus souvent - amerlcalne ?
Encore faut-il que 1 industrie européenne reste compétitive
car‘il ne peut s'agir 'd'acheter n'importe queoi. a n' 1mporte
quel-prix Sous’ prétexte que le produit seralt europeen.
Ceci est avant tout affelre de coopération et d'organisa—
tion.

Le GEIP a le mérite de regrouper tous les
alliés européens. Cette organisation, i 1la nalssanaede

laquelle la Belglque a fortement contribué, a donne effec-

tivement naissance i quelques projets mends en cooperatlon
Ces projets ne sont pas assez nombreux pour permettre ‘une

distribution adéquate des participations. Le GEIP reste
'trOp sSouvent un cadre multilatéral ou s organisent de

_51mples coopérations penctuelles et llmltees e quelgues

partenaires. Ce dqui mangque au GEIP, c'est une réelle

vision - d 'avenir qul soit européenne au plein sens du

gt gy




terme. Au-dela des actions ponctuelles, il faﬁtiude stra-

tégie industrielle. 'Le GEIP est conscient du probléme,

T T TR TR

mais sa solution dépasse les'cohpétehcés'des_séuls Minis- {
tres de la Défense. Poser le probléme en ces termes, ; )
c'est poser la gquestion du réle de la Communauté Euro-

péenn= ; c'est aussi s'interroger sur 1l'impact du grand

marché européen, l'avenir de l'art. 235 du Traité de Rome.

La défense de l'Europe, pour ne pas méme
-parler de la défense européenne, passe par la définition
d'une stratégie industrielle. C'est un demaine dont 1'UEO
Hevra se préoccuper non pas pour définir des besoins ou
gérer des programmes, mais pour donner, dans toute la
mesure du possible, les impulsions politigues néces-
saires. -Encore faut-il que 1'UEO ait elle-méme une vision
suffisamment claire des grands axes de cette stratégie

industrielle de la sécurité.

Si une politique industrielle forme un préala-
ble, l'effort de défense, c'est avant tout l'affectation
des forces et la mobilisation des moyens au service d'une
stratégie. Voici des domaines oﬁ,‘éu niveau .européen,
tout ou presque reste a faire. i'_ '

Il ne suffit pas d'affirmer, comme on le féiﬁjencore trép
souvent, gue l'‘organisation des aspects mili{%ires de la
défensé, c'est l'affaire de 1'OTAN pour les uns ou gque la
solution du probléme est & rechercher, pourfies autres,
dans un 5u§erbe isolement ou, a la limite,'-wr

biais de la coopération bilatérale.
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beauﬁpup moins poussée qu'on ne le dit. Elle est.réel

v . i Dans 1'0OTAN, l'intégration est, finaléme

et_complété'gu_niveau des structures de commandement .. _
encore, elle ne devient effeétive qu'en temps de guerre,.
pour autant que.leé Gouvernements nationaux donnent le feu™
vert en temps voulu. Les'forcesret_les moyens, eux, res--
tent nationaux, bien qu'il faille noter un développement
des prograhmes multilatéraux financés par les budgets
d'infrastructure. ’L'intégrétion est donc relative, mais
elle a l'immense mérite de fournir, dés le temps de paix,

un cadre de planification trés utile.

Quand ‘il s'agit d'intégration, l'Europe en
tant que telle est absente ; pourtant, sa vocation, c'est
précisément 1'intégration. Elle pourrait et devrait faire
beaucoup plus. Il est courant de pékler de partage des
charges et rdle et des responsabilités au niveau atlanti-
que. Certes, dans tout ce débat, l'élément de discours
l'emporte sur l'action concréte ; mais il n'empéche que le
débat atlantique est intense. Rien de tel au niveau euro-
péen, et pourfant le partage de l'effort ne devrait-il pas
étre vu comme un probléme intra-européen,avant gu'il ne
devienne un probléme tfénsatlantique. Le partage def
l'effort de défense, c'est, pour les Européens avant méme
les Américains, le partage des téches; des missions et, en_

définitive, c'est aussi la rationalisation. .-

.La rationalisation a mauvaise réputation. On

'y a généralement eu recours pour justifier 1'abandon d'une

.des ressources, 1l'une d'elles est la spéciale

mission ou une diminution de l'effort Spécifiqué. Pour-
tant, 1'Europe de la défense n'aura de sens qué si elle
débouchelsur une plus grande efficacité. Il f a plu?

sieurs fagons de rationaliser pour éviter lé_gggpillager

tion.




Une questlon gui Se pcse est - ev1demment de- sav01r comment
spécialiser au-dell ded taches perlpherlques ou d'une
repartltlon ‘de fait qu1 existe déja, parce que. nombre de
pays européens ne disposent pas de toute la panoplle des_
capac1tes requises pour faire face; globalement, a la .
menace sov1etxpe. Pour specialiser'de fagon'efficace, il
faut des structures de décision appropriées, c.a.d. des
structures supra-naticnales. -Il est clair que‘l'Europe
n'en est pas encore 1%, mais le moment est venu de se
mettre en chemin. L'UEO n'a pas elle-m&me une’vocation )
supranationale, mais elle peut fournlr un cadre de réfle-

T Xion et de concertatlon.

Sans vouloir résoudre ici, sur le plan des
principes, lardélicate QUestion de la spécialisation,
certaines coopérations concrétes peuvent dtre lancdes sur
des bases -ad hoc. La cooperation ne doit pas nécessaire-

~ment s'étendre toujours i tous les sept et, aujourd'hui,
aux neuf pays membres. Il Y a place pour des programmes
bi- ou trilatéraux.. La Brigade franco-allemande ést un
exemple. Cependant, 1! Organlsatlon devra velller ala
cohérence des démarches et ev1ter qu elles ne- condu1sent a

proncncer des exclusives.

La reallsatlon et la gestlon en. commun de
projets operatlonnels constituent une autre plste de réfle-
xion. Des programmes tels que l'aéromobilité, 1 lnter-
diction a longue distance la collecte et 1le traltement de
1 1nformatlon que de telles missions exigent, sont autant
de domaines qui dépassent les capacités 1ndlv1duelles d"un
pays tel que la Belgique. Que dire de l'espace ou 1'Europe
est tréds présente sur le plan civil, mais étrangement

absente sur le plan militaire.

Le choix, pour nombre d'Européens est de

b~
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‘Celui-¢i-aurait un effet délétére'non seulement Sur*“

den de la souveraineté ; ce serait le meilleur moyen de ne

pays considéré, mais sur 1'Europe en tnt que tello"
uné, certeé maintiendraient, pour un temps encore, ]
effort, mais les autres n'auraient d'autre choix gue le .
repli. La solidarité européenne serait entamée. L'effort.

global en patirait.

Nous n'avons donc pas beaucoup de rchoix,
‘quand bien méme nous ne sommes pas-nécessairement d'accord
entre nous sur les remédes et les procédures.
Mon propos est simplement de souligner.due le maintien, &
terme .d'un effort de défense crédible sur le plan européen
nece551tera une gestion des efforts nationaux dans un
esprit européen. Encore faut-il gque les pays puissent se
mettre d'accord sur un véritable projet. Ne commengons pas

par poser le probleme en termes de souveraineté ou d'aban-

pas aboutir. Mais engageons-nous a coopérer sans exclusive

ni a priori quant a la meilleure formule possible. Le

.développement progressif d'une identité européenne en

matiére de défense devrait permettre de mieux sensibiliser
les opinions par rapport aux exigences de 1a7défense et de

dégager les ressources correspondantes.

Les intéréts hors Europe R

La défense de 1'Europe, c'est >
plus que la défense des frontiéres clest au551 la défense

des intéréts de sécurité européens ol qu' ils 501ent menaces

(comme le dit l'art. VIII).

La proposition que 1'Europe puisse .avoir des
intéréts stratégiques qui ne se résumeraient pas:a la
seule addition des intéréts nationaux ou de puissance de

ses membres est nouvelle. Curieusement, 1'UEO en tant

gu'Organisation a toujours eu des compétenceszhors Europe

avant méme d'avoir conscience gu'elle avait'd intéréts.

jamais exercées.
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‘La perception est en train de chéngér. Les

pays de 1'UEQ s'éveillent a la dimension hqrs:zone.Comme
-on dirait dans 1l'Alliance, 1l'évolution de la ﬁenace, son
caracteére cmnidirectionnel et multiforme, la diversifi-

cation des pdles de risque font que les choses changent.

Il est clair Que la Belgigle n'aurait pas
envoyeé une flotille dans le Golfe arabo-persique pour s'y
livrer, méme avec d'autres partenaires, a des:opérations de
déminage pour des raisons d'intéréts purement nationaux.
C'est une certaine vision de la présence. de l'Europe et de

son rbéle dans le monde qui l'a amenéde & agir de la sorte.

Certes,le Golfe est un exemple parmi d'autres
gui n'est pas nécessairement appelé 4 se représenter,
du moins dans les mémes termes, Mais le‘probléme est
posé. Les réponses se situent au niveau politique et

politico-militaire.

C Au.plan proprement poIitiqué etfdiplomatique,
l'action doit viser a jeter les bases d'quéﬁﬁironnement

propice a l'épénouissement pacifique de nosjintéréts légi-
times. Cette compétence est au sens le plﬁs_large exercée
par les douzg dans le cadre de la ccopération politique )

européenne. Mais s'agissant des intéréts proprement stra-

tégiques la politique ne se congoit pas sanﬁales moyens

d'action correspondants. o nE

Faut-il créer une force d'intervention euro-

)

péenne, comme 1'idée en est parfois soulevée

- i
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Quels Sefaiént le cadre, les structures,-.les schémag_q
"pfise:dé'aébision'ét de commandement ? ”Seplekl'UEO pouUr
rait:foﬁrﬁiffun tel cadre, mais'l?Organiéation n'a pas, :
"pour le moment du moins, d'ambitions opéfafiohnelies, bien
qu'il‘s“agissé'd“un domainéloh on ne §éut'pas affirmer a
priori qu'il y ait double emploi ave¢ 1'Alliance qui,

elle, n'a pas de compétences hors zone.

Il faut opter pour le pragmatisme. Les |
~capacités existent. Plusieurs pays ont des forces d'inter-

vention rapides (France - UK) ou comptent s'en doter

E(ESPégne). Méme la Belgique n'est pas sans moyens. Il vy
'a donc place pour des synergies .au sein de 1'UEC et, ici '
aussi, pour des spécialisations. Les Européens pouraient
-créer non pas une force permanente d'intervention, mais un
pcol de forces et de moyens susceptibles d'étre affectés
hors zone.

Le fait est gque la dimension hors Europe ou hors UEQ wva
prendre une importance croissante. Au-dela de la mise en
commun des moyens disponibles, l'effort des Européens doit
porter sur la mise en place et,la ohvc'est‘nécessaire, sur
la création de capacités de projection de forces, a commen-
cer par des capacités de transport aérien et de soutién
'logistique a longue distance. Le hors. zone a donc une

place dans la définition d'une structure européenne de

défense, ainsi que dans ses ramifications industrielles.




J'ai tenté de décrire non pas tant l'effort
de défense au service de 1'Europe que les composants .
nucléaire, conventionnel au sens le plus large, hors Europe

de cet effort.

L'Europe de la défense n'est encore qu'un
projet. ' Les réalisations la ol elles existent sont
f}agmehtaires et‘pértiellesz L'UEO ne coincide ni avec
1 'Europe ni avec l'aire géographigue de 1la
défense européenne; Toutefois, les coopérations gqui se
nouent ‘sous son égide pemettront de donner aﬁx efforts de

défense des membres une certaine cohérence européenne.

En guise de conclusion, je voudrais faire
gueldques remargues gui me semblent aussi fondamentales

gu'élémentaires. ‘ T

- Il n'y aura’pas de défense européenne sans gue les Euro-
_ péens individuellement maintiennent, et sifpossible
" améliorent, leur effort national de défense. Comme’le
'précise la plate-forme, il faut veiller a ce que le
‘niveau des contributions de chaque Etat reflite ses
carpacitéq de maniére adégquate. A plus long terme,
l'établissement de normes européennes en matiére de
défense serait une bonne chose. Mais'l'engagement‘restera

avant tout une responsabilité nationale..

- -I1 faut veiller ensuite, toujours en citant'la_plate—
forme, & l'utilisation efficace des ressources. C'est a

ce niveau que la coopération intervient. ..o




i

dissuasion nucléaire et conventionnelle appuyée sur: la

i

t

La défense de 1'Europe, c'est - l'adhésion & une
disposition des moyens correspondants.
Enfin, 1'effort de défense européen s”intégre dans une

politique européenne de la sécurité ‘au sens le plus

complet du terme. Cet effort n' ODElt pas a une dynamlque

- proprée mais s'adapte a un besoin qui, lui-méme, est

fonction d'un certain niveau de menace. Cette menace
n'est pas une donnée fixe. _
' Le contrdle d'armement fait
partie intégrante de notre politique de sécurité. L'es-
poir existe que la négociation permettra d'améliorer la
stabilité. Le coﬁtréle d'armement ne changera pas, méme
en étant optimistes, . les données de notre stratégie,

mais il pourra en alléger les exigences‘tant sous l'angle
des nombres gue des condltlons de déploiement. Le coit
de la défense de l.'avant ou de la defense des frontiéeres
pourrait en étre reéduit 4 autant en mettant 1 accent

sur les réserves plutdét que sur la rapldlte -de reactlon.
Encore faudrait-il que les Européens fassent la démons-—
tration qu’'ils sont préts & négocier, mais aussi a main-

tenir l'effort voulu individuellement et cellectivement:

- . -
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. this seminar on European security. This is my first visit to

SPEECH AT IHEDN SEMINAR: 17 NOVEHBER' THE BASES OF EUROPEAN SECURITY |

It is a great pleasure to have been asked'to-participate in o

another WEU country since I became Minister. of State at the FCO, and
the first occasion I have had to speak about security policy. I am
delighted that my first foray into these subjects should be
undertaken here in Paris. I should like to pay tribute to the:
French Government for hav1ng conceived and brought into being this
seminar. I- hope that it will: fully realise the ambltlons
entertained for it.

- Nonetheless, pleasure is mixed with anxiety. This is a
formidable audience for a maiden speech cn Eurepean defence. It
was, after all, only last month that the President of the French
Republic, in this very hall, hinted that it might be a difficult
subject to address effectively: "Generous discourses on the subject
floed the public scene. But they remain vague." But while I admit

" to adding to the flood, I hope that I can aveid adding to  the

vagueness.
I start with two debating points.

The North Atlantic Alliance seems to be in a perpetual state of
crisis. Each year we are told by commentators, and sometimes by our
own advisers, that the challenge which faces the Alliance. has never
been more acute; the threat never more'insidious:'the?difficultiES
never more intractable. Doom and gloom are NATC’s constant

companions.

Yet European 'security and the prosperity which. has ‘grown under-:
the protection of that security, have been the great suc’ess story
of the last forty years. The institutions establlshqu ‘
19405‘ set on their way by the 1947 Treaty of DUnkirk‘s:
France and the United Kingdom, remain in place today,, .

vast changes in our circumstances since those days._;j
1nterlock1ng structure of 1nst1tut1ons, brlnglng 1neo
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North ‘America;  remains ‘the basis of European security

of our discussions.

So are things really changlng’ 'Is the Western securlty nexus
in the process of alterlng its fundamental character’ Are we, w1th
' all the talk of European defence identities and burden-sharlng,_
witnessing some shift in the tectonlo plates of the transatlantic
security relationship? Or is it going to be business as usual, with
only minor variations and hiccups, for another 40 years?

Let us look first at some of the'curreht trends. It‘is‘one of
the . phenomena of the 1980s that .the Eurocpeans are examining more
closely their role in the -Alliahce and the organisation of their
security. There are a number of objective reasons for this. Let me
cite a few of them. First, our an increasing economic shopess. We -
are richer than we were, and our combined economic power is now much
closer to that of the United States, whose share of the free world’s
total production steadily declines. It is increasingly hard to
resist recognising that we can now afford to do more in our own
defence. And if we sense this, so do the Americans - partlcularly
as the constralnts on their defence budget have grown, and they have
become more consc1ous of commitment to other parts of the world
(South West A51a, Central America) as well as to Western Europe
But the central fact is that the US is now a debtor nation, wrth
intractable domestic economio problems to face; this potentially
provides a background for tension between electorates within the
Alliance in a way which is new. And 1992 provides a further _
stimulus to rapidrEuropeen growth, and therefore, a further cause of
readjustment in the relative economic strength of the two ends of

the Alliance structure.

However healthy our economies, though, no economy ever seems .
quite healthy enough to keep up with the costs of‘defencefequipmeht:
somehow they_a;ﬁeys grow faster still. And that is another factor
which in the 1980s has pushed the Europeans together to?fihd ways of

spreading the load by increasing competltlon and collaboratlon

between us, though the example of EFA and Rafale, to whlc

President Mltterrand drew attentlon - shows that,
have a long way to go. Another factor is the simple one




.demographlc changes- as the blrth rate falls in many of our
- countries, notably in Germaryf lt requlres us to look agaln at how
we organlse our securlty. : : :

These are practical. factors. There are nem political factors
too. As we develop our economic integraticn_within the EC towards
the challenge of. 1992, and work at enhancing our political
-cooperation, it is not surprising that we should look speculatively
at our security arrangements as well,'and wonder whether there is a
role for the Twelve. You dc not need me to remind you of, the whole
long-running psycho-drama of the INF Agreement, and the new
perspectlve which this gave to llnks between Europeans in the
defence‘fiéld} “And my last - but far from least - example: the
.Gorbacheﬁ'phenomenon. By his deployment of the notion of a common
European ﬁbme; obscure thoﬁgh it may be, he has given a specific
extra push to thinking in Europe about what the links between us
should be. But more'generally, the changes that he is striving to
make to the Soviet system, and the changed approach to the rest of
the world which is implied, provide another reason for re -examining
some tradlt;onal attitudes. As a number of commentators have
pointed out, one effect of Gorbachev’ s changeg’of dlrectlon ‘has
been to cause the main focus of east-west relatlonsvto_return to |

Europe.

All this means that there is currently much talk aecut the

European defence identity and the European pillar. So,i;take as my

theme a simple question: what does it mean, at the end. 5,{the 1980s,

to be a "good European" as far as security and. defence are

concerned?"

My startlng peint - is Mrs Thatcher’s speech in September to the
College of Europe in Bruges. It aroused a certain 1nterest But
the defence section of that speech was the subject of fewer |
commentarles than some other parts, perhaps because it offered less:
to those who are only interested in trying to prove thatMBrltaln is

less commltted to Europe than her partners. Let me brleuly . 7
ve the . lle‘_

recapltulate the maln p01nts she made on defence, whlch g
to this prop051tlon.
S '/ She




should bear a. full part of the defence of freedom, partlcularly‘as--
Europe grows wealthier. She did not see the future of Eu;opean
defence as an institutional'problem or a problem of drafting. NATO
and the WEU had, she said, long recognised where the problems of
Europe’s defence lay and had pointed cut the solutions. It was now
a question of giving substance to those declarations: of keeping up
public support for nuclear deterrence; of meeting the requlrements
for effective conventlonal defence; of developlng the WEU, not as an

alternative to NATO, but as a means of strengthenlng Europe’s

contribution to the common defence of the West; above all of
preserving Europe’s unity and resolve. Arms control should be
pursued. pBut the West would achieve successes in that field not

-because their cause was right but by the strength of their defence.. .

Does that recipe for Europe’s defence display a lack of
commitment? Of course not. But let me in any case offer some
specific ingredients to put in the recipe outlined by Mrs Thatcher
in Bruges. : .

_ The starting point of any defence policy, not justfin Eurcpe
now, but anywhere at anytime, has to be an objective apprec1atlon of .
the potential threat it is designed to counter, measured by '
capabilities not by declared intentions. Aand despite some 51gns of
restraint by the Soviet Union and her allies in several ‘areas of the
world in recent years, most recently we hope, in Angola, “the
potential threat to Europe has not changed. We hope that it will
and we assiduously watch for any signs, for example, that Soviet "
equipment programmes are changing. But so far, as M. Rocard pointed:
out here on 15 November, the signs are not there. A comprehensive’
modernisation programme covering the strategic and theatre nuclear
as well as the conventional fields continues. Soviet defence
spending.amounts, by our estimates, to some 14-16% (or perhaps more)
of their GNP and continues to grow by 2% in real terms‘each year.

I confess to some amazement therefore when Sov1et spokesmen

9-}.'

complain that any modernisation of the Alliance’s theatr; nuclear = °

systems will be totally contrary to the new spirit ofrt' times. "7

Let us, as the Chinese advise, seek_truth from facts.




~
’gése‘ The. Sovxet Unlon is continuing to replace- 1ts -FROG . _
short- ‘range nuclear m1551les Wlth the longer—range more accurate
$821s. "It has introduced five theatre air-launched cruise‘missiles.
Its fleet of Backfire and‘Fenéer nuclear capable aircraft continues
to grow.. Its nuclea#,capable artillery are being modernised. At.
sea it has recently deployed the SSN21 sea-launched cruise missile.
And what about the numbers of its warheads in Europe? ‘There,has
been no claim of any reduction in recent years.

NATO has reduced its warheads by 35% over the past decade. It
has published the numbers which it now possesses, 4¢,600. Unlike the
. Soviet Union which is going ahead full steam with a panoply of
modernisation programmes, the Alliance'is at present discussing

options{ ‘Sadly, options do not deter.

S0 the first characteristics of a good European in the defence
field is realism: the ability to appreciate how things are; and not
to confuse thenm with how we hope one day they may be.

Which brings me to the specifics of what we Europeans should be
doing. Our Heads of State and Government agreed at the NATO Summit

in March that the Alliance’s strategy of deterrence remain valid and

that our forces should be kept up to date as necessary. How can we

better implement that strategy?

. I suggest that it is by a combination of adequate inputs,
improved outputs and a better pooling of our efforts, both practlcal

and 1ntellectual

My predecessor in this job gained himself some notoriéty\by a
speech to thé.WEU Assembly in which he stated frankly the views of
the British Government on the adequacy or otherwise of particular
countries’ defence inputs. I will not repeat his remarks today.
But I would underliné the seriousness we attach to inputs. The
British Government announced on 1 November significant increases to
its defence spending over the next three years which will restore
real growth to the defence budget, of 1.7% in 1990/91 and 1.3% in
1991/92 on current. estimates of inflation. Defence spending in
Britain is now some 20% above what it was when the Conservative.

/ Government
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Government took offlce 1n "1979. "Yet as a proportlon of Qu'_
is the same asin .1978. “Which underllnes the p01nt that as e gfs‘
richer we Europeans can afford_to shoulder a greater share of the?_
Alliance defencs burden than before, without eating up ajgfeater a
proportion of our national wealth. But since my predecessor spoke
to the WEU Assembly trends in defence spending have not universally
moved in the'right direction. For example, I cannot but eXprees our
disappointment at the Belgian Government’s announcement in August
that it intends to cut its 1989 defence budget by 3.4% in cash terms
from the 1988 level,.

'Sq"my second characteristic of the good_European is eommitment;
including financial commitment, to defence. Making speeches and
commissioning reports is fine. But at the end of the day we must be

willing to put our money where our mouths are.

Improving outputs is just as important as improving inputs. We

need to pursue efforts to introduce ﬁqre competition into defence
procurement and to collaborate more with one another where this

- makes economic sense. A significant range of future British defence

equipment will be produced collaboratively. We are partners in the

' European Fighter Aircraft, the EH101 and Al29 Helicopters, the

TRIGAT anti-tank weapon, the Multiple Launch Rocket System, the NATO
Frigate Replacement. We need to .cooperate more in the 1pgistics and
training fields where significant opportunities for saVinqs exist,
for example, in simulator training. We need to look af,the
POSSibilities of common programmes. We already have theicqmmon
airborne early warning programme. We should be 1ookinq;é§ other

capabilities which we will need in future, eg. advanced-:

"surveillance and target acquisition, where the'systems:yﬁich will be

rmy corps.

deployed will cover areas exceeding thése of individua

So the good European, in the defence field as elsewhere, is the

- one who tries to maximise the return of his 1nvestmentif

increasingly that involves common or collaboratlve act;_
crogs-procurement. There are always good reasons, or ﬁ;
lobbies, for buying or acting natlonally But in the 1'
will surely hang separately if we do not. hang: Logethe
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_ Just as conventlonal forces need to: be kept up to date, so too
do nuclear forces. As the WEU Platform stated, it is only the
nuclear element of deterrence which can confront a potentlal_

I SR

aggressor with an unacceptableArisk; The Platform went onrto

e e

-emphasise that, in addition to the contribution which the -
.independent nuclear forces of France and the United Kingdom nake to ¥
deterrence, the cooperative arrangements which certain member states
maintain with the United States are necessary for the security of

- Europe. Of course we need to take account of political
sensitivities and of progress in arms control. But at the end of
the.day,'our force planning cannot be based on hope. Decisions do
have_to be taken. President Mitterrand said in his IHEDN speech
that France would not_deny itself any type. of weapon which the other
powers possess and added that this reasoning applied to the Hades.
M. Rocard said on Tuesday that "it would be dangerous and

counter~productive to give up unilaterally any particular element in
the nuclear or conventional arsenal”. We welcome this statement of ;
French determination to modernise as necessary. It sets a good |

example to all of us as France’s allies. |

In the nuclear field, therefore, the good Eurcpean accepts that
subscribing to the theory of deterrence has practlcal consequences
which must be followed through, 1f the theory is not to become

hollow words.

Having efficient forces and good equipment is not however
sufficient  in itself. Deployments, and plans forico—operation_in a
crisis, are equally essential. One of the unique featufes of WEU is
Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty which commits each member
to afford another member which is attacked "all the military and
~ other aid and assistance in their power". I read w1th the keenest

,interestfthe official text of President Mitterrand’s IHEDN speech.
France’s allies will have noted the clear assurance that "France
will be at her allies’ side from the first minute". 1In the WEU
Platform, - the WEU members re-commit themselves to defend any member
country at its borders. In a report- to this week’s WEU Ministerial
this concept has been. further deve1oped Stress is laid in 1t on
the 1mportance Wthh several member states attach to their
commitment to Germany on whose territory they station. forces under

./ various ’




_various arrangements. And reference is made- to the constancy e
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effort which ls requ1red in malntaining them.ﬁ

- For an effective defence to be mounted in Europe s partlcularf
conditions, an integrated command structure is necessary. Without
it there would be llttle coherence 1n our defence. I fully
recognlse that not all members of the Alliance wish to make their
defence arrangements, as we do, ‘within NATO’s Integrated Military

' Structure. I hasten to add, in case any French members of the

audience are beginning to bridie, that they are not about to be
subjected to a pres :sing invitation to rejoin that structure.
France’s steps to tllcken up her defence links with her neighbours.
seem to me to demonstrate a determination to show that there are
other ways of meeting the commitments of solidarity. We welcome
ﬁdevelopments such as the exercise called ’‘Cheeky Sparrow’ which toock

 place last yeer in which French forces operated alongside German

forces within 100 kms of the inner German border. We ourselves have
made proposals for the further development of Anglo-French
co-operation, suggesting that French'forces might participate in
exercises in the NORTHAG area, that there would be practical benefit
to the common defence in reinforcement exercises using French ports,
and-that there is scope for further co-operation in the naval field.
"The reeponse to these proposals has been extremely positive and can
prov1de a good example of how the pooling of efforts can strengthen

European defence.

The proposed Spanish contribution to the Alliance will also
significantly boost European defence, and is something which we
unreservedly welcome. Discussion of guidelines governing this
contribution have gone'wéll-in Brussels and we look forward to
detailed co-ordination agreements now being drawn up between Spain
and the major NATO Commanders. We are delighted that Spain will be
discussing with us in the WEU from now on the developments of the'
concept:of'defence at partners’ borders.

il | N

The bilateral links and co-ordinated agreements, important
though they are, can only work in limited cases. They may be
appropriate’ for countries who see their role as contributing to a

strategic reserve or as operating principally in the air or maritime

/ fields




fieldsl " But they are manlfestly not the’ way:to;organlse:a:
collectlve defence of the frontllne, partlcularly along the -

Eastern border of the Federal Republic. For those European

countries - the Netherlands, Belgium and the United Kingdom - who
along with the Germans, Americans and,Canad;ans actually help defend .
this_frontline,'integrated‘command arrangements are essential.

So, the good European accepts that the obllgatlon of solldarlty
in defence means the necessity of an 1ntegrated force posture at
‘least for those countrles who part1c1pate directly in forward
defence.r And even where integration is not considered to be
. feasible or politically acceptable, the more closely the defence
- efforts of’an individual country can be aligned with those of its
allies the better. .

.But'improvements'to our defence planning and to our defence
posture cannot, on their own, guarantee our security. In the
nuclear age, and on a continent where the level of military
confrontation, both nuclear and conventional, is as high as it is in
- .Europe, arms control has to be an essential element in our security
- arrangements. We Europeans have a vital responsibility for ensuring
. that our political and 1ntellectual input 1nto arms control is
strong and clear- -headed. In formulating this input we must bear in
-mind the lessons of the\past, as well as our hopes for the future.
The ABM, SALT and INF Treaties, and the progress made in START, show
that arms control agreements can be reached with the Soviet Union
which genuinély’enhance.Western, and particularly Eurocpean,
security. But they also show that such agreements will only be
.reached after patient practical negotiation. They alsoc show however.
that although new thinking may now be gainingfground in Moscow, the
Russians give nothing away for nothing when it comes to arms
contreol. They will make deals with us if they see that our defences
are strong and if they have a mutual interest in signing up to a
military balance. at agreed levels. But they will certainly not
bother to make deals with us if we are weak and divided or if they
think that they can achieve their objectivesrasla result of our own
unilateral actions. Certainly they have an economic interest in
making progress. 'But all the evidence of Ruseian and Soviet history

is that they will not throw away an advantage on the securlty

/ side -
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”i;field of military capability ' But, bearing in mind our otl#r

51de even 1f 1t enables them to have a hlgher standard ‘of llVlng
 We must not therefore risk’ allow1ng any such uncovenanted
advantages to them. '

This means that the Europeans'must'have a Clear view of their
arms control prlorlties and be prepared to formulate and 1mplement
credible policies for achlev1ng them. Within the WEU we are
beginning to do this. . We have analysed the particular implications
for Europe of the prospective START Treaty which we all support and
, whlch we all hope will be achieved during the coming months or
years. And we have discussed the prospects for the conventional
stability talks which we hope can begin later this year: or early

next.

.These latter talks will be crucial for European security. They

will be the test of whether Mr Gorbachev is serious in what he has
said about reducing asymmetries and about eliminating the capability
for surprise attack and large scale offensive action. What the West
needs are clear and precise proposals'to‘put.on the table the day
that the new talks open. Good work has already been done:in
:developing such proposals. Of coarse, political sensitivities are

. involved, particularly when it comes to ‘zonal arrangements and the,
precise nature of the llnkage of the new talks w1th the CSCE
process. But I hope that such sensitivities can be kept in
perspective. It is substance - the military reality = which matters
and which we should be addreSsing. We must not spend too much of '
our time distracted by the arcana of theclogy.

Nor should we assume that arms control, on its own, can resolve
our security dilemmas. This applies in particular to the field of
”short range nuclear forces. As I have said earlier, the l
: requirements of deterrence mean that decisions will be needed over .
thermodernisation‘of these forces. There are those who argue that
such decisions can, or should, only be undertaken in the context of
_some arms contreol proposal. For my own part, I would never rule out
arms control as an element in enhancing European securlty 1n_any

priorities, it is surely for those who favour an arms control

‘tapproach to explaln of what it would ConSlSt, how and




work. and why the Russians would have any 1ncent1ve for negotlatlng
on terms which we would find acceptable.

P

So the gdod,EurOpean needs always to bear in mind the

possiblity of enhancing security through arms control; and to

contribute in an active, intellectual and practical manner to the’
formulation of proposals for this purpose. But he alsofneeds-to
remember that arms control cannot by itself be a panacea for our
security problems; and that arms control, as the past teaches us,

will only work if the other side is conv1nced of our resolve and our

serlousness and has a mutual interest in negotiating.

I'hqpe that this British recipe for European defence‘can serve
as a practicel input to your discussions. With strong defences we
Cah ‘as‘Mrs Thatcher has said, pursue'dia%egueLyith the East on a
con51stent ba51s in good times and bad. niire arms control  fiE,
it is perhaps not sufficiently appreciated that we in the West have
the initiative in every single field. It was the Alliance’s INF
proposal which was accepted by the Soviet Union. It is:the Us
proposals‘ﬁhich fotm the basis of the emerging START agreement The

“frameWQrk'of'the CW Convention is Western. The final text of the

Conventional Stability Talks mandate will be extraordlnarlly close
to the orlglnal Western draft. On the substance of conventlonal

arms control Mr Gorbachev has now accepted the Western 1dea that

‘asymmetrles should be eliminated by the side with the most ‘reducing.

S50 let us not undersell ourselves. We do have a winning “formula in-
both the defence and arms control fields. We should notjchange it;

we should develop it. And let Mr Gorbachev come to us.JfThe

- foundations of the common EurOpean home have been 1a1d by the West:

" free economles, human rights; and a manifest 1ncapac1tyﬁto ‘attack

‘of rebulldlng.

the Eest. If Mr Gorbachev wishes to have a room in theﬁhguse, he is

welceme. But it will be our house, which we have no need:to think
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INTERVENTION DE MONSIEUR ROLAND DUMAS
MINISTRE D'ETAT, MINISTRE DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES
DEVANT LA SESSION EUROPEENNE DE L'IHEDN

(PARIS, 18 NOVEMBRE 1988)

h. %

*

LES REGOCIATICONS SUR LE DESARMEMENT

¢ ET LA SECURITE DE L'EUROPE

JE SUIS PARTICULIEREMENT HEUREUX DE H'EXPRIMER_DEVANT

VOUS, RESPONSABLES VENUS DE PLUSIEURS PAYS EUROPEENS, SUR LE

SUJET DU DESARMEMENT. A UN MOMENT OU LES RELATIONS. EST-OUEST
S'ENRICHISSENT DE PERSPECTIVES NOUVELLES, LES EUROPEENS ONT
LEUR PRCPRE VISION DES .CHOSES, QUE PERSONNE .D'AUTRE NE PEUT

EXPRIMER A LEUR PLACE.

L'UNE DES MOTIVATIONS ESSENTIELLES DES ETATS HEMBRES DE
L'UEO A ETE EN DEVELOPPANT LEUR COOPERATION AU SEIN DE CETTE
ORGANISATION, DE MIEUX AFFIRMER LES INTERETS SPECIF;QUES DE

L'EUROPE EN MATIERE DE DEFENSE ET DE‘DESARMEHENT.;J‘g

L'URGENCE DE CETTE RErLEXION S'EST PARTICULIEREMENT

MANIFESTEE APRES LE SOMMET DE REYKJAVIK, OU LE RLSQU A PRIS

CORPS D'UNE NEGOCIATION ENTRE LES DPEUX GRANDS SUR'LE ORT DE
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ON\WE PORTE PAS ATTEINTE A LA 'SOLIDARITE DES HEMBRES DE
L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIQUE SI L'ON CONSTATE LES DIFFERENCES DE . _
PERCEPTION NATURELLES ENTRE LES UNS ET LES AUTRES QUI RESULTENT
DE FACTEURS GEOGRAPHIQUES ET POLITIQUES EVIDENTS. SELOH QU'ON -
SE PLACE D'UN COTE OU DE L'AUTRE DE L'ATLANTIQUE, DES QOTIONS

TELLES QU DISSUASION, RIPOSTE, RVERTISSEHENT NUCLEAIRE,

-BATATLLE, GUERRE LIMITEE, ENGENDRENT NECESSAIREMENT DES

REACTIONS DIFFERENTES.
MEME PARMI NOS ALLIES QUI, CONTRAIREMENT A NOUS,
S'APPUIENT SUR LA STRATEGIE DE LA "RIPOSTE FLEXIBLE", CEUX QUI

APPARTIENNENT A L'EURCPE ONT TENDANCE A INTERPRETER CETTE

. DOCTRINE EN PARTANT D'INTERETS SPECIFIQUEMENT EUROPEENS.

LA REFLEXION EUROPEENNE COMMUNE QUI A CONHENCE -ET DONT

CETTE SESSION REPRESENTE UNE NOUVELLE HAN&FESTATION N'A POUR

- BUT EN AUCUNE FACON DE RENFORCER CLS DIFFERBNCES DE. PERCEPTION

ENTRE AMERICAINS ET EUROPEENS, MAIS DE PERMETTRE A CEUX-CI, EN

DEFINISSANT PLUS CLAIREMENT LEURS INTERETS EN TANT,-.K«

QU 'EUROPEENS, D'APPORTER UNE MEILLEURE CONTRIBUTION AjLA

SECURITE OCCIDENTALE DANS SON ENRSEMBLE.

CETTE REFLEXION COMMUNE A QUELLES CONCLUSIONS ABOUTI;
ELLE POUR CE QUI EST DU DESARHEMENT ? J'EN APERCO;S DEUX

PRINCIPALES :

- EN PREMIER LIEU,‘ NOUS PENSONS TOUS QUE DESARMEMENT ET

SECURITE EFUROCPEENNE SONT DEUX OBJECTIFS

- e L R - T
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* IL SERAIT IHPARDONﬁABLE-Dﬁ Sﬁ\%AIéSER ALLER[A?DES'

. ACCORDS DE DESARMEMENT DONT LA SECURITEJDE L'EUROPE AUéAIT A
'SOUFFRiR. MAIS CE SERAIT AUSSI'HECONNAITRE GRAVEMENT i
L'ESPERANCE DE NOS PEUPLES QUE DE CHERCHER A RATTRAPER€CE QUI .
AURA PU ETRE GAGNE AU TITRE DU DESARMEMENT DANS UNE CATEGORIE

D'ARMES, PAR UN NOUVEL EFFORT DE DEFENSE DANS UNE AUTRE.

POUR LA PREMIERE FOIS. PEUT-ETRE DEPUIS L'IMMEDIAT APRES-
GUERRE :UNE VERITABLE DIMINUTION DU NIVEAU DES FORCES 'SANS
AFFAIBLISSEMENT DE NOTRE SECURITE NE PARAIT PAS HORS DE PORTEE.
CERTES, AU VU DES DESEQUILIBRES EXISTANTS, LA REALISATION DE
CETTE ESPERANCE DEPEND PLUS DE L'UNION SOVIETIQUE QUE bEs
OCCIDENTAUX ; MAIS POUR LA PREMIERE.FOIS, CETTE PERSPECTIVE
N'EST PLUS UNIQUEMENT DU DOMAINE DU DISCOURS, IL N'EST.PAS
. IMPOSSIBLE QU'ELLE ENTRE DANS LE CHAMP DE LA'REALITE?-ﬁoUs
DEVONS- NOUS Y PREPARER SERIEUSEMENT, AVEC.VIGILANCE, SANS
ARRIERE-PENSEE. MIEUX VAUT S'Y PREPARER EN EFFET QUE DE NIER

L'EVOLUTICN EN PRATIQUANT LA "POLITIQUE DE L'AUTRUCHE"

IL VA DE SOI QUE, SI UN PROCESSUS DE DESARMEMENT
S'ENGAGE, LA REFLEXION EUROPEENNE COMMUNE SUR LA SECURITE
DEMEURERA NECESSAIRE ET, JE DIRAI, PLUS QUE JAMAIS NECESSAIRB,
CAR IL FAUDRA QUE LES EUROPEENS DETERMINENT LES MOYENS'PROPRES
'QU'ILS DOIVENT CONSERVER DANS LA NOUVELLE SITUATIONfﬁIis

DCIVENT D'ABORD LE FAIRE ENTRE EUX.MﬁfTT‘;

L'INTERET COMMUN DES EUROPEENS DE L'OUEST ES

NOUVEL EQUILIBRE DES FORCES NE PORTE PAS ATTEINTE, NO

SEULEMENT A LA SECURITE OCCIDENTALE, MAIS AUSSTI A’



"POSSIBILITE POUR LES PAYS D'EUROPE DE CONTHIBUER PAR LEURS

i e
. MOYENS PROPRES A LA DEFENSE, COMHE A LA DISSUASION. JE PENSE

- ICI BIEN EVIDEMMENT A LA CONTRIBUTION QUE LA FORCE NATIONALE

FRANCAISE, MOYEN SUPREME DE NOTRE SURVIE, APPORTE A LA
DISSUASION D'ENSEMBLE, AINSI QU'A L'APPORT DE NOTRE ALLIE ET

PARTENAIRE BRITANNIQUE.

2. LE DEUXIEME MESSAGE DES EUROPEENS, TIENT DANS LE
FAIT_Q%E LE DESARMEMENT EST UN OUTIL AU SERVICE D'UNE VISIOQN

POLITIQUE.,

QUELLE EST CETTE VISION ?

A) C'EST TOUT D'ABORD LA DISPARITION PROGRESSIVE DES
DIVISIONS HERITEES DE LA GUERRE, L'APPARITION DE RELATION

POLITIQUPS,~ECONOMIQUES CULTURELLES PLUS FLUIDES ENTRE TOU

LES ETATS DE L ATIANTIQUE A L'OURAL.

CETTE IDEE D'UNE EUROPE PLUS SOUPLE, PLUS FLEXIBLE, VA
DE PAIR AVEC UNE PLUS GRANDE TRANSPARENCE DES REALITESP
MILITAIRES, LA DISPARITION PROGRESSIVE DES DESEQUIEIBRES DANS

LES ARSENAUX, DES RISQUES D'INTIMIDATION, ET MEME D'AG?ESSION.

DANS CETTE VISION-LA, CELLE DE L'EUROPE DE IA CSCE, LE
DESARMEMENT A NATURELLEMENT UN GRAND ROLE A JOUER & iL DOIT

FAIRE SAUTER L' Uh DES VERROUS - LE DESEQUILIBRL MILITAIRE - QUI

VTRAVE LES PROGRES VERS LES RELATIONS NOL'ELLES QU ouUs

VOULONS EmAB IR.



B) N'OUBLIONS PAS ~ DANS CETTE PERSPECTIVE ‘LE ROLE DE a
L' EUROPE DE LA g MMUNAUTE CHACUN SAIT QUE LA CONSTRUCTION
EUROPEENNE NE SERA COMPLETE QUE'LORSQU'ELLE s'AcconPAGgERA DE
CET ATTRIBUT INDISPENSABLE DE L'IbENTITE POLITIQUE QU'EST LA
CAPACITE EN MATIERE DE SECURITE. IL N'Y A PAS DE CONTRADICTION.
ENTRE NOS EFFORTS DE DESARMEMENT ET L'EMERGENCE DE CETiE |

- . e

IDENTITE EUROFEENNE EN MATIE?E DE SECURITE.

,POUR QUE NOUS AUTRES EUROPEENS PUISSIONS PORTER NOTRE.

- MESSAGE DE DEPASSEMENT DES DIVISIONS, NOTRE MESSAGE DE 'DESAR-

MEMENT, AVEC AUTANT D'EFFICACITE QUE NOUS LE SOUHAITONS, IL

FAUT QUE NOUS NOUS SACHIONS CAPABLES D'EXISTER, DE NOUS

 DEFENDRE SI ON NOUS MENACE, EN UN MOT, QUE NOUS SOYONS -L'EUROPE

ADULTE. D*'0OU, LA_ENCORE, L'EXIGENCE FONDAMENTALE QU'IL)Y A A
NOUER AUSSI. SERRE QUE POSSIBLE L'ARTICULATION ENTRE DEFENSE .ET

DESARMEMENT..

3~ QUELLE DOIT ETRE LA DIRECTION PRINCIPALE - LE FIL
CONDUCTEUR - DES EFFdRTS DE DESARMEMENT ? MA REPONSE EST

CLAIRE : IL S'AGIT DE TENDRE VERS UN MINIMUM, VERS . LA

SUFFISANCE.

CE THEME EST, DEPUIS LONGTEMPS, VOUS LE SAVEZ, UNE

CONSTANTE DANS LA POLITIQUE DE SECURITE DE LA FRANCE:;EC'EST-

LUI QUI DICTE NOTRE POSTURE DE DISSUASION HAINTENUE AU STRICT

NECESSAIRE ; C'EST LUI QUI NOUS FAIT PREFERER UNE DOCTRINE a

DEUX_ETAGESASEULEMENT :,L'ULTIME AVERTISSEHENT,ET_. PPE
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“STRATEGIQUE. C'EST LUI QUI NOUS. FAIT SOUHAITER QUE LES GRANDES = .. i

PUISSANCES REDUISENT MUTUELLEMENT LEURS ARSENAUX NUCLEAIREST:?':'
REDONDANTS. C'EST.AUSSI CE PRINCIPE QUI NOUS INTERDIT DE
NEGOCIER LA REDUCTION DU NOTRE TANT QUE L'ECART DEMEURERA CE

QU'IL EST.

1 EST ENCOURAGEANT OUE LES NOUVEAUX DIRIGEANTS

- SOVIETIQUES NOUS ATENT EMPRUNTE CE THEME DE LA SUFFISA&CE.

NﬁENTEﬁD—ON PAS MAINTEANT M. GORBATCHEV PARLER DE "SUFFISANCE

RAISONNABLE" DANS LE DOMAINE DES FORCES CLASSIQUES ?

LA SUFFISANCE, C'EST-A-DIRE SACRIFIER LE SUPERFLU ET

CONSERVER LE NECESSAIRE. S ; S

SACRIFIER tE SUPERFLU : IL NE SERVIRAIT A'ﬁiEﬁiDE
PROCLAMER QU'ON A DEFINITIVEMENT OPTE POUR UNE POSTURE
MILITAIRE DEFENSIVE, SI TOUT - LE VOLUME ET 1A LOCALISATION DES
FORCES SUR LE TERRAIN, LES BUDGETS MILITAIRES, LESL;NSTRUCTIONS

DONNEES AUX COMMANDANTS DES UNITES, L'ENSEIGNEHENT¢§£EITAIRE

LUI-MEME - MONTRAIT QU'ON CONSERVE EN FAIT UNE CONCEPTION ET

DES CAPACITES QUI SONT CELLES DE LA CONTRE OFFENSIVE, VOIRE DE

L'OFFENSIVE PURE ET SIMPLE.

" A CET EGARD, LA "SUFFISANCE RAISONNABLE" POUR-CHACUN,
EST, A NOS YEUX, LA-PIERRE DE TOUCHE DE LA VOLONTE D
SOVIETIQUES DE DESARMER, DONT LE PRESIDENT DE LA REPUBLIQUE A

PROPOSE DE FAIRE LE TEST EN DEUX OU TROIS ANS. DANS DRE DE

LA NEGOCIATION SUR LA STABILITE CONVENTIONNELLE_QUI S'OUVRIR - -

BIENTOT. [ ' = ", .+ -, .7 1]




VLA SUFFISANCE C'EST AUSSI CONSERVER LE NECESSAIRE LE .
_ MINIMU}%INDISPENSABLE NOUS PARV*ENDRONS D'AUTANT HIEUX A FAIRE
DISPARAITRE CE QUE LES ARSENAUX ACTUELS -~ CLASSIQUES ET
" NUCLEAIRES: - ONT DE SUPERFLU, QUE:' NOUS CONSERVERONS CE. HINIMUM
NOUS PERMETTANT DE NOUS PRESERVER DE L'AGRESSION. SI L_OPTION
NUCLEAIRE DISPARAISSAIT, SI NOUS N'AVIONS PLUS D'ARMES?
ATOMIQUES, 'LE DESARMEMENT S'ARRETERAIT : LE QESARMEHENT N'EST -
POSSIBLE AUJOURD'HUI OUE PARCE QUE NOUS SOMMES, EN QUELQUE .
SORTE, ADOSSES A 1A DISSUASION. ET IL IRA D'AUTANT PLUé VITE,

ET D'AUTANT PIUS IOIN, QUE CETTE DISSUASION SERA MAINTENUE A
SON NIVEAU NECESSAIRE ET SUFFISANT D'EFFICACITE.

- CECI EST AUSSI VRAI EN CE QUI CONCERNE L'EVOLUTION
TECHNIQUE DES FORCES. LE MINIMUM NECESSAIRE A LA DIssﬁgSION,
C'EST EVIDENT, EVOLUE AVEC LA MENACE, QUI ELLEeMEME_EéT
FONCTICN DE L'EVOLUTION DES TECHNOLOGIES. PLUS PROCHE , ON SERA
DU MINIMUM, PLUS IMPORTANT IL SERA DE MAINTENIR'LES?FéﬁCEs AUI

NIVEAU TECHNIQUE VOULU.

JE VOUDRAIS PROFITER DE CETTE REFLEXION POUR CORRIGER
CERTAINS MALENTENDUS, CONCERNANT NOTRE ATTITUDE SUR LA MODERNI-

SATION DES ARMES A COURTE PORTEE.

TOUT D'ABORD ‘LA MODERNISATION DES ARMES FRANCAISES =T
NOTAMMENT DES ARN“HENTS PRESTRATEGIQUES : CELLE -CI EST EVGAGEE

ET SE POURSUIVRA. ELLE VISE PRHCISEMENT A HAINTENIR

L'EFFICACITE TECHNIQUE D'UN_ARSENAL DELIBEREMENTrCONTENU AU

ey ey e e



.VOLUNE QUE NOUS ESTIHDNS NECESSAIRE POUR EHPECHER LA GUERRE ‘
NOTRE CDNCEPTION DE LA DISSUASION ET LE ROLE QU'Y JOUE NOTRE i,*“
ARMEMENT PRESTRATEGIQUE- NOUS INTERDIT DE FAIRE DEPENDRE LA

MISE EN OEUVRE DE NOS PROGRAMMES NUCLEAIRES DES RESULTATS D'UNE .

QUELCONQUE NEGOCIATION. : . - L?mﬁ'”fi

ENSUITE LA MODERNISATION DES ARMES A éOURTE PdRTEE DE
NOS ALLIES DE L'ORGANISATION INTEGREE : NATURELLEMENT, IL NE
NOUS REVIENT PAS DE LEUR DICTER DES CHOIX.

NOUS CONSTATONS QU'UN BESOIN EXISTE, DONT ILS CHERCHENT
LA SOLUTION. ET S'IL S'AGIT LA ENCORE DE MAINTENIR A NIVEAU
L'ARSENAL EXISTANT,_NOUS N'Y' VOYONS RIEN QUE DE NATUREL. NOTRE

I
N ."’

RLCOMMANDATION EST D'ORDRE POLITIQUE : LE MOMENT OU STENGAGENT

LES NEGOCIATIONS SUR LE DESARMEMENT'CONVENTIONNEL N'EST PAS

FORCEMENT LE MEILLEUR POUR PRENDRE DE TELLES DECISIOﬁS;

SI, A L'ISSUE DE DEUX OU TROIS ANS DE NEGOCIATION SUR
LES ARMEMENTS CLASSIQUES, AUCUN MOUVEMENT SIGNIFICA?}? N'A PU
ETRE ENREGISTRE POUR ATTESTER DE LA VOLONTE DES SOVIﬁTiQUES DE
REDUIRE L'ACCUMULATION DISSYMETRIQUE D'ARMEMENTS QUIMEXISTr a
LEUR PROFIT EN EUROPE, IL SERA PLUS AISE ALORS DE PRENDRE LES
DECISIONS QU'ON A ESTIME NECESSAIRE. NOUS SAVONS CES DECISIONS

AUJOURD'HUI DIFFICILES : FAISONS DE CETTE DIFFICULTE UN ATOUT.
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\“IL NE S'AGIT, ON LE VOIT NI D'INTERFERER AVEC LE

et g ro © e
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PROCES:US NORHAL DE DECISION DE L'ORGANISATION INTEGREE NI

D'ETABLIR QUELQUE LIAISON QUE CE SOIT, EN TERME DE NEGOCIATION

'ENTRE LA DISCUSSION PROCHAINE SUR L& STABILITE CONVENTIONNELLE

ET LES REALITES NUCLEAIRES. LA FRANCE EST ET DEMEURE OPPOSEE A .

CE QUE L'ON MELE, DANS LA NEGOCIATION, LE NUCLEAIRE ET: LE CON-

I
- .

VENTIONNEL. - . o R

+IL NE S'AGIT PAS NON PLUS DE SE RESIGNER PAR AVANCE A
DEUX OU TROIS ANS DE BLOCAGE DANS LA NEGOCIATION CONVENTION-

NELLE. IL S'AGIT PLUTOT DE CREER DES MAINTENANT UNE INCITATION

A ENGAGER UNE NEGOCIATION PRODUCTIVE.

.

II. JE VIENS, MESDAMES ET MESSIEURS, DE DEFINTR LE
MESSAGE DES EUROPEENS DANS LE CHAMP DU DESARMEMENT :
DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE ; DESARMEMENT ET VISION POLITIQUE }‘ET
D'INDIQU;R COMMENT, A NOTRE AVIS, LE DESARMEMENT DOIT: ETRE AXE

SUR LA NOTION‘DE‘SUFFISANCE.

JE VOUDRAIS MAINTEhANT EN TIRER DEVANT VOUS CTR”AINES

DES CONSEQDENCES POUR LES NEGOCIATIONS EN COURS ouU PR CHAINES




1. LA NEGOCIATION CHIMIQUE, TOUT D'ABORD.

ELLE chSTiTUE POUR-NOUS,_VQUSVLE SAVEZ,-UNE PREORITE;
LA FRANCE A VOULU LE SOULIGNER EN INVITANT, EN TANT QUE
PUISSANCE DEPOSITAIRE DU PROTOCOLE DE GENEVE bs 1925, TOUS LES
'ETATS PARTIES ET LES AUTRES PAYS INTERESSES PARTICIPANT AUX
" TRAVAUX DES NATIONS UNIES, QU'ILS EN SOIENT MEMBRES OU-Y SOIENT
OBSERVATEURS, A PRENDRE PART A UNE CONFERENCE QUI SE TIENDRA A

PARIS DU 7 OU 11 JANVIER PROCHAINS.E y

CETTE CONFERENCE A UN DOUBLE OBJECTIF : REAFFIRMER
L) INTERDICTION D'USAGE DE L'ARME CHIMIQUE, DONNER L'IMPULSION
NECESSAIRE A LA NEGOCIATION A GENEVE, D'UNE INTEnﬁxcfiqﬁ PLUS
GLOBALE : CELLE, NON SEULEMENT DE L'USAGE, MAIS ENCORE?DE LA
FABRICATION, DU TRANSFERT ET DE LA POSSESSION D'ARMES CHIMI- -

QUES.

LES.CIRCONSTANCES RECENTES”N'ONT FAIT QUE SOULIGNER'
L'IMPORTANCE DE CETTE ENTREPRISE f OU BIEN L'ON SE RESIGNAIT A
CONSIDERER COMME INEVITABLE L'USAGE D'ARMES CHIMIQUES DANS CER-
. TAINS CONTEXTES, ET IL N'Y AVAIT PLUS A DONL R- CHPR DES EFFORTS
" FAITS A GENEVE POUR BANNIR COMPLETEMENT CES ARMES. OU BIEN L'CON

REAFFIRMAIT, AUSSI SOLEUVELLEN'NT QUE POSSIBLE, L'INTERDI;~-

INTERNATIONAL QUI PESE SUR L'USAGE ET L'ON SAUVAiT AINSI LES

CHANCES DE. PARVENIR A L'INTERDICTION COMPLETE




" IL N'Y A PAS DE "SUFFISANCE" EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS

{

. CHIMIQUES. LA SEULE SUFFISANCE, K C'EST L'OPTION: ZERO.

JE VOUDRAIS A CET EGARD SOULIGNER LES DECLARATiONS-DU
PRESIDENT DE LA REPUBLIQUE A NEW YORK PUIS ICI HEHE A L'IHEDN,
SUR LA CONCEPTION FRANCAISE DE LA NEGOCIATION CHIHIQUE :+ NOUS
AVONS RENONCE A L'IDEE DE MAINTENIR UN DROII A LA PRODUCTION_

D'ARMES, MEME SOUS CONTROLE INTERNATIONAL ETROIT,‘DURANT LES

QUELQUE DIX ANS QUE DURERA LA DESTRUCTION ‘DES STOCKS UNE FOIS

LA CONVENTION DE GENEVE MISE EN OEUVRE.

CELA NE SIGNIFIE PAS QUE NOUS ACCORDIONS UN INTERET
MOINDRE AU PROBLEME DU MAINTIEN DE LA SECURITE PENDANT CETTE
PERIODE DE TRANSITION. M. MITTERRAND L'A RAPPELE. C'EST UN
PROBLEME SUR LEQUEL NOUS AVONS DEMANDE UN DEBAT APPROFONDI A
GENEVE. CAR, SI LA SUFFISANCE DANS LE DOMAINE CHIMIQUE, C'EST
L'ABSENCE TOTALE b'ARMEs, IL IMPORTE QUE CE SOIT L' ABSENCE
TOTALE POUR TOUT LE MONDE. NOUS DEMEURONS PREoccugéé;PAR LE
MONOPOLE DE FAIT QUI RISQUE D'ETRE CELUI DE L'UNION SOVIETIQUE
EN EUROPE D'ICI QUELQUES ANNEES, TANT QUE LA CONVENiiaw N'AURA
PAS VU LE JOUR, ET QUE SES PREMIERES DIX ANNEES NE?§§ SERONT
PAS ECOULEES. NOUS DEMANDONS DONC QUE DES L'ENTREEfﬁﬁEVIGUEUR
DE LA CONVENTION, LES UNITES DE PRODUCTION SOIENT DES%CTIVEES
ET PLACEES SOUS CONTROLE JUSQU'A LEUR DEMANTELEMEN$%§€FECTIF.

NOUS DEMEURONS PREOCCUPES EGALEMENT PAR LA PROLIFERATION

CHIMIQUE DANS LE TIERS-MONDE, ET LA TENTATION POUR -C RTAINS
] - i :

D'ECHAPPER A LA REGLE GENERALE.
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' COMMENCE PAR- LE COMMENCEMENT, LES ARSENAUX NUCLEAiﬁE

" STRATEGIQUES DES DEUX GRANDS ON A VOULU COMMENCER'LE

Y

:‘ i \‘ : o . _:_:7.'_ N
- CE QUI IMPORTE EN MATIERE D'ARMES CHIHIQULS, C'EST'DE

CREER UNE INCITATION TRES FORTE A CE QUE LA PROGRESSION VERS

2ERO, LOIN DE SUIVRE UNE ASYHPTOTE INTERMINAELE, SE FASSE AUSSI

RAPIDEMENT QUE POSSIBLE.

'LES NEGOCIATIONS CONVENTIONNELLES, EN DEUXIEME LIEU.
J'AI DEJA EU L'OCCASION DE LES EVOQUER. JE VOUDRAIS SIM-
pLEMSNf?RAPPELER LES RAISONS QUI EN FONT UNE AUTRE DE NOS PRIO-

RITES

NOUS NOUS SOMMES PRONONCES POUR L'ACCCORD SUR LES  FORCES
NUCLEAIRES INTERMEDIAIRES, PARCE QU'IL MARQUAIT Uﬁ TOURNANT
MAJEUR DANS LE DESARMEMENT. POUR LA PREMIERE FOIS, ON SE
DEBARRASSAIT D'UNE CATEGORIE ENTIERE D'ARMES DONT LES VOLUMES
ETATENT DISSYMETRIQUES DE PART ET D AUTRE, ET EN S'ACCORDANT
SUR LES PROCEDURES DE VERIFICATION TRES INTRUSIVES DONT ‘
L'ACCORD DE STOCKHOLM SUR LES MESURES DE CONFIANCE AVAIT OUVERT

LA VOIE.

CEPENDANT, SI L'ON VEUT POURSUIVRE DANS LA VOIE. DU
DESARMEMENT REGIONAL EN EURCPE, IL NOUS PARAIT QUE L'ECLAIRAGE

DOIT ETRE MIS SUR LE CONVENTIONNEL APRES LE NUCLEAIRE‘i LE

PRESIDENT DE LA REPUBLIQUE AVAIT REGRETTE QUE L'ON N'AIT PAS

DESARMEMENT NUCLHAIQE PAR L'EUROPE, C'EST-A- DIRE LE C'EST

T T e -E
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IMPORTANT, MAIS IL EST TEMPS QUE LE DESARNEHENT NUCLEAIRE

LUET

RENOUE AVEC L'ORDRE LOGIQUE : L'ACCORD START EST, DANS CE’
DOMAINE LA PROCHAINE ETAPE ATTENDUE. S'AGISSANT DE L'EUROPE
C'EST' LE CONVENTIONNEL QUI DOIT MAINTENANT PRIMER :-DfOU LA

PRIORITE QUE NOUS LUI ACCORDONS.

CETTE PRIORITE EST D'AUTANT PLUS V.JEHENT RESSENTIE QUE
CERTAINES IDEES, QUI ONT EU COURS OUTRE~ATLANTIQUE. CES
DERNIERES ANNEES, ONT DONNE A PENSER AUX EUROPEENS QUE,

S'ILS N'Y PRENAIENT GARDE, LA MAITRISE DE LEUR SECURITE o
RISQUAIT DE LEUR ECHAPPER. A TOUT LE MOINS, CERTAINS DES
FACTEURS QU'EUX MEMES JUGEAIENT ESSENTIELS DANS LA DEFINITION
DE LEUR SECURITE, RISQUAIENT DE N'ETRE PAS SUFFISAMMENT |
RECONNUS. JE FAIS ALLUSION ICI A LA FOIS A‘L'AHBITIQN}b'ERIGER
UNE DEFENSE ANTI-MISSILE OU A L'IDEE, CARESSEE'LoRsVﬂﬁ'SOMMET
DE REYKJAVIK, DE SUPPRIMER TOUS LES MISSILES BALISTIQUES :
ETAIT-ON PRET A PRENDRE SON PARTI DU DESEQUILIBRE CONVENTIONNEL
_EN EUROPE ALIAIT-ON DECIDER DE LA SECURITE EUROPEENNE SANS

L'AVIS DES PRINCIPAUX INTERESSES ?

LA PERSPECTIVE DE L'OUVERTURE TRES PROCHAIﬁE{D*@NE
NEGOCIATION SUR LA STABILITE DES FORCES ET ARHEHENTS'C?ASSIQUES
NOUS CONVIE PRECISEMENT, NOUS AUTRES EUROPEENS, A MANI%ESTER
COMMENT S'ARTICULENT DANS NOTRE ESPRIT LA REDUCTION: DES ARSE-
NAUX PRESENTS SUR NOTRE SOL ET NOTRE VISION DE L'EUROPE FUTURE.

C'EST LA TOUT LE PRIX DE L'ENTREPRISE QUE NOUS ALLOH§HENGAGERL-




[N

D'OU L'IFUORTANCE ESSENTIELLE QU'IL Y AR MES yzux ANE

PAS DELEGUER PUR“MBNT ET SIMPLEMENT AUX DEUX ALLIANCES, OU AUX = .-

DEUX PUISSANCES QUI Y ONT-LE PLUS DE POIDS, LA CONDUITE;D UNE
NEGOCIATION, ET PLUS ENCORE t‘EXPﬁESSIONVD'UNE‘VISION, QuI,
L'UNE ET L'AUTRE, SONT ET DOIVENT RESTER D'ABORD CELLES D'ETATS
EUROPEENS, INDIVIDUELS ET SOUVERAINS, QUI ONT CHOISI D'OEUVRER
ENSEMBLE A LEUR IVENIR COMMON. |

- H

ON A IMAGINE DES SOLUTIONS COMPLEXES POUR TRADUi#E LE

FAIT. QUE, DANS L'EUROPE DES 35, CELLE DE LA CSCE, LES PAYS QUI
 APPARTENAIENT AUX DEUX ALLIANCES AVAIENT UNE RESPONSABILITE
PARTICULIERE DANS LA SECURITE TELLE QUE NOUS LA VIVONS, ET
AVAIENT DONC UN INTERET PLUS IMMEDIAT QUE D'AUTRE A ETRE

IMPLIQUES DANS LES REDUCTIONS TELLES QUE NOUS LES SOUHAITONS.

CEPENDANT TROP DE COMPLEXITE NUIT..CERTES IL-N'EST PAS
 ABSOLUMENT NECESSAIRE DE REMETTRE EN CAUSE TELLE OU TELLE |
SOLUTION TECHNIQUE A UN PROBLEME TECHNIQUE. MAIS IL FAUT QUE LE
MESSAGE POLITIQUE, LUI, NE S'EN TROUVE PAS BROUILLE::‘;A'
NEGOCIATION SUR LA STABILITE CONVENTIONNELLE s'INscﬁri*POUR
NOUS DANS LE PROCESSUS DE LA CSCE, C'EST-A-DIRE DANS%@E
DIALOGUE POLITIQUE, ECONOMIQUE ET CULTUREL DES 35 PAYS DE CE

FORUM.

ELLE DOIT S'Y INSCRIRE DES AUJOURD'HUI, PUISQUE pﬁ
'LANCEMENT MEME DE LA NEGOCIATION NE SERA POSSIBLE O OMME

L'ELEMENT D'UN RESULTAT EQUILIBRE DE LA REUNION DE:VIENNE.




. ELLE’DOIT-S'Y INSCRIRE AUSST A MESURE QUEK%ESVSEHAIﬁES

PASSERONT CAR ‘NOUS NE VOULONS PAS LAISSER S'ORGANISER UNE ONCE‘;f;5

DE DIVERGENCE ENTRE CE QUE FERAIENT SUR ‘LA SECURITE LES 23
MEMBRES DES DEUX ALLIANCES, ET 'CE DONT POURRAIENT DISCUTER SUR

LE RESTE LES 35 ETATS DE LA CSCE. ‘ .

IL NOUS FAUT TROUVER LES MOYENS PRATIéUES ﬁREUNI6NS
D'INFORMATION DE LOIN EN LOIN, MAIS AUSSI RENDEZ-VOUS
POLITIQUES POUR DECIDER DES GRANDES ORIENTATIONS -, AFIN QUE
L'ON NE RENONCE PAS , A MESURE QUE LA NEGOCIATION SE FERA PLUS
COMPLEXE, A Y IMPLIQUER DIRECTEMENT LE JOUR VENU TOUS LES

ETATS, PARMI LES 35, QUI LE SOUHAITERONT.

CETTE AMBITION, LA FRANCE L'AVAIT AFFICHEE DES 1878 EN

LANCANT LA CONFERENCE SUR LE DESARMEMENT EN EURCPE. ELLE L'A

_REALISEE A STOCKHOLM VOICI DEUX ANS AVEC UN ACCORD A 35 SUR LES

MESURES DE CONFIANCE. IL RESTE A LA CONCRETISER POUR LE"
DESARMEMENT PROPREMENT DIT : C'EST LA TACHE QUI S'OFFRE A NOUS

ET CECI DANS L'IMMEDIAT.

AINSI POURRA-T-ON LEVER ENFIN CE QUE J'APPELAIS TOUT A
L*HEURE LE VERROU DES DESEQUILIBRES CLASSIQUES-SUR LS”VOIE
D'UNE EURCPE PLUS OUVERTE ET PLUS UNIE, DE L'ATLANT IQUE A

L'OURAL. SI NOUS Y PARVENONS, MESDAMES ET HESSIEURSL;t

. QUI ETAIT LE MIEN AUJOURD'HUI -DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE DE

L'EUROPE - NE SERA PLUS SEULEMENT UN THEME DE DISCOU IL.

SERA DEVENU UNE REALITE./.
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| WeST-EAST RELATIONS - STATE AND PROSPECTS; |
ESPECIALLY IN THE FIELD OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS 'CONTROL

: SPEECH GIVEN BY :

Herr HELMUT SCHAEFER; MINISTER OF STATE AT THE
‘Foreren OFFICE oF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY ,
AT THE IHEDN EuropEAN SEMINAR oN DEFENCE [ssuEs

IN PARIS oN 21 NovemBer 1988 ’

SN

o

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN,

IT IS A GREAT PLEASURE FOR ME TO BE ABLE TO ADDRESS TODAY THIS
INSTITUTE, WHICH HAS LONG- —STANDING TRADITIONS, AND AT THE SAME
TIME TO SPEAK AT A PREMIERE, A EUROPEAN SEMINAE-ON SECURIT¥

ISSUES. LET ME TAKE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS MY fARTICULAR

SATIFSACTION AT

ISTITUTO AFFAR)
1181 \utzan’ 71 50iat - ROMA
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THE HOLDING OF SUCH A SEMINAR, WHERE HIGH—éANKING REPRESENTATIVEé
" OF WEU COUNTRIES CAN DISCUSS FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS OF EUROPEAN

SECURITY., THIS SHOWS THAT, FOLLOWING ITS REVITALIZATION, THE WEU

HAS GAINED FURTHER WEIGHT. WE HAVE SUPPORTED FROM THE OUTSET THIS

INITIATIVE! LAUNCHED BY THE FRENCH BOVERNMENT.

s

~

WEST-EAST RELATIONS, NOT LEAST IN THE FIELD OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS

CONTROL., WHICH 1S THE SUBJECT | SHALL SPEAK ON, HAVE UNDERGONE AN

ALMOST BREATHTAKING DEVELOPMENT.

THE PROGRESS MADE IN DIALOGUE AND CO-OPERATION WITH THE EAST Is A

MANIFESTATION AND CONSEQUENCE OF THE IMPROVEMENT IN OUR RELATIONS.




'FOUR SUMMIT MEETINGS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE SOVIET UNION

WITHIN THREE YEARS - AND SUBSEQUENTLY VARIOUS BILATERAL MEETINGS
BETWEEN GOVERNMENT LEADERS OF EC COUNTRIES AND GENERAL SECRETARY
GORBACHOV - ARE A VISIBLE SIGN OF A DYNAMIC UPWARD TREND. AT THEIR.

FIkST SUMMIT IN GENEVA.. GENERAL SECRETARY GORBACHOV AND PRESIDENT

REAGAN REAFFIRMED THEIR DETERMINATION TO INTENSIFY DIALOGUE ANb

CO-OPERATION ON A BROAD BASIS AND IN ALL FIELDS.

THE INITIATION OF A SOVIET POLICY OF REFORM SINCE THE ELECTION OF

GENERAL SECRETARY GORBACHOV HAS MADE A DECISIVE CONTRIBUTION TO.
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| | " - UTWARDLY. PN
THAT THE ' SOVIET UNION IS OPENING UP BOTH INWARDLY AND O O

ION ACCOUNT OF ITS DETERMINATION TO MAKE ITS ECONOMY AND SOCIETY ;
MORE EFFICIENT. THIS RENDERS THE SOVIET UNION A BETTER ANE,MORE
. RELIABLE PARTNER: AFTER NANY YEARS OF IDEOLOGICAL CONFRQITATION
THERE IS THUS FOR THE FIRST TIME THE PROSPECT OF A THOROU:H

ULD BE -
'IMPROVEMENT OF WEST- EAST RELATICONS. THIS OPPORTUNITY SHO

EXPLOITED. Thee lay aof‘ﬁwp v’o dv nth M/ﬁcwq éu.&

ta'tl, a Ly haf'e  avires bsent F v @ tRamredp
_ -6 -

THE POSITIVE DEVELOPMENT IN WEST—EAST RELATIONS WAS MADE

POSSIBLE BY THE STEADFAST AND- REALISTIC IMPLEMENTATION OF THE

ALLIANCE'S POLICY AS DESCRIBED. IN THE HARMEL REPORT. THE

MAINTENANCE
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OF AN ADEQUATE,DEFENCE CAPABILITY AND OF COHESION AND SOLIDARITY

R oy

WITHIN THE ALLIANCE REMAINS AN ESSENTIAL PREREQUISITE FOR A POLICY
OF DIALOGUE AND CO-OPERATLON - A POLICY DESIGNED TO BRING ABOUT AN

EVER MORE STABLE AND CONSTRUCTIVE WEST-EAST RELATIONSHIP.

“

THE FUNDAMENTAL IMPROVEMENT OF US-SOVIET RELATIONS ﬁAS ALREAbY HaD
AN IMPACT ON DISARMEMENT AND ARnS CéNTkOL. A MAqOR.LANDMARK IN-THE
RAPPROCHEMENT OF TﬁE TﬁO SUPERPOWERS' POSITIONS ON DISARMAMENT AND
ARMS CONTROL WAS THE REYK&AVIK SUMMIT-IN NOVEMBER 1986. IT WAS A

BREAK THROUGH TOFARDS A CONSTRUCTIVE DISARMAMENT DIALOGUE AIMED AT

- TANGIBLE. RESULTS. THE REQKJAVIK SUMMIT LAID THE BASIS FOR




'THE.céﬁﬁLusxo& IN DECE&?Eéi987 QF-fAE TéEATQON THE Gpoéﬁpi_
ELIMI&AT;0N 0F:S6V}Ef AND AMERICAN LAND-BASED INTERMEDIATE-RAEGE??jZK
MISSILES. PrevIous AGREEMENfs MERELY RESTRICTED ARMS AT A HIGH
LEVEL, N@w'Aﬂ ENTIRE CLASS OF WEAPONS IS BEING DESTROYED FOR THE

FIRST TIME,

iy
A
i

- 10 -

THE INF TREATY REFLECTS IMPORTANT PRINCIPLES:

- -WHOEVER POSSESSES MORE WEAPONS HAS TO SCRAP MORE:
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% THE CDNTRACTING PARTIES HAVE AGREED ON STRINGENT; MUTUAL
E ":" C . . . .

'.\

"ON-SITE INSPECTIONS THAT ARE COMPULSORY AND - REPRESENT A
DECISIVE CONTRIBUTIQN TOWARDS WEST-EAST CONFIDENCE-BUILDING}

THESE PRINCIPLES ALSO SET THE TREND FOR FUTURE DISARMAMENT AGREE -

MENTS,

)

| THE INF TREATY MusT BE FOLLOWED BY FURTHER FAR-REACHING

- 12 -

DISARMAMENT STEPS IN THE CONVENTIONAL. NUCLCEAR AND CHEMICAL FIELDS,

WE WANT TO CREATE GREATER -SECURITY THROUGH EQUAL CEILINGS AT LOWER

LEVELS;VAND WE SEEK' THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS,

AT THE MEETING OF NATO Foreren MINISTERS IN REYKJUAVIK ON 11 AND

12 June 1987, THE MEMBER COUNTRIES OF THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE DEFINED

13- | o




THEIR ARMS CONTROL OBJECTIVES. THEY REAFFIRMED THAT THE . °°

COMPREHENSIVE CONCEPT OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL TG BE ELABb4 -

RATED BY THE ALLIANCE WOULD HAVE T INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING ELEMENTS:

-~ A 50 PER CENT REDUCTION IN THE STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR

WEAPONS OF THE UNITED STATES AND THE Sovier UNnIoNn.

THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS,

THE ESTABLJSHMENT OF A STABLE AND SECURE LEVEL OF CONVENTION-

, : / : :
AL FQRCESJ BY THE ELIMINATION OF DISPARITIES. IN THE WHOLE OF

i

FUROPE, AND




T IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A CONVENTIONAL-

b e Rl e i S £

oo

BALANCE AND THE'GLOBALiELIMINATION OF cHEMICAL‘ygAPONs,
l . | . ‘ ‘ ! ) . z . “ " ° - .
TANGIBLE AND VERIFIABLE REDUCTIONS OF'AMERICAN:AND_SQVLET

LAND-BAEED'NUCLEAE MISSILE SYSTEMS OF SHORTER RANGE. LEADING

TO EQUAL CEILINGS.'

- 16 -

|

THESE GOALS CONTINUE TO PROVIDE THE FRAMEWORK FOR THE WESTERN

POSITION IN THE DISARMAMENT DIALOGUE- IT WILL BE IMPORTANT T0

| COMBINE MILITARY EQUILIBRIUM AT A LOWER LEVEL WITH THE ENHANCEMENT

OF THE DEFENCE CAPACITY OF FORCES IN EUROPE, AT THE. SAME TIME

 REDUCING

THEIR OFFENSIVE CAPABILITIES,
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'-STNCE-ThE,FUTﬁRE'OT bUﬁ TTNTINENT Té AT STAkE, WE EURoéEANs
BEAR SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONTRIBUTING TOWARDS THE
FUNDAMENTAL IMPROVEMENT OF WEST-EAST RELATIONS THROUGH PARALLEL
POLITZCAL EFFORTS. THE CSCE FINAL ACT OF HELSINKI DIRTCTS THE
COURSE TOWARDS A NEW ORDER ON OUR CONTINENT, IN WHICH ALL
EUROPEANS CAN LIVE IN PEACE AND ENJOY THEIR INALIENABLE'RTGHTS,

.
.-

THE FINAL ACT CONTAINS

ALL ELEMENTS NEEDED FOR CREATING A PEACEFUL ORDER IN FUROPE QTRKET
BY RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, By CO-OPERATION IN ALLFIELDS AND BY‘
THE REPLACEMENT OF,CONFRQNTATION WITH CO-OPERATION., THE HELSINK]
FINALVACT LINKS THE RENUNCIATION TF THE USE OF FORCE AND THE
REAFFIRMATION OF THE TféRITORIAL-INTEGRITY OF ALL COUNTRIES TN

EuropPe 70 THE CONCEPT OF PEACEFUL CHANGE AND THE RIGHT OF SELFf
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" DETERMINATION OF ALL NATIONS. THE CSCE PROCESS PAVES THE WAY FOR ° .

 §Eﬁuc1&G TENSTONS REcﬁNciLiNG DIFFERENCES AND DEVELOPING COMMON
INTERESTS ACROSS THE BORDER BETWEEN_THE—Tw0 POLITICAL §YSTEMS. IT
VIVIDLY REFLECfS THE AWARENEss DF.EUﬁOPE'S UNITY AND IDE&TIfY.-AT
THE SAME TIMé IT stcuges OQRLINKStWITA THE UNITED STATEg'OF

AMERICA AND CANADA.

- 20 -

THe CSCE PROCESS THEREFORE CONSTITUTES A BROAD-BASED APPROACH TO
SECURITY AND CO-OPERATION, OF ESSENTIAL IMPORTANCE IS THE HUMANI -

¢ ' : : ,
TARIAN DIMENSION, WHICH IS INTENDED TO MITIGATE THE CONSEQUENCES OF
EuroPE's DIVISION AND BRING ABOUT PROGRESS IN WEST-EAST RELATIONS
THAT CAN BE DIRECTLY EXPERIENCED BY THE PEOPLE CONCERNED. THE

HUMANITARIAN ELEMENT OF .THE CSCE PROCESS WIDENS THE SCOPE OF THE

=21 -
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'RELATTONS AND HAS BEEN ACCEPTED |

!

iTRADI+f6&AL ﬁ?LES oF ;NfEéN;T}bNAL' " A
AszN EQ;AL coméﬁ&ewf OF DETENTE, HUMAN AND CIVIL qugTélgAyE ' |
EECOME'A'LEGITIMATE‘TOPIC.OF THE WEST-EAST ﬁIALOGUE.-tHE QUEST FOR
GREATER PERSONAL FREEDOM OF THE IMDIVIDUALAﬂn FOR THE EVOLUTIONARY
CHANGE OF SOCIAL AND POLITICAL CONDITIONS HAS BEEN REINFORCED AND

O ‘ 'FACT THAT
| FURTHER LEGITIMATED BY THE CSCE PROCESS, WE WELCOME THE

- 22 -

THE SOVIET UNION AND OTHER COUNTRIES OF THE WARSAW PacT HAVE OF
LATE PAID MORE ATTENTION TO .THE HUMANITARIAN DIMENSION oF THE CSCE

IN THEIR DOMESTIC DEVELOPMENTS AND IN THEIR DISCUSSION WITH THE

OTHER CSCE counTRIES, THE SOVIET UNION’S DECLARED READINESS TO




PERSEVERANCE, = . .. .

WE ARE THEREFORE WILLING TO SUPPORT WITHIN THE CSCE FRAMEWORK A

HUMAN RIGHTS CONFERENCE IN MoScow, FOLLOWING ONES IN PARIS. AND

- 24 -

H
®
o
N
v B
e
N
‘u
&
b
&
15
B

COPENHAGEN; PROVIDED THAT - LET ME EMPHASIZE THIS - IT MEETS THE

4

STANDARDS SET BY THE PRECEDING MEETINGS.

FURTHER PROGRESS IN WEST-EAST CONFIDENCE-BUILDING WAS BROUGHT ABOUT

BY THE FINAL DOCUMENT ADOPTED BY THE CDE AT.STOCKHOLM IN 1986, THE

. PARTICIPANTS IN THE CONFERENCE AGREED ON MILITARILY SIGNIFICANT




CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES APPLICABLE TO THE WHOLE

OF EURdPE;rWHICH CAN BE VERIFIED BY MANDATORY ON-SITE INSPECTIONS,
THIS MARKED A MAJOR STEP QN THE ROAD TOWARDS GREATER TRANSPARENCY

AND THE ELIMINATION OF DISTRUST IN EUROPE.
: i -

- 26 -

As You KNOW;-THE WEST PROPOSED IN ITs BRussELs DECLARATIONON
CongNTIUNAL ARMS CONTROL. ISSUED AT THE END OF 1986, TgA% PARALLEL
NEGéTIATIONé BE HELD; ON THE ONE HAND., NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN THE
23 &EMBERS_OF THE TWO ALLIANCES ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CONVENTION-

AL STABILITY IN THE WHOLE OF EUROPE'ANDJjON THE OTHER. NEGOTIATiONS

AMONG THE 35 SIGNATORIES To THE CSCE FinaL AcT ON FURTHER

S
L=
vEE
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=
i
]
Aa

_412714
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CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES, THE OBJECTIVES, MODALITIES AND :
PAR%ICIPANTS FOR THE NEGOTIATIONS AS WELL AS THEIR STATUS IN ;
RELATION TOo THE CSCE PROCESS HAVE SINCE THEN BEEN THE SUBJECT OF
DISCUSSIONS IN VIE&NA. WE HopPE THAT THESE DISCUSSIONS ARE SOON

CONCLUDED .BY REACHING CONSENSUS SO THAT THE START OF THE CONVEN-

TIONAL STABILITY NEGOTIATIONS IS NOT DELAYED ANY LONGER.

-

THE DISCUSSIONS ON A MANDATE FOR NEGOTIATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL
STABILITY IN EUROPE ARE AT AN ADVANCED STAGE., MOST OF THE TEXT FOR
THE MANDATE HAS ALREADY BEEN DRAFTED. THE EAST HAS ACCEPTED VARIOUS

IMPORTANT WESTERN DEMANDS:



Do o e T ey H STABILITY
CTHE MAIN GOAC OF THE NEGOTIATIONS IS TO ESTABLISH STABILITY .
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A ' 7- - £ EAST);
AND SECURITY (AND NOT REDUCTIONS, AS DEMANDED BY TH )5

RE :l AN EGQUAL
"REDUCTIONS ARE A MEANS 70 THIS END AND STAND ON |

FOOTING ALONGSIDE‘OTHER MEASURES.

%

- 30 -

A STABLE AND SECURE BALANCE IS FIRST TO BE ESTABLISHED_TN THE-

NEGOTIATIQNSJ IN OTHER WORDS., IT DOES NOT EXIST YET.

THE AIM IS NOT EQUAL REDUCTIONS., BUT EQUAL CEILINGS IN LINE

WITH THE GOAL OF THE NEGOTIATIDNSJ_THE EASTERN CONCEPT oOF

- 31 -




"7, 'SpECIAL ZONES HAS BEEN REPLACED BY THE WESTERN ONZ;OF REGION- - [
AL DIFFERENTIATIONS ~ -
- PROVISION HAS EXPRESSLY BEEN MADE FOR A DETAILED EXCHANGE OF

INFORMATION AND FOR'THE RIGHT TO ON-SITE INSRECTIQNS WITHOUT

ANY POSSIBILITY OF REFUSAL.

]

- 32f_

i ~ IN THE TALKS HELD BETWEEN-FdREIGN MIleTEé GE&SCHER AND ﬂxs Sbvng
l - COU&TERPARTJ FORETGN MINTSTER SHEVARDNADzEf ON THE FRINGES OFVTHE.
i UN
GENERAL ASSEMSLYJ-IMPORTANT PROGRESS.ﬁRbVED FosSIBLE. THE SQVIET
UNION HAS DROPPED ITS ELEVENTH-HOUR DéwAND THAT FIGHTER AIRCRAFT BE

_ EXCLUDED AND ACCEPTED A COMPROMISE FORMULA FOR DUAL-CAPABLE WEAPON

SYSTEMS. THE FORMULA FOR THE MANDATE NOW ACCEPTED BY THE SOVIETS
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génﬂéspounéffo.THElWEéfEENfégdphéALaoF i;SEETEMBEéOF‘THfsivgﬁ?}tmf:f;
THEJﬁUBsTAN#E>0F WHICH FOREIGN Mf&fSTERGENSCHERlAAD ALEEAPQ .
-DISCUSS£D WITH FQREIGN-MINISfER-SHEVARDNADZE IN Moscow oN 30 JuLv:
THE SUBJECT.OF.THENEGOTIATIONS ARE CONVENTIONAL FORCES. INCLUDING

- CONVENTIONAL ARMS; NUCLEAR WEAPONS ARE ExCLuDED; DUAL-CAPABLE E;

WEAPONS MAY BE NEGOTIATED.

THE MAIN ISSUE STILL UNSETTLED IS THE GEOGRAPHICAL SCOPE OF THE

NEGOTIATIONS. ABOVE ALL THIS CONCERNS A STRIP OF TERRITORY ALONG -
TURKEY'S BORDER WITH ITS SOUTHERN NEIGHBOURS, WHICH TURKEY WOULD
LIKE TO SEE EXCLUDED FROM THE NEGOTIATIONS. THIS AND THE FEW OTHER

OUTSTANDING PROBLEMS CAN NO DOUBT BE SOLVED WITHIN THE NEAR FUTURE.-

GIVEN GOOD WILL ON BOTH SIDES,




WE HAVE ALWAYS FAVOURED THE NEGOTIATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL STABILITY

IN EUROPE BEING STARTED BY THE END OF THIS YEAR. IT IS HIGH TIME
THAT THE CENTRAL PROBLEM OF EUROPE’S SECURITY IS MADE THE SUBJECT
OF NEGOTIATIONS, THE FINAL ADOPTION OF A MANDATE FOR CONVENTIONAL

STABILITY NEGOTIATIONS PRESUPPOSES A BALANCED AND SUBSTANTIVE

- 36 -

OUTCOME TO THE CSCE FOLLOW-UP. MEETING IN VIENNA. WE HO?E THAT

SUCH AN ‘AGREEMENT IS SOON REACHED THERE.

WE SEEK A STABLE MILITARY BALANCE AT LOWER LEVELS IN THE AREA
EXTENDING FROM THE ATLANTIC TO THE URALS. IT IS IN THE INTEREST
~ OF ALL EUROPEANS TO USE THE FRESH MOMENTUM OF THE ARMS CONTROL

PROCESS




Y o Gy
i "~ _FOR THE PURPOSE OF ELIMINATING THE EXISTING IMBALANZESIN THE
: o o o L ¢

CONVENTIONAL SPHERE,

A REALISTIC APPROACH TO THE TASKS OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL
REQUIRES A SOBER ASSESSMENT QF THE MILITARY SECURITY SITUATION

EXISTING IN EUROPE TODAY. ALL RESPONSIBLE ANALYSES ARRIVE AT THE

i

8- |

CONCLUSION THAT THE WARSAwW PACT, WITH THE SOVIET ARMY AS ITSiCORE,
i .
| _ POSSESSES THE CAPABILITY FOR LAUNCHING SURPRISE ATTACKS AND

LARGE-SCALE OFFENSIVES AGAINST WESTERN EurOPE. THE WESTERN ALLIANCE
DOES NOT POSSESS ANY SUCH CAPABILITY VIS-A-vIS THE EAsT. THE AIM oOF

THE NEGOTTATIONS ON CONVENTIONAL DISARMAMENT MUST BE TO ELIMINATE

THIS CAPACITY FOR LARGE-SCALE OFFENSIVES AND SURPRISE ATTACKS.

_ 39 -
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- BUILDING ON THE RESULTS OF THE STOCKHOLM DOCUMENT OF . SEPTEMBER 1986 - *

i

ANDON'THE-POSiTIVE'EXPERIENCE GAINED WITH LTS IMPLEMENfAtIQN, WE
SEEK TO NEGOTIATE FURTHER.CONFIDENCE—.A&D SECURITY-BQILDiNG'MEA-
SURES AIMED AT INCREASING THE TRANSPARENCY AND PREDICTABILITYAOF
MILITARY ACITIVITIES. THE-AIM CANNOT ﬁE/SOLELv 0 IMPROVE GRADUALLY

THE MEASURES ALREADY AGREED ON AT STOCKHOLM, INSTEAD., WE ARE

- 40 -

STRIVJNG'EOR NEWJMSUBSTANTIVE MEASURES., AGREEMENT LARGELY éXISTS ON
A MANDATE FOR FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS ON CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY- ° .
BUILDING MEASURES. [HE ONLY UNSETTLED QUESTION IS THE NATURE OF THE;

LINK BETWEEN THOSE NEGOTIATIONS AND THE NEGOTIATIONS ON CONVENTION-

AL STABILITY WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE CSCE procEss, IT SHouLD BE
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POSSIBLE, IN OUR VIEW, TO SETTLE SOON THE EXISTING DIFFERENCES of

OPINION BETWEEN THE AMERICAN AND FRENCH GOVERNMENTS..

THE GOVERNMENT OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF BERMANY ACCORDS HIGH
PRIORITY TO THE EARLY CONCLUSION OF A GLOBAL AND ADEQUATELY VER;FI—"

ABLEﬁCONVENTION PROHIBITING CHEMICAL WEA?ONS. THESE WEAPONS. OF

- 42 -

WHOSE TERRIBLE EFFECTS WE HAVE AGAIN BEEN- REMINDED RECENTLY, MUST
BE ABOLISHED ONCE AND FOR ALL. WE ARE IN FAVOUR OF REDOUBLEB
EFFbRTS AT THE GENEVA CONFERENCE QN.DISARMAMENT SO THAT A SATISFAC-
TORY SOLUTION CAN SQON BE FOUND TO THE‘OUTSTANDING VERIFICATION

PROBLEMS. EVERY COUNTRY MUST BE ABLE TO RELY ON ANY MILITARILY

- 43 -




* RELEVANT. VIOLATION OF A CHEMICAL WEAPONS BAW BEING SUBJECT TO-A-

HIGH RISK OF DISCOVERY,

THEREFORE WE ALSO WELCOME THE FACT THAT A CONFERENCE OF THE SIGNA—
TORIES TO THE 1925 GENEVA CONVENTION IS TO BE CONVENED AT PARIS

CNEXT JANUARY. WE SHALL DO OUR UTMOST TO HELP MAKE THE CONFERENCE A

- Uy -

-

SUCCE$S. IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT IT SHOULD-STIMULATE THE GENEVA
NEGOT;ATIONS. ABOVE'ALL WE SHOULD SEEK TO ENSURE THAT NO COUNTRY

IN THE WORLD REFUSES TO ACCEDE TO THE CONVENTION.

;N‘?HE.NUCLEAR FIELD, CONSIDERABLE RAPPROCHEMENT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED

A? ?HE-START.TALS ON HALVING THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARSENALS OF THE




_.UNiTED‘STAfES-AND‘THE;Sovié¥zﬂé;pﬁ:'THEREJAREPLEASfNGa;féﬂé'tHAf
Nékf'vEAﬁ.THE START'NEGOTIATiONsWILL_BE VIGoRouvaPURéUEbHE;;};E'i?
BusH ADMINISTRATION ON THE EASISQFWHAT HAS BEEN ACHiéven Ué%ILl

NOW., A_START.AGBEEMENT ON'TQIS ﬁAsxs CONCERNS NOT ONLY'THElTWO W

?UPERPDWE?S} THE ESTABLISHMENT OF STRATEGIC STABILITY ALSO SERVES

LUROPE’'S SECURITY INTERESTS.,

WesTERN EUROPE’S SECURITY IS PARTICULARLY ENDANGERED BY SHORT-RANGE

NUCLEAR WEAPONS. THE FAST POSSESSES HUGE SUPERIORITY IN THE FIELD
OF LAND-BASED NUCLEAR MISSILES WITH RANGES UNDER 500 kM, WHILE
THESE SOVIET SHORT-RANGE MISSILES AND THE CORRESPONDING SYSTEMS OF

OTHER WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES, FOR WHICH SOVIET NUCLEAR WARHEADS ARE

USED., TOTAL APPROXIMATELY 1350, THE ALLIANCE HAS ONLY 88 LANCE




SYSTEMS, THIS IMBALANCE.ISiTHE REASON FOR THE GERMAN DEMAND,THAT .

-

' LAND-BASED NUCLEAR MISSILES WITH RANGES UNDER 500 KM SHOULD BE
INCLUDED IN ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS. IN REYKJAVIK THE ALLIANCE
ADOPTED THIS APPROACH AND DEMANDED TANGIBLE REDUCTIONS OF THESE

SYSTEMS LEADING TO EQUAL CEILINGS. |

- 48 -
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THE ALLIANCE HEADS OF STATE OR GOVERNMENT REAFFIRMED THIS ARMS
CONTROL OBTECTIVE IN MARCH 1988. ‘IN KEEPING WITH THE REYKJAVIK
MANDATE, YHE ALLIANCE IS DEALING WITH THE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF
THE COMPREHENSIVE CONCEPT OF ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT. THE
ELABORATION OF A COMMON ARMS CONTROL POSITION IN THE SNF SECTOR IS
AN ESSENTIAL TASK IN THIS RESPECT. NOT UNTIL THE RESULTS OF THIS

WORK ARE AVAILABLE WILL THENEED FOR A DECISION ON MODERNISATION

HAVE TO BE EXAMINED.
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A COMPREHENSIVE POLICY OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL IN LINE Wity

P

THE ALLIANCE:S OBJECTIVES CALLS FOR POLITICAL SOLIDARITY WITHiN THE
ALLIANCE-AND THE MAINTENANCE OF AN ADEQUATE DEFENCE CAPACITY. WE
ARE IN AGREEMENT #ITH THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE ALLIANCE THAT., UNDER
THE EXISTING CIRCUMSTANCES AND WITHIN THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE. THE

STRATEGY OF WAR-PREVENTION REQUIRES A SUITABLE MIX OF NUCLEAR AND

- 50 -

_CONVENTIONAL FORCES. [HE UNITED STATES’ CONVENTIONAL AND NUCLEAR

PRESENCE IN EuroPE WILL REMAIN INDISPENSABLE.

IN ORDER TO MAKE PROGRESS TOWARDS THE GOAL OF A PEACEFUL ORDER FOR

THE WHOLE OF EUROPE, DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL EFFORTS MUST BE




SUPPLEMENTED BY AN INTENSIFIED DIaLOGUE AND BROAD ~BASED . '.'_'i; B
S C z
A . S

Co- OPERATION.

THE TWO SUPERPOWERS UNDOUBTEDLY HAVE A SPECIAL ROLE TO PLAY IN THIS
RESPECT, T00. BuT THE EuroPEaNs EGUALLY BEAR RESPONSIBILITY FOR A

FUNDAMENTAL- CHANGE, THEY MusT NOT ONLY PERCEIVE‘THEIR RESPONSIBILI-

-

TY IN THE PRESENT SITUATION, ByT ALSO LIVE up TO IT, THE EUROPEAN

COMMUNITY HAS THEg OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP- POLITICAL CONCEPTS FOR

8 Y sl b e s s
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To MAKE FURTHER HEADWAY IN WEST EasT RELATIONs, I IS ESSENTIAL' ol
THAT THE COUNTRIES OF WESTERN EurorE UNITEDLY PRESENT COMMON|

POSITIONS IN SECURITY POLLCY AND IN PQLICY TOWARDS THE EAsT,

THE WesTERN EuRroPEAN UNION IS GRADUALLY ACQUIRING THE ROLE ASSIGNED

TO IT BY THE PLATFORM OF 27 OctoBer 1987, Twe WEU 1s INTENDED TO

- 5y -
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GIVE THE PROCESS OF EUROPEAN UNIFICATION A SECURITY DIMENSION,
WITHOUT WHICH EUROPEAN UNION WOULD BE INCOMPLETE, IN THE PLATFORM

. - . °
ON EUROPEAN SECURITY INTERESTS, THE WEU COUNTRIES ACKNOWLEDGED THAT

A EUROPEAN SECURITY POLICY MUST INCLUDE NOT ONLY THE NECESSARY

EFFORTS FOR MAINTAINING POLITICAL SOLIDARITY WITHIN THE ATLANTIC

ALLIANCE AND'ADEQUATE MILITARY STRENGTH, BUT ALSO - AS;IMPORTANT
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.. INTEGRAL PARTS - DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL AS WELL AS DIALOGUE

AND COMPREHENSIVE CO-OPERATION WITH THE COUNTRIES OF THE WARSAW t
Pact. FuLL use oF THE CSCE PROCESS FOR THE PURPOSE OF COMPREHENSIVE

CO-OPERATION IS AN IMPORTANT ASPECT OF THIS COMMON SECURITY POLICY,

--56 -

FOLLOWING.THE Rome DECISIONS, THE ACCESSION OF SPAIN AND PORTUGAL

“

IS ANOTHER MAJOR BoOOST TO THE WeESTERN EuRoPEAN Unton, SParn AND

PORTUGAL ARE FOR THEIR PART TAKING ANOTHER SIGNIFICANT STEP TOWARDS

FULL INTEGRATION INTO THE PROCESS OF EurROPEAN CO-OPERATION.’THEY

595 WILLING TO ACCEPT ALL PARTS OF THE MODIFIED BRUSSELS TREATY OF

THE EUROPEAN ALLIES AND TO ACCEPT UNCONDITIONALLY THE RoME ﬁECLARA-

- 57 -
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_TION oF -27 OcToBer 1984 AND THE PLATFORM ON EUROPEAN SECURITY -~
INTERESTS OF 27 OcToBER 1987 AND PARTICIPATE IN THEIR

IMPLEMENTATION, -

THE POLITICAL DECLARATION ON THE REFORM OF THE BRUSSELS TREAT_YJ

WHICH THE MEMBER STATES MADE WHEN SIGNING THE PROTOCOLS OF ACCES-

_ 58 -
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SION, -PERMITS THE TREATY TO BE SUITABLY REVIEWED IN THE LIGHT OF
PRACTICAL RESULTS AND OF FUTURE CO-OPERATION. IN HIS ADDRESS TO
THIS INSTITUTE, PRESIDENT MITTERRAND RIGHTLY DEMANDED A REFORM OF

THE WEU IN ORDER TO MAKE IT BETTER ABLE TO ACT AND TAKE DECISIONS.

THE ENLARGED WEU WILL DEAL WITH THIS TASK,




- IN THIS CONNECTION CHANCELLOR KOHL SUGGESTED ENSURING THAT IN

H
ey e e A

. o

FUTURE THE MEMBERS OF THE WEU ASSEMBLY ARE SIMULTANEOUSLY MEMBERS

OF. THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT. SUCH A STEP, WHICH HAS -ALSO BEEN

PROPOSED BY SOME MEMBERS OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, WOULD INDI-

E CATE THAT WE TAKE THE GOAL OF CLOSER SECUTITY CO-OPERATION IN
WESTERN EUROPE SERIOUSLY. |
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ALLOW ME AT THIS POINT TO SAY A FEW WORDS ABOUT FRANCO-GERMAN

-~

RELATIONS IN THE FIELD OF SECURITY POLICY. FRANCO-GERMAN CO-

OPERATION HAS BECOME A CONSTANT FACTOR OF EUROPEAN POLITICS.
OUR CO-OPERATION GIVES MOMENTUM TO THE PROCESS OF UNIFICATION
IN THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY. WE MUST STRESS TIME AND AGAIN THAT IT

IS NOT AN
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EXCLUSIVE PARTNERSHIP DIRECTED AGAINST OTHERS, BUT A PARTNERSHIP -

AIMING AT THE STRENGTHENING OF WESTERN EUROPE..

IT IS EQUALLY IMPORTANT TO THE WHOLE OF EUROPE THAT THE TWO

COUNTRIES HAVE EXPRESSED THEIR

4
W
2
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CONVICTION IN THE PREAMBLE 7O THE PROTOCOL ON THE FRANCO-GERMAN
DeEFeENCE AND SEcCURITY COUNCIL THAT THE CONSOLIDATION OF PEACE AND

FREEDOM IS THE PREREQUISITE FOR PROGRESS ON THE ROAD TOWARDS A

LASTING PEACEFUL ORDER IN THE WHOLE OF EUROPE.




T s e L
. AV} THE' EUROPEAN LEVEL, THE AIM 1S TO DEVELOP COMPREMENSIVE C0- "~
OPERATION ON ALL ASPECTS OF SECURITY POLICY. THIS IS AT THE SAME ~

TIME INTENDED TO STRENGTHEN THE EUROPEAN PILLAR OF THE ALLIANCE AND
TO HIGHLIGHT EUROPE'S ROLE.IN THE ALLIANCE IN ORDER TO GUARANTEE

TRANSATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP' ON EQUAL TERMS.
' ' .
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WeSTERN EUROPEAN INTEGRATION IN THE FIELD OF SECURITY POLICY.DOES
NOT POSE A THREAT TO OUR EASTERN NEIGHBOURS: INSTEAD IT SERVES THE

-CAUSE OF PEACE-AND LONG-TERM STABILITYVTHROUGHOUT EUROPE.

THE SECURITY POLICY OF THE WESTERN ALLIANCE, THE POLICIES OF THE

EuroPEAN COMMUNITY, THE OBJECTIVES OF THE WEU AND FRANCO-GERMAN
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CO-OPERATION ARE PURSUED OUT OF R:SPONSIBILITY FOR THE WHOLE.OF - "

- EUROPE, A RESPONSIBILITY THAT WE SHARE WITH ALL EUROPEAN COUNTRIES,
REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THEY. ARE NEUTRAL AND NON-ALIGNED OR MEMBERS

OF THE WARSAW PACT,

i
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IN SEEKING TO LAY THE FOUNDATIONS NOW FOR A PEACEFUL ORDER IN

EUROPE, IT 1S ESSENTIAL TO BEAR IN MIND THE POINT OF DEPARTURE FOR
THIS WORK; TO DEFINE ITS.GOALS AND DESIGN ng ARCHITECTURE FOR THiS
EuroPE. THIS NEW ORDER MUST‘NOT BE tHARACTERIZED-BY SEPARATION;EUT

BY OPEN DOORS. FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT FOR PEOPLE. IDEAS AND GOODS AS

WELL AS RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS,




’.u " Tue UNITED STATES AND CANADA:'AS MEMBERS-OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC . . ..
ALLIANCE AND AS CSCE PARTICIPANTS, HAVE AN INDISPENSABLE PART TO.

PLAY IN HANDLING THIS COMMON TASK.

NEVER BEFORE HAVE THE PROSPECTS BEEN GREATER FOR ESTABLISHING IN

FUROPE AN ORDER IN WHICH COUNTRIES OF DIFFERENT SOCIAL SYSTEMS CAN
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LIVE TOGETHER IN PEACEFUL COMPETITION, PRESIDENT RICHARD VON
WEIZSAECKER APTLY DESCRIBED THIS TASK -OF SECURITY POLICY IN HIS

. SPEECH ON THE OCCASION OF THE AWARD OF THE INTERNATIONAL

CHARLEMAGNE PRIZE.
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"NO ONE SHOULD BE' GIVEN CAUSE!TO DOUBT THAT WE WILL DEFEND OUR o

FREEDOM IF IT IS THREATENED ECEN THOUGH IN THE NUCLEAR AGE WARS
CAN NO LONGER BE WAGED LET ALONE WON WE REMAIN DUTY- BOUND TO

PREVENT THEM. - " . -

- T0 =

But NO LESS IMPORTANT FOR SECURITY AND PEACE IN EUROPE ARE
‘THE NON - MILITARY COMPONENTS OF co- OPERATION IN THE WHOLE OF
EUrROPE. PeopLE ARE AGAIN BECOMING AWARE OF THE OLD, THE

LARGER-EUROPEa THE TIME IS RIPE FOR AN OPEN CDNCEPTION WHICH

EXCLUDES NO. EUROPEAN NATIDN.




- DISCOURS  DE JEAN-PIERRE CHEVENEMENT
: - MINISTRE DE LA  DEFENSE
A LA SESSION IEU]R@IP]EIENNE DE IL"HIBIEIDN
(mardi 22 novembre 1988)

w1
< ASTE UTD AFF w7
181 JNTenn 71 anatl-ROM e
o - nt o= o
Mesdames, messieurs, o 78.2.1983
‘-.:::-Jl-iw-. 7 I Y

Je me réjouis de la possibilité qui m'est donné€e—de prendre 1a
parole devant vous. Responsables administratifs et militaires,
représentants du monde syndical et du secteur privé, vous
avez .choisi de consacrer deux semaines entitres, prenant sur
un temps que je sais précieux, a une réflexion sur les
conditions de notre sécurité commune. Soyez assurés que _]C
mesure 11meret de I'entreprise.

En proposant 2 ses partenaires de 1'UEO d'organiser’ une
session eurcpéenne de I'IHEDN, la France n'entendait pas
seulement favoriser la tenue d'un colloque supplémentaire. Je
suis en effet profondément convaincu de l'importance du rdle
‘joué ici en France par cette institution originale qu'est
I'Institut des Hautes Etudes de Défense Nationale dans
I'émergence progressive d'un consensus national sur la
.défense. Et je crois que si I'THEDN a pu jouer ce rdle, c'est
précisément en ‘associant, année aprés année, des
-personnalités - militaires et civiles, du secteur public comme du
monde €conomique et social, a2 une réflexion sur les grandes

questions stratégiques et les conditions concrétes de la
défense du pays. B

C'est la_méme ambition que nous nourrissons pour 1'Europe et
. c'est pourquoi je me félicite que ces deux semaines soient
appelées a trouver l'an prochain un' prolongement, puisque la

Y
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Belgique a fait connaitre lors de la recente réunion de IUE
Londres qu'elle était disposée 2 accueillir une session analogu

“a celle-ci.. Permettez-moi de me réjouir d'ailleurs 2 l'idée que °

nous . accueillerons alors parmi nous lors de cette nouvelle

session, des amis espagnols et portugais. Cet €largissement de

notre cercle contribuera a4 donner & notre réflexion sa pleme
dimension. -

Vous avez déji entendu de nombreux orateurs éminents. Je
voudrais, pour ma part, décrire tout d'abord briévement Ia
situation de 1'Europe, telle qu'elle découle des quarante
derniéres années de notre histoire. Puis je tenterai de préci-
ser ce que pourraient étre A mon sens les conditions d'un
équilibre durable de sécurité sur notre continent. Enfin; je
formulerai quelques propositions concretes de nature a nous
permettre de progresser pas a pas dans la direction ainsi
esquissée. '

I - La dissuasion nuclealre a été et reste le fondement
de Jla sécurité europeenne

La seconde guerre mondiale a eu pour conséquence la
-division de notre continent. La ligne de partdge passa sur
les lieux mémes ol s'étaient rejoints, ceux qui, ensemble,
avaient combattu pour la liberté. Les peuples affranchis du

nazisme par l'armée rouge se virent imposer par Staline

un régime qu'ils n'avaient pas librement choisi. Les pays

de la. partie occidentale de 1'Europe s'associérent i une
puissance -non européenne pour garantir leur sécurité.

L'Europe voyait ainsi, pour la premiére fois de son histoire,
sa sécurité garantie de l'extérieur. Cette protection,

~accordée par les Etats-Unis, était d'autant plus crédible

qu'elle était “celle. de la seule pu1ssance nucléaire alors
ex1stante
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Raymond Aron pouvait écrire, & cette époque, que si la
paix était impossible, la guerre demeurait improbable. La
division de 1'Europe empéchait une paix véritable, fondée
'sur les relations de confiance relative qu'autorise entre
Etats un partage a peu prés commun des mémes valeurs.
Mais, paralléelement, la guerre demeurait improbable du
fait de l'existence de l'arme nucléaire, et, par suite, de
l'exercice d'une dissuasion déja & 1l'oeuvre avant méme
d'avoir été largement conceptualisée. |

Aujourd’hui sans doute le tableau de la sécurité en Europe
s'est-il modifié. Les rapports de forces ont €volué. Quatre
puissances nucléaires coexistent sur notre continent.
L'Europe s'est reconstruite. Le P.N.B. des pays du Marché
Commun égale a4 peu prés celui des Etats-Unis. Ce dernier
qui représentait 45% du PNB mondial, n'en atteint plus
aujourdhui que 22%. La menace soviétique qui, a l'époque
de Staline, en 1948, était ressentie comme imminente, a
€t€ relativisée. Madame Thatcher va jusqu'ad déclarer que
la guerre {froide est désormais derri¢re nous. Pourtant
I'Union Soviétique a accédé a la parité nucléaire avec les
Etats-Unis. L'Europe continue -militairement- & n'exister

qu'en creux, entre les deux Superpuissances.

La géographie des ‘missiles fait apparaitre deux pics
gigantesques : les arsenaux stratégiques plusieurs fois
redondants des deux Superpuissances. Entre ces deux pics,
une profonde dépression : ['Europe. En Europe deux
tentatives méritoires pour édifier deux donjons dissuasifs
la force nucléaire francaise et la britannique, qui dominent
certes la plaine, mais que surplombent deux Himalayas
nucléaires : 12.000 tétes nucléaires stratégiques de part et
d'autre, quelques centaines entre les deux.

Il n'est pas normal ni sain dans ces conditions que les
Européens continuent a s'en remettre  pour l'éternité aux
Etats-Unis du soin de les défendre. "La défense commune
- de 1'Europe occupera bientdt le devant de la scéne”. Ainsi

v




~ Francais de mars 1988, S1mplement il faut la, faire.
forums ne manquent pas, comme 1'UEO, ni les expenmen-..
tations, comme celle de la brigade franco- allemande Ce qu1r

sexpr1ma1t Frangms M1tterrand dans sa Lettre kX 2 tous”

manque clest le conccpt

Or, l'objcct‘iif reste bien de rendre la guerre impossible sur
notre continent. Si I'Europe, prompte auparavant 3 régler
- sés querelles par les armes, n'a pas connu -de conflit sur
son sol depuis 1945, et ce, malgré un clivage idéologique
-exacerbé, c'est trés largement ‘grdce & la dissuasion
rtucléaire. | o

Si celle-ci nous apparait comme le seul concept répondant

pleinement aux impératifs de la sécurité en Europe, c'est
parce qu'elle n'a pas pour but de gagner la guerre, mais de
I’ empecher '

Or, .toute guerre en Europe, y compris conventionnelle,
- provoquerait des ravages d'une . ampleur incalculable, qui
en rendent pour les Europeens la perspective 1nacceptable

Le seul concept de défense qui réponde donc aux intéréts .

des Européens c'est le concept de dissuasion, parce que les
Européens ne peuvent accepter l'idée méme d'une bataille,
fit-elle limitée, sur leur sol

Cette notion de dissuasion fonde aujourd’hui la défense de

la France par -elle-méme. Notre position particuliére au

sein de Il'alliance n€ proceéde nullement d'une quelconque -

prétention a l'originalité, ni d'un égoisme national a courte

vue. Elle découle d'une réflexion sur la nature méme de la

'paix, a l'ére nucléaire, et sur la volonté de forger a 1'Ouest
de I'Europe un moéle dissuasif qui, face & la Superpuissance
soviétique, a laquelle la géographie a accroché.le petit cap
européen, puisse contribuer a l'équilibre et a la paix de
‘notre continent. Comme l'a rappelé, en effet, ici méme, le

Président de la République, I'équilibre et la paix de I'Europe

e
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constituent, aprés la préservation de notre indépendance -

et de notre identité, l'un des objectifs majeurs de notre

 défense. L'idée de dissuasion proportionnelle, chére au
Général Poirier; implique que la France puisse étre capable
en permanence d'infliger & tout agresseur éventuel un
dommage au moins égal A l'enjeu’ qu'elle représente. D'ou
I'idée de -"suffisance". Pour étre efficace, le dissuasion n'a
nullement besoin de rivaliser avec les arsenaux
redondants des deux Superpmssances. |

-.S1 maintenant on veut reﬂechu' a ce que peut Etre une
‘dissuasion européenne, le Général Fricaut- Chagnaud a

- excellemment résumé l'objectif augquel nous devons

- tendre: "Sur un théatre d'opérations ol quatre puissances
nucléaires seraient inévitablement impliquées,
l'impertance des enjeux est telle (en fait la suprématie
‘mondiale) que toute possibilité d'y limiter, par quelque

moyen que ce soit, l'extension géographique et l'escalade

~de ‘la violence est proprement chimérique. Les conséquen-

- ces d'une telle escalade. sont suffisamment redoutables et

S . bien connues pour retenir un agresseur de declencher |
; I'incontrélable"!

Mikhail Gorbatchev I'admet du reste a sa maniere lorsqu'il
€écrit ‘dans le livre Perestroika que "la guerre nucléaire est
impossible a gagner” et qu'i

il n'y aurait ni vainqueur ni
- vaincu dans un conflit nucléaire généralis€. La civilisation
mondiale périrait inévitablement. Ce serait un suicide
plutdt qu'une guerre au sens habituel du  terme”. La
.dissuasion nucléaire, effectivement, interdit de faire la
- part des gains escomptés et des pertes prévisibles au cours
d'un conflit. Ou, plus exactement, les pertes sont par
définition supérieures aux gains. La guerre na plus d'objet
rationnel. | - ‘ |

1 "Replitrer ou rééqu‘ilibr_c'r"..r S.Lr_a_tigl_qnh




Encore convient-il, pour qu'il en svit ainsi sur notre Y
continent, que la dissuasion soit entendue dans son accep-.
tion stricte. A l'heure actuelle coexistent en Europe deux

stratégies de la_dissuasion, celle de 'OTAN fondée sur la
riposte graduée, et celle de la France, qui est une
dissuasion du faible au fort refusant la notion d'armes

nucléaires tactiques. Les armes présiratégiques francaises

ne sont pas des armes de théitre desiinées A rétablir sur
le champ de bataille un €équilibre rompu. Nous ne

considérons pas que la France puisse gagner une bataille

nucléaire tactique. Tel n'est pas notre objectif,

Comme 1l'a récemment déclaré le Président de la .

République : "Nos armes nucléaires préstratégiques ne
sont pas destinées a prolonger les armes conventionnelles.
Elles se placent par définition au début du processus
nucléaire”. Délivrées en une frappe unique et non
renouvelable, elles constitueraient un ultime avertisse-
ment, ayant son efficacité militaire propre, de fagon a
signifier 3 I'agresseur qu'd poursuivre son entreprise il
s'exposerait au- feu nucléaire sfratégique. En effet, 2

vouloir conférer trop de flexibilité & la riposte, on risque de

rendre possible l'escalade du premier. barreau, puis des
suivants, par un effet d'entrainement débouchant & la fin
sur la guerre nucléaire. Les progrés technologiques
rendent de plus en plus destructrices les armes conven-
tionnelles. Toute politique visant a relever le seuil

nucléaire ne correspond pas A l'intérét européen. Il ne
s'agit pas en effet de contenir la guerre. Il s'agit de
l'empécher.

Tel est notamment le role de 1"ultime avertissement" : faire
en sorte que les armes nucléaires restent des armes de
non-emploi. Le paradoxe de la dissuasion est que pour y
parvenir, I'emplol de ces armes ne doit pas cependant étre
tout 2 fait improbable : La palette des armes d'ultime aver-
tissement doit &tre assez large pour créer une ambiguité

maximale dans l'esprit d'un agresseur éventuel. La
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conception frangaise moderne de la dissuasion est donc
une conception raffinée, qui implique, pour étre efficace,
une certaine capacité d'abstraction. Historiquement, la
‘doctrine frangaise de d1ssuaS1on est passee par plusieurs
stades success1fs - |

- Tout d'abord, la_doctrine primitive & I'époque du général
de Gaulle, fondée sur "le tout ou rien nucléaire”, c'est-a-
“dire ‘sur les représailles massives 2 travers ‘la stratégie

~anti-cités. : :

-~ Puis, sous le septennat de- M. Giscard d'Estaing, pour

- échapper a la perspective’ du "tout ou rien", 1idée d'utili-
ser des armes nucléaires tactiques, dans une "bataille
nucl€aire” qui serait commune 2a lAllemagne et ala
France, a été avancée. c

- 'Sous le premier septennat de Frangois Mitterrand on est
“revenu a la notion de dissuasion- stratégique sans
cultiver & nouveau pour autant la conception primitive :
l'idée d'un ultime avertissement” donné par des armes
dites "préstratégiques"” et destinées A ouvrir la voie i une
‘ultime négociation a été affirmée. Mais cet "ultime.
avertissement" ne saurait &tre réduit 2 un simple "coup
'de semonce”. Il doit avoir, aux termes de la loi de
programmation militaire de. 1987, une “efficacité
militaire propre". En créant dans l'esprit d'un agresseur
éventuel l'ambiguité la plus grande quant A la forme qu'il
pourrait prendre, cet ultime avertissement contribue
pleinement a l'efficacité de 'la dissuasion, qui est
d'empécher la guerre. Comme l'a déclaré ici méme, le 11
octobre dernier, le Président de la République :
"Les armes préstratégiques, terme qui a été finalement
- préféré A celui - d'armes tactiques, et les armes
strateglques concourent ensemble 2 la dissuasion. Elles
ne. sont pas séparables.. La dissuasion forme un bloc dont
on ne peut distraire tel ou tel. type d'arme nuclealre Et
le Pres1dent de la Repubhque aJoutalt : |




" "Ne repétons pas la tragique erreur commise  face a.'

I'invasion hitlérienne en Autriche : "Jusqu'ici mais pas plus
loin". C'est le langage de la faiblesse. Si l'on accepte que
'ennemi aille jusqu'ici, on acceptera qu'il aille plus loin”.

Telle est la conception frangaise de la dissuasion du faible au
fort. Telles sont les raisons pour lesquelles la France refuse
la dénucléarisation de I'Europe, dans lintérét méme de
I'Europe. La dénucléarisation de l'Europe occidentale serait
certes conforme aux intéréts de I'URSS, qui disposerait, en
tout état de cause, d'un énorme avantage conventionnel.

A supposer que la dénucléarisation ne se résume pas au
retour 4 un simple duopole nucléaire, seuls I'URSS et les
Etats-Unis conservant un stock dit "de sécurité”, on voit
bien que la dénucléarisation de I'Europe occidentale
donnerait 4 1'URSS un avantage stratégique majeur, tout 2
fait comparable & celui qu'elle recherchait hier par le
déploiement des SS20. D'un cb6té une Superpuissance qui,

par la force des choses, le restera, et de lautre un
conglomérat de nations boutiquiéres, ayant renoncé€ a

pourvoir par elles-mémes aux besoins de leur défense,
déshabituées de penser & 1'échelle du monde et résignées a
chercher leur sécurité dans la bienveillance d'un
protecteur, aujourd’hui celui-ci, et demain celui-la.

On peut se demander par ailleurs si la dénucléarisation de
I'Europe ne répondrait pas aussi a la propension de cer-
tains milieux américains a vouloir confiner, & toute force, a
I'Europe, un éventuel conflit, sans risquer d'entralner une

escalade nucléaire pouvant impliquer le propre territoire .

des Etats-Unis. Chacun ici connaft le rapport sur la "dissua-
sion sélective” paru il y a quelques mois outre-Atlantique.

La volonté de sanctuariser le territoire des Etats-Unis a
6.000 Km d'un conflit européen dont on suppose qu'il
pourrait €tre contenu dans des limites acceptables, rejoint
ainsi une vieille tradition isolationniste, B
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~ . On- peut comprendre enfin que certaines opinions

publiques européennes de pays qui n'ont pas: eux-mémes
accés .4 l'arme nucléaire se laissent aller & rechercher leur

sécurité dans l'illusion d'une bienveillance éternelle et sans

contrepartic de la part de 1'URSS, et de garanties que les
Etats-Unis, aux dires mémes de Henry . K1ss1nger ne sont
plus guére en mesure de leur apporter. -

Cette illusion consacrerait la résignation au déclin et a
l'effacement de 1'Europe.

La seule question qui vaille & nos yeux est celle de la liberté.
Sans indépendance nationale la démocratie devient une

abstraction, une réthorique sans substance. Le constat

vaut pour toutes les nations d'Europe, qui ensemble peu-
vent préserver leur indépendance, a condition qu'elles le
veuillent. C'est 12 notre intérét, et c'est aussi celui.de nos
alliés américains dont la protection, utile jusqu'a un certain
point, peut aboutir 4 la longue, et s'ils n'y prennent garde,
a déresponsabiliser et a infantiliser -les nations concernées.

Et c'est I'intérét de I'Europe de 1'Est aussi dont la capacité a

~ évoluer & l'avenir, implique une paix durable garantle par

~un équilibre stable.

C'est "ainsi qu'il faut comprendre les choix de la France.
Notre pays, pour sa part, n'entend pas renoncer 2 sa
‘dissuasion ; il ne la met d'ailleurs pas en oeuvre dans son
seul intérét ; elle pourra, le jour venu, constituer avec la
force nucléaire britannique, l'embryon d'une dissuasion
européenne. D'ores et déja, elle contribue & renforcer la
dissuasion globale de l'alliance atlantique. La détermination
francaise a conserver une' capacité nucléaire crédible et
indépendante est un gage de non-guerre en Europe.

~S'interroger comme on--le fait "parfois sur [I'extension

explicite de la garantie nucléaire frangaise aux autres pays

i ' .
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~européens, c'est méconnaitre le rdle implicite qui, depui“"éj
longtemps, est déja le sien. Notre dissuasica protége & la fois- f

10

notre territoire national, qui, = se de41n1t en termes "
geocraphlques et nos intéréts vitaux, dont la définition est "
politique et peut varier en fonction des 01rconstances de la

' CI'ISC

-La France est -en dehors de I'URSS- le seul pays nucléaire
 .de I'Europe continentale. Des liens profonds nous unissent i .
-nos:voisins. Comme 1'a souligné ici méme le Président de la
. "République, la "notion d'espace commun, en raison méme
- .-de 1'étroite étendue de . nos territoires, habités par une

“forte densité de population, souligne a quel point nos sorts

sont liés". Ainsi, l'incertitude sur 1'étendue et la nature de
ce qui, dans une situation de crise, serait pergu par la
France comme ses intéréts vitaux, incite l'agresseur

potentiel, en compliquant ses calculs, & une sage retenue.
.C'est du reste cette fonction qu'a soulignée la plate-forme

de 1'UEQ.

Mais notre détermination n'est pas -seule en cause. Le
Président de la République- a rappelé que la sécurité de

- I'Europe, et d'abord celle de 1'Allemagne, engageait les trois

puissances nucléaires de 1'Alliance. C'est a4 l'Alliance d'em-
pécher, par sa détermination initiale, toute invasion.

Nous en revenons la au concept de dissuasion. II importe

que "l'Alliance ne se perde pas dans des finesses stratégi-
-.ques, qui, de flexibilités en ﬂex1b1htes empecheralent toute

décision, sinon trop tard".

Cette mise en garde A I'égard de nos alliés est aussi un appel

aux Europeens pour qu 113 mettent de l'ordre dans leurs
idées.

La sécurité de I'Europe irn'pliquc-,enfin -faut-il le Vrappelei‘?- |
un esprit de. défense européen. . : .




II - Un éguil-ibre de 'sécurité durable g‘our garantir' le

11
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cours nouveau.

Le cours nouveau que Monsieur Gorbatchev fait prendre
a4 son pays est sans  doute une chance a saisir pour

. l'établissement de relations stables entre 1'Est et 1'Ouest du
‘continent, puis dans le reste du monde. On peut analyser

la Glasnost en URSS méme, comme un moyen de relever le

- défi de la modernisation économique. Cette analyse serait
© cependant incompléte. L'originalité de la démarche de
- -Mikhail Gorbatchev consiste & dépasser le traditionnel

réformisme - économique, illustré avant 1lui par
Khrouchtchev ou Kossyguine, pour mettre en cause la
nature monolithique du systéme politique lui-méme, en
cherchant 2 introduire & travers la “transparence”, ces
valeurs des Lumiéres qui sont depuis longtemps I'apanage
des nations avancées et qui n'ont jamais pris que super-
ficiellement racine dans la société russe.

Ce réformisme politique dirigé d'en haut ne peut manquer

~ de faire. surgir de puissantes contradictions. Les risques de

déstabilisation ne sont pas négligeables : on le voit,

‘s'agissant des nationalités, en Transcaucasie, dans -les pays
“baltes, et & nouveau dans 1['Europe balkanique.

Le recours aux capitaux, aux technologies, et méme aux
idées venus de 1'Occident, peut nourrir des contradictions
sociales et nationales d'un type nouveau mais qui sont
sans doute inévitables, si I'URSS entend sortir de son
immobilisme. o

Comme 1'a dit le Président de la République, Ie
rapprochement des deux parties de 1'Europe sera l'affaire
de cette fin de siécle et du siécle prochain. Ce rappro- .

-chement ne pourra .s'opérer que -de maniére progressive.

Il doit étre -géré avec responsabilité. Deux :fois, I'Europe a
.‘ g |




ombre en ce siecle. La France, pour ce qui la- concerne,

irtegre la dimension du temps dans le depassement de
lEurope de Yalta, ‘

Les espoirs que nous pouvons légitimement nourrir pour
I'avenir ne doivent pas nous conduire a perdre de vue le
potentiel considérable que les forces du pacte de Varsovie
entretiennent aujourd'hui sur la fracture géopolitique de
notre continent. Nous sommes bien obligé€s de constater
que, depuis l'arrivée au pouvoir de Monsieur Gorbatchev,
l'effort de défense soviétique ne s'est toujours pas ralenti.
Je ne crois pas aux intentions agressxves de 1'URSS de
Mikhail Gorbatchev. Mais si celle-ci veut réellement rassu-
rer, elle doit ramener ses forces stationnées au coeur de
I'Europe d'une posture offensive & la simple défense. Alors
chacun comprendra.

‘Selon le dernier rapport de I'International Institute for
Strategic - Studies les forces du pacte de Varsovie

comprennent 21.300 chars dans la zdne Jaruzelski contre

13.000 aux forces de I'OTAN, 12.200 moyens d'artillerie
contre 3.500, et de I'Atlantique a 1'Oural 53.000 chars
contre 22.200, et 36.000. moyens d'artillerie contre
10.600. ‘

Méme s1 les déséquilibres sont moins accusés pour les
hélicoptéres et les avions de combat, il y a 13 une situation
malsaine & laquelle il importe de mettre fin, par des
mesures - de déconcentration appropriées. |

La' paix de |'Europe -passe d'abord par le désarmement ou

plus précisément par une réduction des armements et des
dépenses d'armement qui grévent lourdement les
budgets, et d'abord ceux de 1'URSS et des Etats-Unis. Mais
pour que ce processus corresponde a une sécurité accrue
pour les Européens, il faut que ceux-ci soient capables de

préserver durablement une posture de défense crédible.

"I n'y a pas de symétrie en effet entre les capacités
| | y
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m111ta1res des deux Superpmssances et celles des nations
dEurope occidentale. '

C’est pourquoi la dissuasion qui correspond & une posture

essentiellement défensive, est un concept parfaitement
adapté -3 ce que les Européens doivent tendre a réaliser.
L'existence ‘d'un méle de dissuasion, 2 1'Ouest de l'Europe,
peut fonder un équilibre de sécurité durable a 1'échelle du
continent, ‘ |

Par la force des choses, en effet, 1'URSS restera une
Superpuissance. Grande comme. 45 fois -la France,
environnée de puissances montantes : le Japon, la Chine,
I'Inde, affrontée aux mutations du monde musulman,
ayant a faire face au réveil des nationalités au sein d'un

Empire multinational hétérogéne, soucieuse de maintenir

sur I'Europe de I'Est un contrdle qu'elle considére comme
I'acquis de la Seconde Guerre Mondiale, qui peut croire

que I'URSS cessera .d'étre une formidable puissance .

nucléaire, mais aussi conventionnelle, capable de
mobiliser, sur un espace d un seul tenant, d'immenses
ressources ? -

Demain, comme aujourd’hui, les Européens devront donc
veiller a leur sécurité et préserver un esprit de défense. A

ces conditions seulement; le rapprochement des deux

Europes  pourra s'effectuer sur des bases saines.
L'évolution de I'Europe de ['Est, en particulier, implique
une Europe de 1'Ouest coanante en ‘elle- meme et en ses
valeurs. :

Les réflexions  faites précédemment sur la dissuasion
nucléaire et l'histoire de notre continent depuis les
quarante derniéres arnnées nous montrent la voie .
suivre. C'est le mérite du général de Gaulle que d'avoir, en
forgeant un concept- national, identifié, aux yeux des

.Frangais, la dissuasion et 1'intérét national, jetant ainsi les.




. bases du consensus que nous conna1ssons au_lourd hui sur,

“ia défense. - L

| Un' consensus analogue ne s'établira en Europe que si les = °

Européens prennent davantage conscience de la nécessité
‘de pourvoir eux-mémes & leur sécurité. |
L'adoption d'une position défensive par 1'URSS constitue le
.corollan‘e de 1'émergence d'un concept de dissuasion
avtonome a lOuest

On ne peut séparer la défense européenne et la sécurité
turopéenne, pas plus qu'on ne peut évoquer la défense.

européenne indépendamment de la réorganisation néces-
saire de ['alliance atlantique. :

Le pilier européen de défense dans l'alliance atlantique
doit aussi jouer le rbéle d'un méle d'équilibre & 1'échelle du
continent européen tout entier. |

Ces deux objectifs simultanés - peuvent paraitre
difficilement accessibles, tant le poids des intéréts et celui
des habitudes semblent conforter le statu gquo. Mais, celui-
ci est miné par de puissantes. contradictions qui
‘demeurent aujourd'hui encore feutrées mais qui - risquent
d'éclater demain si une volonté politique claire ne se
manifeste pas de la part des gouvernements européens
pour dépasser de maniére positive les blocages. actuels.

L'ouverture a4 1'Est, la correction des déséquilibres existant
entre 1'Est et 1'Quest dans le domaine des armements, la
recherche d'une posture défensive de part et d'autre,

sont inséparables d'une volonté de défense vigilante de la

part -des nations .ouest-européennes.

Faire prendre conscience -aux opinions européennes des
exigences de leur défense, c'est-a-dire d'une paix durable

sur notre continent, est d'abord .1'affaire des dirigeants

ol
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politilq""\.'fl_es.. Cela silpp(;se le courage de tenir le_langage de'la

vérité. I1 n'y a pas de symétrie entre les Superpuissances

'qui- doivent réduire leurs arsenaux et les pays d'Europe
qui. doivent maintenir & un mveau de stricte suffisance,
une capacité de dissuasion. -

L'émergence d'un esprit de défense européen ne pourra
étre lloeuvre des seuls hommes politiques. Ce ne pourra
ére ¢ua'une oeuvre collective et chacun ‘de vous, qui
exercez dans vos pays respectifs des responsabilités
importantes a un réle a jouer dans cette perspective. Clest
pourquoi je me félicite de la tenue d'une session comme
celle a laquelle vous partlc1pez actuellemént, et je ne peux
que m'associer totalement i la proposition formulée
devant vous, la semaine derniére, par le Premier ministre,
lorsqu'il a évoqué la création d'un Institut Européen des

Hautes Etudes de Sécurité rattaché a 1'UEO.

La maison commune européenne - existe déja, a 1'Ouest du
continent, bitie sur des valeurs partagées de démocratie
et de liberté. Nous qui y demeurons, tendons la r‘nain aux
européens de 1'Est. Les liens de l'histoire, ceux de la
civilisation -tissent entre nous une puissante parenté,
d'actifs cousinages. C'est ainsi que seront progressivement-
‘-réunies les conditions qui permettront de surmonter la
coupure de lEurope |

1

C'est 1a finalit€é de la politique de nos ‘p.ays, qui des l'origine

ont pris une part active. au processus d'Helsinki et, depuis -

son ouverture, a4 la conférence de Vienne, dont. nous
~ souhaitons le prochain aboutissement. |
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III - Les voies_3_défricher.” "

Je vais - maintenant m'efforcer de préciser plus :
_concrétement les moyens de parvemr a un ‘€quilibre de .-
- secunte durable -

1. Cela passe d'abord sans nul doute par.le renforcement
-constant des liens que les pays de 1'Europe de 1'Ouest
ont d'ores et déji tissés entre eux dans leurs relations
bilatérales comme - au sein d'instances multilatérales.

Le dialogue franco-allemand est & cet égard exemplaire.
Mais il ne se veut nullement exclusif. Bien -au contraire,
la- France, comme la Repubhque fédérale, congoivent
leurs efforts conjugués comme une contribution a
I'émergence progressive d'une défense européenne.

Il conviendra de rechercher le cadre le mieux adapté 2
cette fin. Sans doute nous faut-il commencer par
donner vie a4 la notion de pilier européen de I'alliance.
Mais il nous faut aussi mieux définir le réle de 1'UEO, ce
qui du reste peut étre un axe de réflexion privilégié
pour les stagiaires européens de I'THEDN que vous é&tes.

2. I faut réfléchir aussi aux rapports que nous souhai-
tons voir s'instaurer entre la- construction europeenne
au sem de Ia CEE et I'Europe de la. défense. |

‘11 est dores et déja un domaine dans lequel Ie

_d_éveloppement de la CEE aura des conséquences, méme

si nous les apprécions mal. Il s'agit des industries de

l'armement. Je voudrais y insister, car c'est un secteur

dans lequel des progrés de la coopération me paraissent,

malgré des échecs récents, a la fois possibles et
souhaitables. - | o
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autonome. o ; /

a) Sans-une base technolog1gue et _industrielle, en effet ,,
‘IOUS N€ Ppourrons bat1r une Europe de - la défense I
X

Or, .les industries européennes se trouvent -aujour-.
d'hui confrontées a un double défi : |

- un défi technologique et financier : la sophistication
.des systémes -d'armes, le poids' croissant des dépen-
ses de recherche et de développement, et la généra-
lisation des technologies de l'informatique et des
communications, entrafnent des augmentations tres
importantes des coiits de production unitaires, et
impliquent une coopération accrue.

- un défi industriel européen : 1992 wverra la
réalisation de l'acte unique et la mise en .place d'un
marché intérieur européen. Méme si le traité ‘de
Rome ne concerne pas formellement le domaine de

- l'armement, ['imbrication croissante des activités de
hautes technologies, civiles et militaires, ne permet-
tra pas aux industries de défense de rester a I'écart
des changements profonds qui affecteront le tissu
industriel, commercial et financier en Europe. Les
frontieres en effet sont de plus en plus poreuses
‘entre industries de l'armement et secteur civil.

- Cela est particulierement vrai dans les recherches

~..amont ou dans le domaine des technologies du_futur.
 Le “programme Eureka, des programmes communau-

- taires comme Esprit ou Race, comportent' dans
. beaucoup de secteurs des thémes complémentaires de
ceux qui intéressent la défense : matériaux nouveaux,
électronique ultra-rapide, logiciels, langages de haut
niveau, intelligence artificielle, etc ...

Cela est vrai aussi aux stades du développement et de

la production,-'en particulier dans les domaines de




‘A(‘x‘llnformauque et' des micro-processeurs,
" aérien, des telecommumcatlons de laeronaunque etc.

Ce sont. du reste souvent les mémes entreprises qui |
deplment leurs activités dans ‘des secteurs civils et - :
militaires connexes. Comment imaginer que 1'applica-
_tion a leurs activités civiles de regles arrétées par la
Communauté"demeurera sans effet sur leurs activités
militaires ? Les entreprises devront tenir compte de
ces domnées nouvelles.

Il faudra d'abord, comme I'a rappelé ici le Premier
ministre, surmonter les problémes nés des décalages
dans - les calendriers d'équipement de nos armées.

Dans cette’ perspective, trois voies me semblent
pouvoir &tre suivies parallelement

- I'harmonisation de nos besoins militaires qui déter-
\minera la cohérence des réponses industrielles a
apporter, /

- la mise en commun de nos efforts de recherche y

- compris par la création d'un fonds commun,

- la définition de stratégies industrielles dépassant le
cadre étroit des marchés intérieurs nationaux et
impliquant des normes et des réglementations com-
munes.

Si nous voulons favoriser la naissance d'une industrie
européenne de l'armement, il nous faudra enfin
mener une réflexion approfondie sur la notion de pré-
férence communautaire. Des études sont en cours 2
Bruxelles sur l'opportunité d'instaurer des droits de
douane sur I'importation de matériels de defense a
pamr de pays tiers.

Nous aurons a apprécier si c'est la bonne voie. Reste
qu'il n'est pas admissible que tant de pays qui se
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veulent 2 la. pomte de 1'Europe, préférent’ systéma-
‘tiquement s'adresser a des fournisseurs . étrangers

~ pour pourvoir aux besoins de leur défense : avioms,
- radars, missiles,’ hehcopteres etc... La 11ste serait
longue de tous ces manquements a  une solidarité
_européenne bien comprise. Or, il n'y ‘a pas d'autonomie
en matiere de défense sans une industrie darmement
puissante. -

Qu'on ne demande donc pas & la France de renoncer

- aux moyens de son indépendance, au nom  d'une
Europe ouverte 2 tous les vents et refusant par
principe de se protéger contre ceux qui ont erlge le
protectionisme en régle de conduite.

L'Europe doit se ressaisir si elle veut exister et n'étre
pas vou€e a la colonisation. |

*

La politique de la France forme un tout. J'ai .délibéréme‘nt

choisi de ne pas m'étendre sur de nombreux aspects sur
lesquels le Président de la République s'est exprimé avec
force et clarté : le désarmement conventionnel et chimique,
en particulier, ol la France a fait des propositions nouvelles.

Encore une fois, le désarmement est une des maniéres de
parvenir a une plus grande sécurité. Le contrdle et la
vérification, 12 aussi, sont d'intérét européen. Comment ne
pas €voquer la nécessité pour nos nations de se doter de
moyens spatiaux, satellites d'observation, optiques, radars,
infra-rouges ? La encore des initiativ,es sont a prendre.

J'ai eu Ioccasmn de le rappeler au dermer Conse11 ch'

N Mmlstres de lUEO a Londres le 14 novembre dermer




~ Si nous sommes capables de relever le défi ‘du Marché unique
en 1993, si nous nous donnons les moyens d'organiser °

I'Europe comme un ensemble cohérent,” sans nier la diversité

des nations qui font~ sa richesse, si 1'Europe devient au

contraire le moyen pour chacune d'accomplir sa vocation, la

dimension de la-défense s'imposera naturellement comme la’

conséquence de cette intrication croissante d'intéréts.
I1 faudra seulement éviter qu'au nom du marché unique lui-
méme, des exigences de la compétitivité, de l'harmonisation
des fiscalités, de la réduction des prélevements, ou d'un
discours - fallacieux sur l'effacement des menaces, les Etats

‘dont c'est la responsabilité reldchent excessivement un effort

de défense qui est déja tellement plus bas que celui de I'URSS
ou des Etats-Unis. Bref, seule la perspective historique peut

nous permettre une vue en relief, cet alliage rare d'ouver-

ture et de vigilance, dont I'Europe a aujourd'hui besoin pour
s'affirmer. Comme ['Italie jadis, Francgois Mitterrand le

rappelait récemment, "L'Europe se fera par elle-méme ou elle

ne se fera pas". | -

 Jean-Pierre CHEVENEMENT
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Signor Presidente,

4. .- L'"aggiornamento" dei termini in cui il preblema

della sicurezza europea ¢ stato affrontato fin qui. con
successo dai nostri Paesi deriva dalla rapida evoluzione

della situazione internazionale.

Ho parlato di "aggiormnamento'", poiché sono
-.convinto che i punti di riferimenteo fondamentali sui
~quali abbiamo costruito ih;Europa nei decenni passati la

‘"nostra politica di sicurezza (e che, per “ultimo,

nell'oltobre dell’anno passato, abbiamo descriiid”nella‘

‘

Piattaforma de L'Aja sugli interessi europei in materia
di sicurezza) sono deslinati a reslare l'asse portante
delle stesse scelte ulteriori «che saremo chiamati a

complere.

Evitare gualsiasi equivoco & questo riguérdo e
la prima ctosa da fare per .assicurare e .rafforzére la
noeslra sicurezza: sono  evidenti, per consegueﬁ%a, i
doveri di chiarezza che ' abbiamo, in primo lqégq; nei

confronti delle nostre opinioni pubbliche.:

——— -
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E®' pur wvero, perd, che dobbiamo atlrezzarci con

animo aperto al nuovo the . emerqge sulla  scena

. -

complessiva e le sue fondamentali linee ispiratrici, che

anzi, a  nostro giudizio, - trovano molte volte conferma

sy
]
4 .

proprio nelle novilad che ‘'s1 manifestano, ma per
adattarile alle - puove ctircostanze per trovare

tempestivamente la risposta giusta per i problémi nuovi

che si presentanc.

Cosi si dovranno trovare tlempestivamente le

risposte adeguale .perché il risanamento della economia

‘mondiale e in gquesto quadro la solurione, con carattere

di prigrita, del problema del 'deficit di bilancio degli;f

USA e - del passive della bilancia commerciale di quesfo
Paese; e la soluzione delrproblema del debito dei Paesi

del Ter:q Mondo come i] deteriorarsi dei  termini di

scambio di questi stessi Paesi, dovranne avvenire per

via'COOperativa e non per via di accentuata lensione e

confronto, non, quindi, con ‘le guerre commerciali, con

le barriere ' protezioniste, ' con le -manipolazioni

monetarie.

Cosi lo stesso problema del _Eos;detto burden

’

snafing, sul quale tornerd, - e che certamente @&

.internazionale, non per rinnegare 1a nostra politica
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E' pur vero; perd, che dobbiamo attrezzarci ¢on

animo apérto, al nuovo che emerqe sulla scena

internazionale, non per rinnegare la nostra politica

complessiva e le sue fondamentali linee ispiratrici, che

r]

proprid nelle novita che si manifestano, ma per

adattarle alile - nuove circostanze per trovare

tempestivamente la risposta giusta per i problemi nuovi

cthe si presentano. ‘ -

Cosi si dovranno trovare tempestivamente 1le

~risposte adeguafe herthé il risanamento della e¢unoﬁia

anzi, a nostro giudizio, trovaro molle volte conferma

mondiale e in questo gquadro la soluzione, con carattere-

-

di prioritad; del problema del deficit di bilancic degli -

usa e del passivo della bilancia commer;iale di questb

Paese; e 1la soluzione del problema del debito dei Paesi

del Terzo Mondo come .1l deteriorarsi dei termini di

.scambio di quesli stessi Paesi, devranno - avvenire per

via cooperativa e non per via di accentuata tensione e

confronto, non, quindi, con le querre commerciali, con
il ! ,

le barriere prolezioniste, con le manipolazioni’

monelarie.

Cosi lo Etesso problema del cosideyto ‘burden

‘snarihg.wlsul_ quale tornerd, e che cerlamente @

-,




all'ordine del giorno dei rapporti interatlantici, potra

-

discussione da - nessuna delle parti in causa i card:ni

sui quali riposa la difesa comune e che sono stali

-. riassunti nella Piattaforma de “ L*Aja richiamande il

o U
[l

e - . )
principio non rinunciabile secondo il AQquale "la
sicurezza dell'Alleanza -] indivisibile", come, di

conseguenza, € irrinunciabile la presenza delle Llruppe

americane sul continenle europeo.

A sua volta, 1'evoluzione in corso nell'Unione
Sovietica e nei Paesi dell°*Est suscita il -nostro

interesse e non pud che Lrovare il nostro

P . -

incorajgiamento ove essa avvenga nella giusta direzione,

per salvajguardare legittimi, reciproci interessi.

Perestrpika e qlasnost, in buona sostanza, possono

auspicabilmenle aprire 1l1a strada a condizioni pid umane

di vita pEf le .popolazioni interessate al rispetto dei-

loro diritti, secondo le prescrizione dell'Atlo Finale
di Helsinki, ad un atteggiamento pilt .eguilibrato. sul
piano delle - relazioni interﬁazionali, ad una pid

concreta disponibilita nel campo della riduzidni degli

armamenti,

trovare la sua composizione positiva solo non ponendo in-

M
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~prima wvolta espressa, prima a Stoccolma e poi nel

:gTra}tatb di- Washington, ai controlli e alle verifiche in

. | e ”5[30"'- :?;M ' e
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E®* un fatto che 1la decisione ‘di ritirare 1le-

lruppe dall'Afghanistan e la stessa adesione éll'opziqne

1

zero nel negoziafo sulle INF o 1la disponibilitad per la

giig.;rabhreséntano da parte sovietica lante inversioni
di rotta rispettp-ad atleggiamenti, ad indirizzi, a
.scelte precedehteménte ‘assunti e che censiderano di
veltla in volta grayemente' lesivi dei nostri legittimi
Ainteressi e di principi irrinunciabiii e cause, qgquindi,

dellé crisi della distensione.

Non. vi @& quindi, per conseguenza, néssuna

_/i:ggioné per non eéplorare a fondo .le opportunitd che

v ;
s

?pﬁesanta la ' "nuova politica", per approfondire i1l
concetlo di *"alta sufficienza' nel campo militare o per

precisare (e 1limitare) da parte nostra il significato

w.della “casa comune europea'; con lo scopo, ovviamente,

di rafforzare in primo luogo la nostra sicurezza e.
quindi,. sviiuppando in modo coordinato- la nostra’
r;sposté rispetlo al nuove che si  manifesta all'Eﬁt e
piﬁ in generale sulla scena interaﬁzionale.' cosi da
accrescere, in definitiva, 1'idantita e la forza

dell'Europa.




Tra le VnoQité di maggiore rilievo che si vgnno
producendo vi ¢ dunque i1 graduale‘éffarmarsi. nei ?u}so
degli ultimi. anni.,di‘runa' piﬁ apérta. e costfufiiva
atlmosfera di dialogo nei rapporti Est-Ovest in generale,
i% profilarsi . di ulteriori sigﬁifitativi-sviluppi nel o T‘,
‘processo di disarmo e 1°"emergere di prospetlive nuove-in

. parecchi campi, da qﬁello-delie_relaziohi inlernazionali
= con specifiéo riguardo all'iﬁtégrézione europea - a
quello degli sviluppi tecnologicig; Ttutti prublemi che

forniscono molive per una approfondita riflessione sulla

sicurezza europea.

L Gia con 1a conclusione del}'ﬁltimb . conflitto
I .+ .. mondiale ed il conseguente passéggio--éhibiﬁ ;ampif
equilibrinmondiali la sicurezza dell'Europa_é stata dei -
resto condizionata da fatlori che travalicanqli;ambito
regionale, primi’ fra tutti .l'andémeﬁto deliéife}azioni
. - tra-le due maggiori potenze e la gtabilitaigpr}tegica

complessiva, ma anche dalla congiuntura in diberse aree

- jeografiche e specialmente in quelle.pid vicine.

Signor Presidente,

PR L'avvio della 'stagiqne dei grandiﬁﬁggéiiéti sul

!

' disarmo ha certamente avufo::profhhde rfbéfd




tessuto delle relazioni tra i Paesi eurcpei, creando

nello stesso tempo un reticolo di indicatori ma anche di

canali di dialogo di indubbia efficacia.

11 g;aduale affermarsi sulla scena

e .
o P
»

internazionale di un sempre pili consolidato orientamento

degli Stati Uniti e dell"Unione Sovietica verso un

approccio hutualmente me no conflittuale e pil

cooperalivo, che si & tradottio nel volgere di un breve

arco di  tempo in concrete misure di  controllo deqgli

"armamenti, sembra preludere all'apertura di una fase

i
)
|
|

' del raccorde tra Stati Uniti ed ,Europa,wtﬁe'

radicalmente nuova del rapporto Ira‘le:duE'supefpotenze."

capace di influenzare . in maniera :profonda 1'insieme

delle relazioni internazionali.

Si tratta di sviluppi di rilevanza straordinaria

come anzitutto il previsto smantellamento di un sistema

di armamenti nucleari — i missili a portata intermedia -

che minacciava direttamente 1'Europa.

Da parte italiana, compresi‘4gli ambienti pid
informati su queste questioni. non si @& d'altronde mail
ritenuto giustificato il timore o il dubbio che

l1'accordo potesse influire négativahéhtg sui}éiﬁﬁidez:a

MR




sul ben altlri fattori di natura peolitica e storica ed

aﬁzitutto sulla comunanza di ideaif democratici .e di

interessi di sicurezza.

-
}

slerico accordo del dicembre 1987 ha éssunto rilevantle

Non'bisogna a mio avviso dimenticare «che ‘lo ..

Amportanza non solo in ragione della sua specifica

finalita, ma - anche perchéd sancis;e il - principid
dell’asimmeiria delle riduzioni e dell'intrusivita delle
misure | di verifica. - Il gqrande dettaglio.
nellﬁapplica:ione delle misure di controllo relative
alla -firecisa esecuzione degli obblighi derivanti -dal
Trétmalo costituisce infatti “4na delle - sué“
caralierisliche pit peculiari. Le numerose ispezioni giéf

condotlle da personale sovietico ed americano presso le

‘basi di schieramento " della controparte . forniscono
concretla riprova dell'alte grado di apertura e
trasparenza cui  si & pervenuti nel settore-~della

sicurezza militare. Tale evoluzione rappre}enta

indubbiamente una prestigiosa acquisizione del processo

‘di disarmeo e controllo degli armamenti, - e costituisce

allo stesso tempo un fondamentale elemento @i

conseguimento di
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specialmente in vista del raggiungimento di un auspicato-

accordo sul dimezzamento degli -arsenali strategici
sovielico e americano.

v

Una siffatta interprelazione mi sembra vieppiu .

a&valqratd dall'atmosfera’ improntata ad aperta

- tollaborazione the @& prevalsa nel corso della prima

ispezione di base condolta da parle sovielica in Italia,
presso. la base missilistica di Comiso, nello scorso mese

di ajgosto.

L'accordo sugli euromissili costituisce, quindi,
-1l punlo di partenza di wun processo pild ampio: la

-

realizzazione della doppia opzione zero non €& .in fondo

che.la. punta di wun iceberg poiché accanlo ad essa vi &

una serie di inlese, ancora pit importanti e di cui gia

si intravedono le linee . fondamentali, ancora

semisommerse, ma destinatle gradualmente ad emergere.

In tale quadro, mi riferisco anzitutto alla
prosecuzione della Atratiative sovielico—americane sulla
- . riduzione degli arsenali strategici e sulle questioni

spaziali. Nonostlante - 1'inevitabile . rallentamento

determinato dalla fase elettorale 'ahericana, mi sembra-

;nfélpi che esistano buone. prospetlive di progressi




conclusivi nel «corso del prossimo anno, in particclare

riguardo alle opzicni di intesa gia delineate per un

" dimezzamento deqgli &isenali strategici delle due grandi

potenze.

A parte l1'unanime approvazione gJia espressa da

'tutti gli alleali europei riguardo a tali- -prospettlive

intese, mi sembra che effettivamente esse siano

suscettibili di contribuire in modo significative alla

sicurezza europea: la prevista drastica riduzione qeliif"
" componente missilistica "pesante” e una possibile

~diminuzione della rilevanza dei missili balistici nella

futura ristrutturazione degli arsenali dovrehbbe

‘

- anzitutlto consentire un accrescimento della stabilita’

strategica in Jgenerale. Ma soprattuttlo la_ sensibile
contrazione della sovrabbondanza dell'arsenale sovietlico
dovrebbe consentire una parallela riduzione della

minaccia nei confronti dell'Europa Occidentale.

Mi sembra pertlanto che da  parte eufopea non

debbano aversi esitazioni nell’incoraggiare le

prospettive di un accurdo START appogyiando ovviamente

le opzioni che méglio corrispondono.alle esigenze di.

sicurezza europee. Tanto per fornire un esempio, mi

sembra che corrisponda agli interessi dell"Europa wuna

{
¢
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-

riduzione ai livelli pitt bassi dei missili mobiii -~ come
gli . S5-24 e gli SS-25 — che per "1°'Europa polrebbera
rapprqsentare una ﬁingcﬁia‘r quanto . pid .diréttaﬁ»
Sull}altro versante siamo naturalmente interessati él
mgnpenimento da parte degli Statli Uniti di capacila che

consentano un perdurante collegamentlo lra la sicurez:

americana e quella dei Paesi europei. R

Quanto alla trattativa sulle questioni spaziali

mi sembra anzituttlo di dover . rilevare che il
mantenimento del rispetto dell'Accordo AEM consente -
nellcambo ‘dei ;apborti 'strategiﬁi - il perdurarell&i
condizioni di stabilita e di E-revea-ibiliia che
corrispondone agli int}ressi dell'Edropa. Non ritengo
ituttavia che nel quadfo di una crescente prevedibilita
vada esclusa la possibilitd di intese che, sulla base di
nuove lecnologie, consentano una graduaie evoluﬁione‘del
rapporlo stralegico of fesa-difesa, in ‘armnnia- con
l1*aspirazione dei popoli a ;idﬁrre i rischi di conflitto
nucleare *ed a promunvere- il -cunsolidamento delle
condizioni della pace e della sicurezza a livelli

progressivamente piut bassi di armamento offensivo.

-
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Signor Presidente,

Come " il Ministro degli Esteri Andreotti ha
recentemenle avule occasione di notare, il problema di

un - riequilibrioe a pit bassi livelli delle forze

3 +

-

convenzionali in Europa rappresenta uno degli elementi

-centrali nel quadro dei rapporti Est-Ovest.. Gli

squilibri esistenti in huesto setltore del  rapporto di

forze “fondamentale per la stabilild europea hanno
infatti tradizionalmente ~determinato tensioni e
sospelli, influendo negativamente sulla ~ situazione

polilica generale e contribuende al perpetuarsi delle

divisioni.

E' con gli accordi di Stoccolma che per la prima’

volta ¢ stato innescato un processo suscettibile di
migliorare la sicurezza militare di tutti i ‘Paesi
europei, iﬁdipendentemente dalla loro appartenenza ad
-‘Alleanze; e di progressivamente’ riequi;ibrére le gravi
attuali - asimmetrie e disparita tra i diversi
schieramenti militari - in Europa. In tlale ottica.' ha

- preso avvio, in piena coerenza con le deliberazioni dei

Ministri atlantici raicolte nelle Dichiarézioni di .

Halifax del 30 maggio 1986 e di Bruxelles dell®11

dicembre dello slesso annc, una serie di consultazioni




_colloqui partecipano i 23 Paesi membri della NATO e del

-consequire i primi risultati concreti in questio campo.

che finora hanno ostacolato un rapportlo pil cooperativo

wr

12,

informali a margine dei lavori della Riuniohe di Vienna :

sui'seguiti CSCE per 1*elaborazione del mandato per un :
' . . [ e e . O

e T

foro sulla stabilild convenzionale 1in Edrnpa. A tali

_Patto di -Varsavia, quei Paesi, cio&, le cui forze

.

esgrcitano un pid immediato 1mpallo  sugli essenzialf
equilibri della sicurezza europea. Il fuluro negoziald
suila stabilita convenzionale, di cui «c¢i ]si-‘éttende
orméi l*avvio a breve scadenza, costituird la migliore
6pportﬁnita di cui 1'Europa, il -continenté in - cui
sussiste ia maggyiore concenlrazione di armi e di
eserciti, abbia poetuto fino ad o331 disporre pef'
ritercare migliori equilibri a pid bassi livelli di
forze, e specialmente di quelle maggiormente idonee per -
all'avvio di attacchi di sorpresa o di operazioni
offensive su larga scala. Nessuno si nas;ﬁnde che il
compito QEi negoziatori sara certamentle érdqo e che sara
quindi necessario da parte d} tutti dimostrareigraﬁdg '

aperlura e flessibilité per far progredire il dialogo e

Cit sarebbe della massima importanza per consentire il

superamenlo graduale delle divisioni e delle difficolta

tra 1le due parli dell'Eurbpa e per promuovere un
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effettivo consolidamento della sicurezza a pild bassi

livelli di forza. -

La percezione della minaccia . da  cui - f£in dal
dopogjuerra i FPaesi dell'Europa Occidentale si sono. .
se@titi Ednfrontati ¢ del restnigtfettamente riconnessa
cen i gravi squilibri - costantemeﬁte esistili in jquesto
seltore. Indusbia;ente la riduzione a‘ livelli
equilibrati pid bassi delle forze e degli armamentli pid

Vrilevahti delle due Alleanze avrebbe dungue il positivo

. effetto di ridimensionare drasticamente tale percezione

di minaccia e di -‘incertezza. - Anche se 1lale

-, " complessiva non " potrebbe garantire . la stabilita, essa

RO " rafforzerebbe comunque le condizioni della sicurezza, e . -
r+ . " promuoverebbe la tendenza ad una crescente fiducia e

cooperazione reciproche.

La sicurezza e ia stabilita _yéﬁf?bbero
d*altironde promosse ulteridrmente ' ove..-jﬁbtesse
prevenirsi, oltre che ad . una situazione di éQUilﬁbrio.
alla atiuazione di riduzioni e di ristrutturazioni:degli
schieramenti militari suscetlibili a1 privilegiare

nettamente le capaciia difensive rispello 'a quelle

offensive.




1

‘deli'EQropa. Mi riferisco alla eliminazioneA}tptéle e’

fatte “che  suscita presso tutti noi

11 profilarsi di una tale prospettiva mi sembra

‘in effetti in linea con esigenze sempre sottolineate da

parte:foccidentaie. Mi sembra altresi una palese.

dimostrazione della tesi «che attraverso misure di

disarmo possa pervenirsi a rafforzare sensibilmente la
? )

-sicurezza dei Paesi dell'Europa Dccidentale.

Signor Presidente,

Esiste un altro foro negoziale. quello della

Conferenza del Disarmo a Ginevra, 1in

discussione una 4questione fondamentale per la sicurezza

e ——

93lobale delle armi chimiche, cui da parte_itai

tradizionalmente attribuita la massima pricrita. - -

L*'impiego indiscriminato delle armi-

anche & soprattiulto contro-_le pnpolazioni ¢ivili, & un

“riprovazione. Non pub inoltre non rilevarsi ,come nei

~conflitti regionali 1le armi. chimiche costituiscano una

permanente lentazione ad estendere le ostilila’

che giustificano le pio allarmate reazion

" : ! 2 SR
Comunita internazionale. Il loro possesso presuppone una

lecnologia semplice, - risorse non illimi un

iana si &




15.

addestramento anche sommario, <cibd che rende . le

prospettive del 1loro impiego assai attrqenti in ragione’

della loro efficacia proporzionalmente assai elevata in

o
/
] B
s -
>

w...rapporto ai costi.

Per tale ragione, da parte italiana (e ricordo
qﬁi che 1'Italia ﬁon_ possiede_ armi- chimiche, né ie
qspi;a a qualdﬁque titole sul sﬁoruterritorio) ci si1 e
seﬁprg_'attivamente adoperati péf dare iﬁpulsa :al
nééoz;ato gingvrino, e si Q espressa épgr%a
sgddi;fazione per_jmsostanziaii progressi, pur se. ancaora

non conclusivi, registrati nel corso degli ultimi anni.

Il bando di queste armi, dunque, ed un adeguatd
sistema di controllo sono di vitale importanza e debbono
intervenire con 1l'urgenza che deriva, altrimenti, dal

rischio crescenle di una proliferazione.

Signor Presidente,

Da parte - italiamna si & sempre ritenuto e si
ritiene che al fine di una effica&e salvaguardia della
sicurezza del mondo occidéntale, compresa evidenlemenle -
1*Europa, siano fondamentali il collegamento con gii

Stati Uniti e l'apporto delle forze convenzionali e-



nucleari americane, .come del resto sottlolineato nella

vpjattaforma sugli interessi della sicurezza europei'

adoltata all'Aja. La necessitd di mantenere questo "

collegamento costituisce. tuttora il cardine della

"~ politica sequita dall*Italia sia” nel campo del disarmo.,
.che in quello della daifesa, riguardo «cioé a tulle le

_questioni che attengono alla sfera della sicurezza.

Allo stesso lempo ¢ci sembra che un rafforzamento
delle «condizioni Vdi stabilita in lEuropa possa
conlribuire in modo decisivo al consolidamento. della‘
pace e della siturezzq internazionale, tenut9 ;§ﬁche

.conto che sul nosiro continenle correno ‘i confini

Paesi membri delle due maggiori Alleanze.

Nelle nostre  concezioni, l*'andamento - idel

. processo di disarmo influenzerd in modo decisiveo le

prospettive di una accresciuta sicurezza negli. ~anni a

-venire, diminuendo drasticamente le esigenze di%. ampi

arsenali di armamenti sofisticalti e offensivi . per.far.

-fronte alla minaccia. In tale contesto mi 5embra§ di

poter rilevare come vi sia una ovvia interrelazione tra

l"adeguatezz della forza militare necessdrf -per

mantenere la sicurezza e 1°'entita della minac

queslo polesse pertanlo essere drasticamenie;

.

L)
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., anche i requisiti della difesa e della delerrenza
A S . ‘

- |
e '

| verrebbero corrispondentemente compressi.

In part?colare.' i1. ristabilihénto
dell'equilibrio sul piano convenz§0nale e 1'eliminazione
_‘de§1e armi chimiche dovrebbero avere 17effello  di
ridurre la dipendenza dal nucleare per una efficace
delerrenza e di comprimer; il rischio di un uso precoce
QQIig arhi nucleari in caso di conflillo. Mi "sembra

A
; pertanto che, ove si verifichino le necessarie premesse,

-
-

; mon debbano sussislere preclusioni.circa la poésibilita,

/ di ylteriori vriduzioni di armi nucleari — non solo di

\{ quelle st?ategitﬁe - senza pregipdicare, ha énzi
tuif rafforzéndd le condizioni di  stabilita. I Paesi
\;Eell'éuropa _ DccidentaleA 'q'altrpnde non po;ranho
trascurare 1in tutti i successi;i passaggi verso

equilibri basati su un numero ridotto di‘arhamenti la
ne;essita di rafforzare. e _prgservaré la _propfia
sicurezza mediante una visione comune, . garanlendo
l'efficacia dei propri apparati militari e procedendo

T verso una gradqale integrazione della difesa europea.

“ierl- 7/ In. tale contesto, sembra constatarsi . una

_.crescente "domanda d'Europa”. Gli Alleali americani in

particolare, in ragione delle difficoltd del bilancio

ks
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europei (oltlre che del Giéppohe).‘ritengono'che quesli
u;}imi:dovrebberb %ssumere maggiori responsabilita :AE
finiVQElla sicurezza comune. Le condiziﬁni politgche.
sogiali ed ' economiche dell'Europa difficilmente
‘cpnsenfiranno.'a mio QVQiso; di prevedere, nella fase
a}}ya}e. una éignificativa accentuazione degli sforzi
nel campo délie dotazioni di difesa. Ma- certaménte
gpssisie da parte degli Europei la vq;onta di asseclvere
piéﬁamgnte alle‘prnprie responsabilita e di séstéﬁefa la
p?pbfia- garte di Onefi -— <¢he non sonai éﬁitéhio

finanziari ma anche pelitici - nel modo piﬂh'Qth ed

adegualo. Vari sono i modi per  farlo. Tra questi vi @ B

‘sicuramenle all'ordine del giorno il problema della

otllimizzazione delle risorse impiegalte, anche mediante

un magjgiore coordinamento degli sforzi che gli europei

ppssoho compiere tanto sul biano_mifitare che su quéilo
induslriale, ollre che, per qgquanto ci riguarda, il

ragjiungimenlo degli obietlivi posti nell’ambilo NATO

dal Convenlional Defence Improvement Plan.

L*Italia ha dato recentemente dimostrazione

concreta di tale volontd assumendo la decisione di
ospitare lo stormo degli aerei_F—16 finora baé{ti a

S . . i

federale e alla luce della crescita economica dei Paesi-




Torrejon, quando la Spagna chiudera tale ﬁase pér gli.

americani. Manteniame inocltlre negli "anni l'impegno che
abbiamo assunto nell'ambito.della NATO per un incremento
costante, in termini reali, del nostro bilancio della

difesa. - _ .

In ogni caso, la capacita di delerrenza in
possesso degli  Stati Unili " l'unica - per le sue

dimensioni - che possa assicurare una adequata

proteziocne all'iﬁtera area dell'Alleanza, secondo. le

esigenze che potrebbero  configurarsi in diverse

situazioni di cristi.

E* inoltre nelltambite +~di' una comunitd

strategica pid ampia e guindi piu idonea a . fornire
credibilitd al deterrente occidentale. E cib_'senza

disconoscere il contributo che i delerrenti brit&fnico e

francese forniscono alla deterrenza complessiva.

e - - PR

Ma al di 14 degli aspetli pio direttamentle
politici della -futura sicﬁrezza europea, si brospettano

per ° gli europei delle  opportunitla che, se: colle

tempestivamente, sembrano suscetltlibili di conferire

transatlantica pub contarsi su di wuna prﬁfundita-




nuovamente all'Eurupa una pild significativa vitalita

nel campo della sicurezza.

Signor Presidente,

non possiamo, come appare evidente, nasconderci il
.*" fatto’ che nel campe della sicurezsz comune talune
incognile si vanﬁo_profilando. Esse si ricollegano in
parte con le difficolta. di bilancie che 1in quesla

congiuniura vanno incoentrando 3t'i Stati Uniti e con

+ .. _ 1'emergere .di .- tendenze, in seno al Congresso e

“&ll’opinione pubblica americana, a ridurre l'impegno e

j+ la presenza di proprie forze in Europa. Per parte mia, -

..

~ i+ sono persuaso che si tratti di una fase di lransizione
. er‘\ - - . . . ! V - . Y .
) suscettibile di essere superata tlante piu rapidamente

quanto pil accortamente gli europei sapranno predisporre

__una confacente risposta comune ai problemi che si vanno

. manifestando. E in tale contesto, mi pare

.,

‘incontrovértibile che 1'UED possa fornire un contributo
determinante all'emergere di una pil definita identita

europea anche nel campo della sicurezca e della difesa.

.

Il processo di rivitalizzazione 'deli‘UED'

"costituisce un tentativo di delineare una risposta alla

e e — R el T P SN
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sostanza}.non di creare dellgw

U

a qqelli della

-Paesi Europei

1948,

chey sulla base del Trattato di Bruxelles del
modificato nel 1954, hannao sempre avvertito uno
specifico coinvolgihento nelle questioni della difesa .

o

NATO, ma al contrario, di accentuare la wvitalita

-
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e
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alla difesa_comune. S
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Il ruolo dell'UED ci sembra vada inquadrato

quell*obiettivo di costruzione di un’Eurapa

non solo economicamente, ma anche politicamente,

-la lematica della sicurex costituisce una

dimensioni essenziali. Cid comporta,

l*esigenza di approfondire in seno a

problemi concernenti ‘la comune sicurezza e

prospetiive di wuna pilt ampia Cooperazione nel

della difesa. Un siffatto procedere polra proﬁuovere

pid stretto

che

sicurezza occ:dentale-

e coordinate apporto degli Alleati europei
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raccordo fra Paesi unilti da una sostanziale

comunanza di interessi e di vedutle al fine
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proteggerli pid efficacemente e anche con 1'obbiettivo

essenziale  di - rafforzare il ~  pilastro . europeo
_.piae ol

S T S,

dell*Alleanza Atlantica' in una congiuntura

particolarmente delicata.

-
. .

11 Governo italiano considera ' globalménte
positivi i ~ risullati finora raggiunti attraverso
1'azione di /1;;;;E}o . dell"UVED. L'adozione della

e ko
et e <

“piattaforma sugli interessi europei in materia di
-sicurezza®" rappresenla senza dubbio un importantle
risultéto. LL'Italia partlecipa atfivamente, insieme agli
aitri‘partners, all'esercizio di aituazione di questa
'piatia?orma - cuirha ‘datae mnotevele impulso 1‘u1tima
riunione del Consiglio Minisieria;g - eﬁ in particolare
i‘di hué11e disposizioni che delineano Qn proﬁramma per ;i
futuro. Nella ~piattaforma sono sfati “enunciati i
pfincipi generali che ispirerannb l1'azione comune degli
alleali europei nelle scelte che davranno as;umere in

maniera stratlegica e di sicurezza.

Le impostazioni essenziali dell"Italia in tema di
ampliamento del ruclo dell'Eurocpa e della cooperazione
tra Europei nel campoc della difesa comune hanno come

‘capisaldi l'obbiettivo dell'integrazione europea = con




la progressiva messa in comune degli strumenti di

difesa -~ e il mantenimento e - rafforzamento della

vitalitd dell*Alleanza Atlantica. Cib rapprescnta anche

il fondamento della convinzione del mio Paese che 1°UED

ot i

debba svulgere un essen*;ale funvzone d1 coagulu delle

iﬁiziative che si muovono .nello . specifico seltore -

anche per evitarne la frammentazione — e di “impulso

verso un - progressivo ampliamento delle forme di

collaborazione.

- 11 Governo italiano ha mnaturalmente accolto con

viva . soddisfazione  la :':decisione del Consiglio.

Ministeriale*~ «che esso aveva sempre cercato-in ogni

I - R

modordi promuavere — di invitare il 'Portogallo e la
— L

———

Spagna ad aprire trattative-in. v:sta della loro adesxone
__,__.__,.._——————""'——___—__. B VTP

all'UEQ. L'Italia & sempre stata convinta che tale

adesione potlrad contribuire in maniera assai
significativa.' da un lato;- ad una piﬁ' ‘precisa

definizione di wuna identitd europea in:“ﬁétéria di
sicurezza e, dall*altiro, ad. -un pin diretto.impégﬁo dei

due Paesi nella difesa e nella sicufe::a dell‘EpFopa.
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Signor Presidente,

Alla luce .di quanto precede, emerge. in iupta

chiarezza come l'obiettivo dei nostri governi debba .

essere € sia quelle di promuovere un cocrdinamento

cv

c;escénte e forme di <cooperazione sempre pil ampie tra
gli Alleati Europei sia per gquanlo riguarda la politica

del disarmo, sia per quel che concerne la difesa comune,

nel quadro di un prdcesso generale, suscettibile di

condurre ad una graduale - messa a punlto di una politica

estera dell'Europa. - . _ -

Le complessitd di un tale processo non possone

ovviamente essere ignorate, date anche le diversitad tra

i Paesi europei e - le differenli percezioni cui essi

: et gt et
et

spesso ispirano le rispettive politiche. Ma lo .sforzo di

concertazione .e._di...graduale__unificazione, nel

e

campo della sicurezza, & necessario per. . consentire

- all'EBuropa di svolgere un ruoclo di crescente:;iievanza

nell'interesse della stabilita del contineﬁt;

quella internazionale in genere.

accelerazione e di novitd presenii sulla. scen

attuale.  Ne abbiamo gia accennato, ‘ _- viene




-Fiprenderli ed ampliarli. Essi derivano da un ventaglio

‘negoziale per le riduzioni degli arwmamenti molte ampio,

tanto che non ha avute, fin qui, l‘'eguale, cosi come
dalle ipotesi «¢che all'Est come all'Ovest'comin:iéha ad

-essere affacciate perché si arrivi ad una situazione

2

nueva in cui le capacita di_ difesa delle parti

e T— - -

I e ———

prevalgono sulle rispetiive capacita di offesa.

= e e

Questi problemi si pongono'nel momento in cui le
due superpolenze sono confrontale sia pure, ovviamente,
in modo diverso, dal riasseltlo delle rispettive
economie, e in cui qugsto problema pud . incidere . sui
‘rispettivi bilanci militari. Sard bene completare il
"quadro rilevando i nuovi problemi_hche emergono nei -
rapporti dell'Europa con gli USA, specie -in materia
economica e che dovrebbe essere nell'interesse di qua e

di 14 dell'Atlantico di affrontare nel massimo spirito

cooperatltivao.

Non va neppure taciulo 'l emergere ih; futuro

sulla scena internazionmale di nuovi poli di attr;zione

.

politica, militare ed economica né il rischio.di wuna
T L, . .

— . e
e e

crescente disseminazione, nel mondo, s5e si

interviene per ltempo, di micidiali strumej di

distruzione. A nostro giudizio, se prevarrd la‘fdgione,




2b.

1'Europa sara spinta a farlo con una ispirazione e una

volontd comuni.

- Per quanto riguarda pid direttametlne i problemi

della sicurezza i negoziati per la limitazione ed il -

co%;rollo degli ~armamenti 'rappresentaﬁo. secondo la-
‘nostra analisi, sq}taﬁto"lé prima di una lunga serie di
“"improrogabili "appuntamenti” che l1°'Europa non pud e non

deve mancare.

Sollecitati dai moltepici fattori di cambiamentp
dei rapﬁorti strategici fin qui pfevalént;, gli'edropei
sono chiamali a svoljgere ‘uh maggior ruolo a sostegno
della propria sicure;ga. Questo'maggfﬁﬁe,'cdmune impegno

A appare giustificato dalla necessila che 1'Europa sappia
esprimere e far valere le proprie esigenze di sicurezza

ed essere allo stessd_tempo nelle condizioni di adottare

concrele misure in queslo senso.

Verra il momento (noi «¢i auguriamo prestlo) in

cui dovremo rendere operative le nostre dichiarazioni

sulla Unione Europea ed i nostri comuni convincimenti

che 'la costruzione di un'Europa inlegrata:”
incompleta fino ~a che questla . coslruzione

estendera alla sicurezza e alla difesa.
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Neon per questo evidentemente il Governo italiano;

'parzxale integraz1one o di alcune ~"componenti

dell armamento convenz:onale;' tale polxti:a, al-

“cqntrario, trova le mie autoritd senz'altro aperte e

b

disponibili, a condizione, per .aliro, che essa si

"dinserisca in un disegno the non contraddica 1"obbiettivo

principale " dell'integrazione politica ‘o fornisca. un

alibi per allontanarsi, in realta, da Juesto..

Ma per quanto l'approccio possa essere graduale

‘e pragmalico, non si pudb sfuggire,- tultavia, alla

coerenza del disegno generale, ed & per questo che, in

-fé COntrario aila politica de%if;ccolzﬁgzzz}\ cumpresa la - .

-

conclusione,bho evacato 1'Unione Europea .e non .voglio-

‘certo ignorare i problemi di sovranazionalild che essa

comporta. ) -

Non ‘posso negare che la strada da percorrefe sia
anctora lunga. Ma non per questo dobbiamo rinuﬁdiare ai
ﬁostri ideali, e questa considerazione éi‘f,deve
réfforzaré anzi = nel 'convincimgnto che  la : loro
progressiva realiézazione passa oggl\in misﬁraﬂnoievole
non solo. attféveréo il raggiungimento dei. V}raguard1

comunitari posti per il 1992, ma anche nella

‘nella realizzazione di forme sempre pil ~ slrelle di




. cooperazione e di concertazione sul piano generale della

politica estera come, neilcampo-deira"siturezza e delia

. difesa cui i nostri Paesi hanno falto riferimento sia.

~con 1*Atto Unico che con il rilancie dell'UED.

% . E" solo cosi, infalli, che si rispetla l'unicita

.. del disegno della costruzione europea e quésto resta

anche il modo-adeguato per rispondere con 1la nostra

identilad e al livello delle nostre responsabilita alle

.huove sfide <che c¢i wverranno proposte nell'evolversi

della situazione internacionale.

b
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‘b . .. .4+ .3{:A DISCOURS DU SECRETAIRE GENERAL DE L'UEO A LA SESSION EUROPEENNE
| Tt it DE L'IHEDN -~ PARIS 25 NOVEMBRE 1988 '

| . C'est pour mei, 2 la fois un honneur et une joie de rendre
hommage 3 l'esprit d'initiative et & la persévérance des plus hautes

" autorités’ de la République francaise qui sont & l'origine du succés

indéniable de cette premiére session européenﬁe des Hautes Etudes de

' Défense dont le projet remente & la fin de l'année 1985.

En effet, ce projet.me fut présenté notamment par le Général
Fricaud-Chagnaud et par Monsieur Pierre Schwed, alors Président en
exercice des anciens auditeurs de l'institut, dont je veux ici saluer
l'action.dui fut déterminante dans la gengse de cetb enseignemeﬁt. 11
s'agissait d'instruire des questiohs européennes de défense les
décideurs qui, dans tousrles domaines d'activité de nos payé deurope
occidentale, détiennent les postes de responsabilité et sont aptes-é
servif de relais d'opiﬁion. Ainsi pourrait se créer, par-deld les
frontidres et les barrigres proféssionnelles, wun groupe d'hommes et de
femmes informés des probl2mes de défense, ayant travaillé ensemble & en

promouvoir une approche commune et maintenant des liens entre eux.’

Vous en étes, Messieurs les Auditeurs, l'avgnt—garde mais
dés l'an prochain vous en serez devenus la premidre promotion. Je
souhaite gque, d'ici trois ans, le bon aboutissement du projet fasse que
1'UEQ ajoute aux deux fleurons de sa relance - la "Plate-forme" de La
Haye et l'élargissement 3 1'Espagne et au Portugal - un troisiéme,

celui du Haut Enseignement Européen de Défense. Ainsi, les organes de

Embargo 16h00 ! ' ' _ @now&mbre 1988, -




la  coopération européenne en matidre de'sécurité auront—iisiun:dbdbLe
relais vers “1'opinion” publiﬁue de nos Etats eurobéens, ~celui de
,;l‘Assemblée parlemehtaire et celui, complémentaire,  du réseaﬁyheé
anciens audifeurs'de ce nouvel enseignement permettaht'aux‘respbnsaﬁlés
informés et influents que vous &tes d'oceuvrer pour le développement du

consensus sur la sécurité européenne.

C'est ce qui a été remarquablement réussi dans le cadre
frangais par 1'Asso§iation des-ancienq de 1'IHEDN, sans l'existence de
laquelle on ne peut compfendre le large accord autour des principes
fdndamentaux de 1la pelitique de défense qui se constate en France et
;ui transcende les clivages polifiques,_sociaux voire confessionne;sf

Un projet similaire & l'écheile de 1'Europe occidenﬁale
corrrespond & un besoin réel clairement identifié, dés 1984-85, par
M. Genscher, ministre allemand ces Affaires étrangeéres, lorsqu'il
assurait 1la présideh;e du Conseil ministériel de 1'UEC. Monsieur
Genscher fut, dés 1l'abord, vipoureusement soutenu par 1l'Assemblée

parlementaire-de 1'Union de 1l'Europe Occidentale.

La nécessaire sensibilisation de tous les secteurs de
l'opinién sbus léé auspices de 1'UEQO ne péut avoir de meilieur outil
que le trévai; de réflé;ion et de définition des condifio?s et des
moyens de la sécurité européenne dont vous avez jeté les bases au cours
des quinze jours gque vous venez _de' passer ensemble dans' le cadre
prestigieux de 1'Ecole Militaire;: Je veux ici rendre un hommage tout -
particulier & la petite équipe qui, autour ‘de 1l'Amiral Hugues puis du
Général Suquet, a travaillé d'arrache-pied depuis octobre 1987 a la
préparation de cette brillante session eurcpéenne, en cqllabofation

“avec 'le SGDN et le Quai d'Orsay.

-Permettez-moi donc de remercier ici, en votre nom et au nom
de 1'UEO 1'Amiral Brem, le Colonel Sebe et Monsieur Francis Breton. Je
‘sais combien vdﬁs avez été sensibles A leur compéteﬁce et ieﬁf
disponibilité d'autant plus admirables que lgs'seésions nationales et
régionales de 1!'IHEDN les soumettent & rude_épreuve‘et requiérent leur

énergie semaine apris semaine.
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L'Institut des Hautes Et‘des de Défense Natlonale,_ créém1é V‘”
30 janvier 1949 et placé sous la haute autorlte du_Mlnlstre de 1a_" ;

Défense nationale, a pleinement réussi & convaincre. ses audlteurs de

1l'interpénétration entre stratégie militaire et conduite politique de
la guerre en cas de conflit, mais aussi entre gestion politique des
crises, fondements économiques de la secur1te et pollthue generale de

defense en temps de paix.

Cette br111ante réussite se place dans la perspective d'une
actlon destinée & se poursuivre puisque la Belgique a d'ores et déja
iﬁccepte d'organiser une session ‘semblable l'an prochain dans le cadre
he son Institut Royal Supérieur de Défénse; Ce brojet a¢querra donc. au

fil des sessions, ses lettres de noblesse européennes.

Monsieur Michel Rocard, Premier Ministre frangais, a

confirmé et méme amplifié cette perspective, en réclamant ici méme la

vcréation d'un Institut Européen. des Hautes Etudes de Sécurité,

=

rattaché & 1'UEO selon des modalités & préciser.”

Messieurs les auditeurs, reprenant le chemin de vos pays et
occupation respectifs, vous deviendreZ'le§ missi dominici de 1'Europe
de la sécurité, ctest-a-dire d'une Europe éﬁre de la paix qu'elle veut
garantir par la dissﬁasion et renforcer par le dialogue, d'une Eﬁrope
siire d'elle-méme et de son deveﬁir qui tend la main aux WNations
captives et veut assurer le déveioppement harmonieux de ses peuples par
la coopération de Brest & Vladivostok. Cette Europe forte, prospére et
paisible dont vous é&tes des pidnniers seré par son rayonnement

pacificatéur un élément majeur de la stabilité planétaire.

g
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LE CONTEXTE EST/OUEST ET LE CONTEXTE TRANSATLANTIQUE

Cette premigre session européenne des Hautes Ftudes de

Défense prend place d un moment crucial dans 1'évolution des problémes -

touchant & la sécurité de nos pays européens considérés, bien entendu,

dans ltindispensable'perspective de la solidarité atlantique.

L Ces problémes se sont, en effet, inscrits durant la fin des

‘années 70 et le début des années 80 dans une série de contextes

statiques tant en ce qui concerne la situation en URSS et au sein du

- Pacte de Varsovie qu'a 1'égard des rapports Est/Ouest et de la relation

“ .
transatlantique.

A Moscou, la fin du ré2gne de M. Brejnev et - aprés la courte
transition du passage au pouvoir de M. Andropov - le gouverhement de
M. Chernenko se sont trouvés caractérisés - au plan interne comme &
celui de la politique extérieure - par un rigide immobilisme. '

-

Ce dernier n'était pas nécessairement favorable 3 une
évolution positive des rapports Est/Ouest. En fait ' ceux—ci furent
harqués. a 1'épo§ue, neon par les progrés de ce que l'on a appelé - &
plus ou moins juste titre - 1a.défente mais, au contraife, par un
regain de tensions. Néanmoins ce rigide immobilisme des politiques
soviétiques - pour n'&tre pas constructif - prétait auxdits rapports
une prédictabilité qui n'allait pas sans confort, notamment pour les

décideurs et négociateurs occidentaux.

La rigidité en question ne s'étendait pas, reconnaissons-le,
a l'ensemble des rapports Est/Ouest. Des mouvements étaient & 1'oeuvre
dans certains pays du Pacte de Varsovie qui devaient aboutir aux

événements de Pologne d'une part et, pour quelques—ﬁns des Etats en

" question, & une affirmation plus marquée de leur personnalité nationale

vis-&-vis de 1'URSS d'autre part.

T
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Enfin 1'Alliance atlantiqde,vivait, alors, une période de

statut quo. Ses doctrines politiques - inscrites particulidrement dans

le rapport Harmel - ne faisaient l'objet d'aucune contestation. (Je ne
dis dtailleurs pas qu‘'elles doivent le faire car la doctrine Harmel me
parait, pour l'essentiel, aﬁssi‘valable aujourd'hui que lorsqutelle fut
présentée & 1'Alliance en 1967 avec son double volet de nécessaire
effort de défense et de dialogue avec l'Est. (D'ailleurs, ‘lorsqu'on
décidera, en 1984, au niveau atlantique - A l'initiative du Ministre
belge des Affaires Etrangéres M. Tindemans - de la réexamingr, les

Alliés décideront finalement, lors de leur réunion ministérielle de

-

%ashingtbn, d'en confirmer la téneur quitte & adapter certains aspects

de sa mise en ceuvre A une situation caractérisée plus par un regain

des confrontations gque par un approfendissement de la détente.)

De méme les stratégies de 1'Alliance n'étaient pas mises en
cause. Lorsqu'elles se trouvaient discutées, c¢'était simplement‘pour
définir des wvoies nouvelles destinées & en rendre 1l'application plus
efficace. Enfin, des problémes jadis aigus - et .qui le sont depuis
redevenus plus que jamais - comme celui du partage du fardeau de la
défense commune ou comme l'éventualité pour les troupes américaines
stationnées en Europe de se trouver rappelées aux Etats-Unis avaient
perdu - & 1l'exception de la gquestion du partage du fardeau de la
défgnse commune durant quelques mois en 1980 - leur acuité et avaient

acquis une sorte de qualité rituelle.

Or, voici que, maintenant, +tout a changé. Depuis trois ou
quatre ans ces contextes stétiques ont disparu. Et les choses ont été
si vite que l'impression prévaut qu'ils nous ont quittés depuis des

décades.

- En Union Soviétique, le rigide immobilisme a fait place &
une politigue d'intense mouvement. Sans doute, certains des aspects de

celle~ci, notamment en matidre de relations extérieures et de sécurité,

" sont-ils de nature tactique. Un grand débat se poursuit d'ailleurs sur

la sigriification, la portde, la substance méme des réformes proclamées
a4 Moscou. On s'interroge sur leur durée possible. Ce débat a une

indéniable utilité.

i
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Cela . di*, il est difficile de nier que. quelque chose
d'important, surtout au plan interne, mais avec d'inévitables retombées

dans le domaine des relations extérieures, est en train de se passer en .

Union Soviétique dont on ne peut pas ne pas tenir compte.

Ce mouvement a évidemment des conséquences pour les autres
Etats du Pacte de Varsovie. Celles-ci demeurent toufefois peu claires.
I1 y a, d'une part, une tendance de ces pays & s'affirmer davantage -
bien qu'avec pruzence car les legons de 1l'histoire (Hongrie,
Tchécoslovasquie), = demeurent trds présentés & l'esprit. Cette
affifmation Se'manifeste‘au niveau national, au niveau des rapports
ﬁst/Esf, au niveau européen et, méme & un niveau international plus
large. On constate aussi une combinaison de mesures trds limitées de
libéralisation et de réactions de durcissement dues & 1l'inquidtude de
directions qui se sentent menacées comme, par exemple, en
Tchécoslovaquie et en Pologne pour ne rien dire du cas trés spécial

constitué par la Roumanie.

Quoi qu'il en soit, 1l'impact du mouvement en question sur
1es'rapports Est/Ouest est &vident. Les tensions n'ont, sans doute, pas
disparues mais le dialogue est désormais & l'ordre du jour et les
négociations, particulierement dans le “domaine du contrdle des
armements, ont acquis un rythme qu'elles ntavaient pas connu‘debuis

longtemps.

Tout cela pourrait suffire & expliquer la fin du statu quo
au sein de 1'Alliance atlantique. Un autre motif existe toutefois dont
l'importance n'est pas moindre. Il s'agit du débat qui se développe de

part et d'autre de 1l'océan sur l'avenir de la relation transatlantique.

Aux Etats-Unis, ce débat est nourri par des livres comme
ceux du professeur Paul Kennedy : "Rise and fall of the great powers"

("Grandeur et Décadence des grandes puissances") -~ ou du professeur

Tavid Caleo : "Beyond American Hegemony" ("Au-deld de 1'hégémonie

américaine”). De notre cdté de 1l'océan, il l'est par des ouvrages

comme celui de M. John Palmer, correspondant sur le continent du

"Guardian”, ouvrage intitulé "Europe without America" et dans lequel ‘il




écfit :"le monde économique militaire et politique de 1'Alliance
~atlantique dans lequel deux générations d'Américains et d'Européens ont

"grandi jusqu'a l*égejaduite depuis 1945 est visiblement en train de se

- ‘désintégrer....méme le plus sobre des observateurs discute maintenant

ouvertement de la crise au sein de l'ensemble atlantique et s'interroge
sur le fait de savoir combien de temps il pourra survivre sous sa forme

présente®.

Je ne partage pas, PAS DU TOUT, l'analyse de M. Palmer mais
je constate - le moyen de faire autrement - la réalité du débat.

Nous nous trouvons donc aujourd'hui face a des rapports
Est/Ouest en pleine évolution et & une relation transatlantique dans
une sorte de transition dont il ne faut ni exagérer la gravité ni nier

" 1l'importance.

Dans de telles conditions le devoir de tous les Alliés est
de concourir é-la sauvegarde de la solidarité atlantique sans laquelle
il ntest pas de défense crédible de 1'Occident . et donc de 1'Europe
" occidentale -et sans laquelle il ﬁ'est pas de dialogue sérieux et
fructueux avec nos inteflocutEurs de l'Europe orientale, notamment en

matidre de contrfle des armements.

SULTE R S
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'LE ROLE DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE ET, NOTAMMENT, DES "NEUF" DE L'UNION DE
| 'L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE

Ici nos Etats de 1'Ouest de l'Europe et particuliérement les
"Neuf" de l'Union de 1'Europe Occidentale ont un rdle & jouer. Je dis
bién particuliérement mais j'ajoute immédiatement certainement pas
%xclusiyement car nous appartenons tous 34 la feis & l'Alliance et & la
construction européeﬁne et notre intenticn n'est pas, au contraire, d'y

constituer un club fermé.

I1 est essentiel que «ces Etats d'Europe définissent
ensemble, notamment en matidre de sécurité, 1leur identité, leurs

intéréts et 1leurs options.

St'ils ne le font pas ils risguent de sé trouvér affrontés a
de graves dangers dont la menace pésera é-la fois sur chacun dl!entre
eux, sur le processus de éonstfuction européenne et sur-l'Alliance.

Toﬁt d'aberd, iis pourraient devenir;_ de fagon croiséante,
dans le cadre du dialogue entre super-puissahces d'une part et de
L'évolution des relations trénsatlantiques d'autre part; des pions et
non plus des joueurs, des partenaires de l'échiquier international.

1l

Ensuite, 1les moins importants dfentre eux - mais peut-8tre
pas eux seulement - seraient, ‘dans ces circonstances, tentés de se
dégager de l'effort commun de défense. Poﬁrquoilen effet participer &

un effort si l'on'a rien & dire d'utile et dtefficace ?

Enfin quelgques-uns, faute d'attitude concertée,\harmonisée,
pourraient se trouver appelés & poursuivre des voies différentes pour

ne pas dire divergentes. Cela ne s'avérerait-il pas fatal aussi bien

pour l'Alliance que pour la construction de notre Eﬁrope et pour chacun

des pays européens intéressés ?
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;i . Au contraire, si nous nous trouvons capables, comme on le

B dit;}'enlangléis; de fagon' imagée,. "to put our act'together“, nous nous

révélerons sans doute en mesure d'assumer un plus grand réle comme
aussi une plus grande partie des risques et des responsabilités au sein

de 1'Alliance et de renforcer - dans la perspective de 1'échéance de

- 1992 - le travail d'édification de notre Eufope.

LA CONSTRUCTION EUROPENNE

" Tout cela m'améne naturellement-3 une réflexion & propos.de

cette derniére.

les avatars de l”histoire et les obstacles aussi divers due
. nombreux que le processus de construction européenne a rencontréé sur
sa route, en ont fait une oeuﬁpe complexe aux facettes variées.
. ;l

7 Je -compare volontiers ce processus & une plante sur
“laquelle, au moment de sa naissance, une méchante fée aurait placé de
-lourdes pierres faisant obstacle & son épanouissement. La ﬁauvre plante
est, dés lors, obligée, pour crcitre, de lancer ses branches dans les
sens les plus divers. Des sens, en tout'état de cazuse, gue la nature -
et en l'occurrence la logique de la censtruction européenne - n'avaient

pas prévus.’




C'est ainsi que nous conna:ssons aujourd'hui :
t
S ° . . . . "W - . -

- avec le Conseil de 1'Europe, l'Europe dés'Vingt—éf-unf;'

- avec 1les Communautés Européennes et la Coopération

Politique Européenne, celle des Douze ;

- avec les membres‘européeqs de l'Alliance'atlantique celle
- des Quatorze due nous retrouvons nctamment dans ,;e Groupe ' Européen
Indépendant des Programmes - Eien que l'Islande n'y participe pas et -
*partigllement'puisque la France et 1'Islande n'en font'pas partie dans

1'EUROGROUPE. ;

- avec l'Union de 1'Europe Occidentale, celle hier des Sept,

aujourd'hui des Neuf ;

f

. = et ce sans coﬁﬁter la multiplication des Vrelations

bilatérales que les Alliés européens ne cessent pas de tisser entre

eux.

Puis, il y a bien sur cette Eurobe de la C.S5.C.E. & laquelle

deux Etats Nord-américains nés de 1'Europe, liés & elle et qui, dans

cette mesure, lui appartiennent participent.

Et aussi, cette maison commune européenne & la construction.

de laguelle M. Gorbaichev nous convie et sur laquelle j'aurai

l'occasion de revenir.

L.l;

M. Michel Rocard, Premier Ministre frangais, a parfaitement

décrit dans le magistral exposé qu'il a prononcé en ocuvrant la présente
E ‘

session, ce foisonnement d'Europes.

. A travers tant d'Europes peut-il en émerger une qui soit
unique et gqui concilie vision géopolitique, vision culturelle, vision

économique et vision institutionnelle.




7 En réalité;_ une telle Europe se profllﬂ autour ‘de p1u51eurs L
pdles. Le Consell de l'Europe, 1'Europe des Douze, La partie europeenne:i’

de 1'Alliance et au551 1'U.E.O,

Il s'agit, en quelgue sorte, d'une construction a multiples‘
enceintes mais reposant sur les mémes fondations qui sont les valeurs

démocratiques et humaines auxquelles tous ses perticipants adhérent.

Voild au stade actuel ce qui me sembl: &tre la véritable
"Maison Europe". Elle s'érige, maintenant, non san5 difficultés il est
vrai, depuis quelque quarante'ans;

Ne serait-il pas déraiscnnable de 1'abandonner pour une
autre batisse dont la dénomination est séduisante mais dont les plans

ne paraissent pas clairs et qui de toute facon n'existe pas encore?

Cette construction - NCTRE Maison Europe - est d'ailleurs
ouverte i tous ceux qui partagent déj3 ou qui décideraient de partager
32 1'avenir les valeurs démocratiques et humaines sur lesquelles elle

repose,

Ses occupants sont, d'autre part; préts & tout dialogue avec

ui, n'adhérante pas de la méme facon aux mémes valeurs, le souhaitent.
z P G

Ils sont d'ailleurs conscients de la division du continent

‘et de la nécessité de la surmonter.

La Plate-forme sdf les intéréts européens en matiére de
"sécurité adoptée par les Ministres de l1'Union de 1'Europe Occidentale
le 27 ‘octobre 1987 ne précise-t-elle pas, d&s son début - et 1la je
voudrais la citer - que "l'Europe est au centre des relations Est/Ouest .

et,” .quarante ans aprés la fin de la Deuxié&me Guerre Mondiale, elle

reste un continent divisé. Les conséquences humaines de cette division




demeurent inacceptables, 'bien que certaines améliorations concrétes

‘aient &té apportées & un niveaﬁ bilatéral, et sur la base.de 1tActe
final d'Helsinki. Nous de#ons 4 nos - peuples de surmonter cette
situation et d'exploiter, . dans l'intéfét de tous les Eurppéens; les
-possibi}ités qui pourraient se présenter de nouvelles améliorations".

. Ils sont aussi conscients des liens que l'histoire de méme
que la culture ont tissé entre Etats de l'Eurdpe orientale et de

1'Europe occidentale.

&3

Ils souhaitent donc créer, sinon une maisoﬁ,‘ du moins un
Jjardin commun ol ceux de 1'Est et ceux de L'Ouest pourraient se
promener et parler d'un meilleur avenir et ol leurs enfants pourraient
jouer de concert en attendant cet avenir. Encere faudrait-il que ce

jardin fut démuni de murs qui en sépareraient deux parties.

Cette construction européenne qui nous est propré,
1'échéance de 1992 peut la renforcer considérablement pour autant que
les Douze demeurent ouverts d'abord au plan de leur relations avec les

rparticipants -aux autres enceintes de 1la construction européenne et

notamment ceux du Conseil de l'Europe, mais aussi au plan de leur

rapports avec leurs Alliés, avec l'autre partie de notre Continent et

enfin avec le monde dans son ensemble et notamment le Tiers monde.

- Mais prenons y garde, seule une Communauté Européenne dotée
d'une vision et d'une vocation globale celle que souhaitaient ses
"pdres fondateurs" pourra répondre & ces exigences.

Si notre "Maison Europe" se limite & un marché unigue -
quelle gue soit 1'importance de celui-¢i - elle deviendra bientdt une
entité mercantile vite replide sur une vision de plus en plus étroite

‘4 toutes les tentations protectionnistes,

de ses intéréts, ©préte
‘finalement hostiles aux autres et en butte A leur hostilité.’ répugnant
de plus en plus A assumer ses indispensables responsabiiités qu'il
s'agisse de sa sécurité,l du dialogue Eét/Ouest ou du développement des

Etats jeunes.




partir d'un plan précié d'un architecte.

C'est d;ailleuré ce - qui rend si .vaine la discussion

théologique sur ce qu'elle doit devenir dans son ultime incarnation.
; _

Jean Monnet 1l'avait bien compris qui écrivait en conclusion
de ses Mémoir2s: ~ "Ceux qui ne veulent rien entreprendre parce qu'ils
ne sont pas &ssurés que les éhoses iroht comme ils l'ont arrété par
avance se condamnent & 1l'immobilité. Personne ne peut dire

gaujourd'hui la. forme qu'éura 1'Europe ol nous vivrons demain, <car le
changement qui naitra du changement est imprévisible ..." Mais il
ajoutait: "C'est jour aprés jeur qu'il faut ouvrir son chemin,
-1l'essentiel est d'avoir un objectif assez clair pour ne pas le perdre

de wvue",

Cela c'est l'indispensable vision globale autour de laquelle

1'Europe doit se batir.

Certes, ' la construction européenne ne se développe pas a




LA SECURITE DE L'EUROPE

Cette Europe, commeiit en concevoir la sécurité? D'abord
bien s{ir au sein de 1'Alliance.
Tous les orateurs qui m'ont précédé et qui se‘sont'exprimés

Aice sujet, l'on dit mieux que je pourrais le faire.

Je me bornerai donc ici & développer, & cet égard, trois

points.,

L'importance, tout d'abord, attachée par la Plate-forme sur

les intéréts européens en matiére de sécurité, & cet aspect des choses.

) Lt'indispensable nécessité - et c'est mon second point - de
1'engagement nord-américain & nos cdtés. Et ce, dans notre intérét,
dans 1l'intérét de 1'Alliance mais aussi celui des Alliés

nerd-américains.

Des choses importantes - j'ai déja eu-l'cccasion de le dire |

- se passent & 1'Est de notre Continent.

B ‘Pour la premiére fois depuis la fin de la Seconde Guerre
Mdngialé, un mouvement se dessine gqui pourrait a4 terme - mais je ne
sais lequel - permeftre d'entrevoir des modifications peut-&tre
" substantielles de la situation géostratégique de notre continent.

Elles ne sont 'évidemmenf pas posibles sans les Européens
eux-mémes qu'ils scient de 1'Est ou de 1'Ouest.

Elles. ne le sont évidemment pas non plus ~sans 1la

super-puissance qu'est 1'URSS. - -




Mais elles ne le sont pas davantage sans les Etats-Unis.

Et la question que l'on est en droit, dans ces conditions,
de poser au Président €lu de ces Etats-Unis est: "Croyez-vous le
moment bien choisi - pour vous-méme comme pour nous - de vous dégager

de notre Europe?"

Enfin troisiéme point, la nécessaire émergence -dans

"1'Alliance d'un pilier européen.

o

Il s'agit d'une notion trés ancienne puisgue la formule se

trouva}t utilisée, dés 1962, par le Président Kennedy. Il ne s'agit

" pas pour autant d'une notion bien précise. Elle peut recouvrir de

nombreuses réalités plus ou moins modestes ou plus ou moins ambitieuses
allant de la simple - mais essentielle - coopération en matiére
d'armements & une organisation commune européenne de nos forces et dé
notre défense, en passant par une réflexion en commun sur les problémes
qul nous affrontent et qul touchent & notre sécurité.
¢

Une définition a &été donnée de ce pilier par le Professeur
David Greenwood, directeur du Centre des Etudes de Défense de
l'université d'Aberdeen, dans un article paru dans la revpé de
l'OTAN.(l) Eile me parait, & ce stade, Vpartiéuliérement bonne parcé
qu'elle est suffisamment concréte pour permetfrg l'action et large pouf

n'empécher aucune évolution. Elle se formule de la fagon suivante:

- une personnalité eurcpéenne plus affirmée pour traiter des
problémes de la sécurité de notre Europe considérée, bien

siir, dans le contexte de la solidarité atlantique;

(1)

"Revue de 1'OTAN", No..3 - juin 1988 - page 13.

- . . e ey

"Construire le Pilier européen: questions et institutions" -~




- des structures solides et. durables de coopératioﬁ intra-

européennes.

| V&“' B D -* 7 Adnsi congu, le pilier européen de 1'Alliance peut se

constituer & partir d'éléments déja existants, & savoir:
- les coopérations bilatérales entre Alliés européens;

— les organisations euro-atlantiques tels que le Groupe

Européen Indépendant des Programmes et aussi 1'Eurogroupe;

~ les organisations européennes comme les Communautés, la

Coopérétion politique et 1'Union de 1'Europe Occidentale.

Mais il existe une autre dimension que 1la dimension

atlantique ét & laguelle il nous faut aussi &tre attentifs.
C'est la dimension de la construction européehne.

On a dit et répété que celle-ci ne serait jamais compléte si

elle ne comportait pas un aspect sécurité. .

La chose se trouve écrite dans le Document sur 1'Identité
Européenne adoptée A Copenhague, en décembre 1973, par'ceux qui étaient
encore les Neuf. Elle est affirmée par le rapport Tindemans de
décembre 1975 - qui . conserve aujourd'hui toute soﬁ actualité - et qui -
pfécise que 1'Union. européenne demeurera incompl&te tant qﬁ'elle n'aura

pas une politique commune de défense.

Elle est la base deé dispositions prévues, en la matiére,
par le procjet de Traité sur 1'Urion européenne adopté en février 1984

par le Parlement eurcpéen.

e
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Ol en. sommes-nous 3 cgt égard?
Lo

Le probléme de la création d'une -dimension européenne de la

‘

sécurité se pose, en réalité, depuis le début méme du processus

'd'édification de notre Europe, entamé il y a quelque quarante ans, au

lendemain de la Seconde Guerrs Mondiale.

Les efforts n'ont »as manqué, au contraire,  pour la

développer.
Les dernidres tentatives entreprises & cet'égard - dans ce
qui était encore les Dix - tendaient & la réaliser en donnant a la

Coopération Politique les compétences voulues en la matidre.

La chose paraissait raisonnable.

Qu'est-ce, aprés tout, que la coopération politique sinon un

effort destiné & harmoniser les pollthues etrangeres des Etats membres
et qu'est-ce qu'une politique étrangére sans son prolongement naturel

dans le domaine de la sécurité sinon une politique étrangére incompléte

et donc boiteuse. 11 était d&s lors néormal que 1l'on donnit a la.

coopération politigue les pouvoirs nécessaires pour assurer & l'Eurcpe

sa dimension sécurité.

Malheureusement, les efforts d4éployés dans ce sens n'‘ont
abouti qu'd moitié puisque les Douze n'ont aujourd'hui de compétence
que pour traiter des aspects politigues et des aspects é&conomiques de

la sécurité et pas de la sécurité en tant que telle.

Néanmoins, 1'Acte unique européen adopté par les Dix,
aujourd'hui Douze, en décembre 1985, constitue un progrés méme s'il
demeure limité - car il inscrit formellement la sécurité au nombre des
préoccupations des Etats membres des Communautés et de la Coopéfation

politique.

e i
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‘Son article 30 péragraphe 6 ne porte-t-il pass:

a) Les Hautes Parties Contractantes estifent qu'une

coopération plus €troite sur les questions de la sécurité européenne

est de nature & contribuer de fagon essentielle au développement d'une
identité de 1'Europe en mati2re de politique extérieure. Elles sont

disposées & coordonner davantage leurs positions sur les -aspects

.politiques et €conomiques de la sécurité.

préserver les conditions technologiques et industrielles nécessaires &
leur sécurité. Elles ceuvrent & cet égard tant sur le plan national
que, 13 ol ce sera indiqué, dans le cadre des institutions et organes

compétents.

¢) Les dispositions du présent titre ne font pas obstacle &
l'existence’ d'une coopération plus é&troite dans le domaine de la
sécurité entre certaines Hautes Parties Contractantes dans le cadre de

l'U.EfO. et de 1'Alliance Atlantique.

b) Les Hautes Parties Contractantes sont résolues a3
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Entre-temps la Déclaration de Rome avait marqué la relance
de 1'Union de l'Europe Occidentale ef'depuis, les Ministres de. cette

dernidre ont procédé - en adoptant en octobre 1987 la Plate-forme sur

les intéréts européens de sécurité - 3 une premidre définition d'une
3 1 P !

identité de notre Europe en la matigre.
i

Le Président de 'l'Assemblée parlementaire de I1'Union de

%1'Europe Occidentale vous a admirablement parlé de cette dernidére,

Qu'il me suffise, dés lors, de rappeler que celle-ci est
née, s'est développée et aujourd'hui réactivée, poursuit son action
dans 1le double contexte de 1la construction européenne et de la

solidarité atlantique.

Dans le premier cadre, elle s'affirme comme un élément -
1'élément sécurité - de la construction européenne. Elle ne fait aux
cdtés de deux autres - Communautés européennes et Coopération
politique ~ qui en sont '4 ce stade les dimensions respectivement

économiques et de politique étrangére.
Elle est reconnue comme telle de fagon croissante.

I1 ne s'agit pas de nier ici la finalité politique ni la
vocation globaleA que les péres “fondateurs" ont - cctroyé aux
Communautés et qui ressort clairement des préambules du Traité de
Paris c¢réant 1la C.E.C.A. et des Traités de Rome. Elles sont
gvidentes. Simplement tant qu'il n'est pas possible d'eh développer,
notamment & 1'égard de la Sécurité, les potentialités, 1'U.E.O. qui
constitue la seule partie de 1'édifice Europe oia il soit possible a
les . Européens de réfléchir en commun et de se concerter sur des

problémes relevant de ce domaine, deoit jouer son réle.
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- M. Jacques Delors, Président de la Commission, qui n'est pas

~un homme & transiger sur les compétences - actuelles ou 2 développer -

i

des institutions dont il a la charge et qui ne manque pas de les
rappeler & chaque occasion, a bien voulu le reconnaitre lorsqu'il a

déclaré en séptembré 1987 & la tribune de l'Institut Royal Supérieur

de Défense de Bruxelles :

"En termes institutionnels, mon espoir porte sur la
réactivation de 1'U.E.O. et- sur sa capacitél de jouer, - un jour
pro;hain, le rdle nécessaire d'interface entre Communauté eurcpéenne,
Coopération politigue et Alliance atlantique. ~Cet espoir se fonde sur
le fait que, depuis sa réactivation, intervenue, il faut le souligner,
dans un contexte plus difficile que prepice - réponse a 1l'annonce
unilatéraleldu programme IDS, rencontre de Reykjavik, accélération des

négociations de Gendve - 1'U.E.O0. a permis que s'instaure, & travers

~ des rencontres fréquentes et régulidres des Minisires de la Défense et

des Ministres des Affaires é&trangdres des Sept Etats membres, une
réflexion de fond sur la défense de 1'Europe.

Elément de la construction européenne, 1'U.E.0.. a le
devoir - qu'elle observe aussi scrupuleusement que possible —~. de
conserver avec les deux autres les rapports de collaboration les plus

étroits.

-

Elle a aussi celui de demeurer extrémement attentive & leur

évolution et aux conséquences que celles-ci peuvent avoir pour elle.

Car si, 2 un moment donné, LES DOUZE DEVAIENT SANS RESERVE,
SANS ARRIERE PENSEE, adhérer a une- dimension européenne ‘de la
sécurité, 1'U.E.O. ne devrait-elle pas s'interroger sur son avenir et
étre préte, 'le cas échéant, 2a se fondre dans le courant principal de
1'édifice Europe.

Mais tant que ce n'est pas le cas elle a un rdle propre &

remplir et elle doit 1l'assurer pleinement.




[
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A,l'égard‘de la solidarité atlantique, 1'Union de 1'Europe
Occidentale se révéle comme l'une des réalités, que j'ai énumérées
plus haut, & partir desquelles un pays européeh de 1'Alliance pourrait

étre érigé.

T'ai la faiblesse de penser qu'elle occupe & cet égard une
place privilégiée du fait : ' '

- de sa compétence générale en matidre de sécurité ;

- de son Assemblée parlementaire qui développe - avec son
Conseil des - Ministres - un dialogue démocratique,

c'est-a-dire, public au niveau eurcpéen ;

» - de 1l'évidente volonté politique que ses Etats membres,
parfaitement traduite dans la Plate-forme sur les intéréts

européens en matidre de sécurité.

- Cette derﬁiére précise d'autrg part sans ambigufté la
maniére dont les Sept, aujourd'hui Neuf depuis ;'adhésion de l’Espagne
et du Portugal & 1'Organisation le 14 novembre dernier - enviségent
non seulement leurs intéréfs‘gé sécﬁrité mais aussi:les options et les
responéabilités qui en dééoulent et cela autour de trois grands ordres

d'idées : ' - .

3

les conditions de sa sécurité ;

ses critéres ;

les devoirs qui en découlent non seulement au plan de la

défense mais aussi du contrdle des armements et du

dialogue avec 1'Est.




La Plate-forme a d'ailleurs d'ores et .déjé ‘regu une

"application concréte de par ‘les actions concertées et coordonnées .

menées dans le Golfe par cing des Etats U.E.O0. en toute solidarité
avec les deux autres pour y maintenir une liberté de navigation

essentielle pour notre Europe.

L'adhésion toute récente de l'Espagne et du Portugal denne a

. tout cela une dimension supplémentaire et une situation accrue.

LES PRIORITES DE L'EUROPE EN MATIERE DE SECURITE

) Voild donc la construction européenne en train de meftrg en
place non sans difficulté ni parfols quelque confusion - mais lés
choses ont-elles jamais été faciles ou simples dans 1'oeuvre
d'édification de notre Europe - les éléments de sa  dimension de

sécurité.
Quelles doivent &tre, dans cette perspective, ses priorités?

Elles se trouvent indiquées dans 'la Plate-forme sur les

intéréts européens de sécurité.

Plus précisément ces priorités portent, pour 1l'avenir

immédiat :
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- en ce qui concefne le volet défense, d'abord sur notre
rdle dans 1'Alliance et sur la part de responsabiliiés et
de risques que nous sommes préts & y assumer et ensuite
sur notre détermination & réagir a tout événement menagant
notre sécurité comprise dans le sens le plus large ~ ol
qu'il épparaisse dans le ﬁonde et donc, aussi, dans les

régions qui n'appartiennent pas 3 notre zone directe de

défense ;

- en ce qui concerne le volet dialogue sur les négociations

Est/Ouest.

A ce dernier égard des choses coﬁsidérables, je vous 1l'ai
déja dit & deux reprises - se passent en U.R.S.S. ' Elles annoncent
1'avénement d'une possible phase nouvelle dans les relations entre nos
deux parties du Continent, et, & partir de la, dans l'ensemble des
relations internationales, wune phase que j'appellerai, sans doute
faute d'imagination;‘celle de "l'aprés aprés-Seconde Guerre mondiale®.

Nous devons y &tre ouverts et définir ou préciseri des
initiatives susceptibles de faire évoluer les choses dans un sens
favorable & la sécurité de chacun et & la commune réduction deé
armements au plus bas niveau possible sur base d'un.équilibré réel et
vérifiable. . |

5i je Qiens d'ajouter le verbe préciser au verbe définir
c'est que je constate qu'une grande partie dés initiatives qui nous
viennent de Moscou et Qdixsont bien accueillies par nos opinions sont,
en réalité, les copies conformes de propositions qui-avaient‘déjé été

faites de notre cdté.

L'Europe sera donc attentive a prendre toute la part voulue
dans la préparation des positions de négociations de 1'Alliance et

dans les négociations elles-mémes ou elle sera présente.




. Ellé veillera & ce que c¢elles-ci s'inscrivent dans le
contexte d'un “conéept global" tenant le plus grand compte de ses’
‘besoins de sécurité comme aussi de 1'évolution de l'ensemble des
rapports Est/Ouest, notamment au sein de la Conférence s:r la sé;urité.

et de la coopération en Eurcpe.

.L‘évaluatidn' qui sera faite des Ppossibilités ‘e progrés .
:éels, 3 ce dernier égard, se gardera de ne tenir compte que de la
“meorbeille" relative au contrdle des armements et de celle ﬁortant sur
la coopération €conomique et technologigue. 7
On veillera tout autant 3 1la froisféme portant sur la libre
circulation des‘personnés, des idées, et .de l'information sur le

continent Européen tout entier. . ‘ :

Ce n'est qu'ainsi que s'élimineront progressivement les
obstacles & des contacts de plus en plus étroits & travers l'ensemble
de 1'Europe et que la division de celle-ci pourra se trouver un jour .

-

surmontée.

.Il sera temps alors d'examiner -~ dans  le prolongement de.la
CSCE qui peut se révéler 4 cet égard un instrument-de grande valeurib
quel cadre institutionnel il sera, le cas échéant, possible de donner
a4 des rapports qu'un dialogue visant TOUS leurs aspects‘aura pu faire

évoluer positivement.

Mais - et nous en revenons ici au volet Défense - si les
- Etats membres veulent prendre toute la part qui leur revient dans la
négociation, ils doivent aussi &tre préts & assumer celle qui doit

€tre la leur dans la protection de leur sécurité.
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. Les évolutions encohrageantes gue nous constatons en Unién-
Soviétique, les signaux’ positifs qui nous viennent- de Moscou
n'empéchent pas que la menace - dont l'existence est & l'origine de
1'Alliance et de l'effort de défense poursuivi dans ce cadre par les
Alliés européens - demeure. Elle est nucléaire, spatiale,'chimique at
gonventionnelle : elle repose sur un déséquilibre quantitatif et unz’

doctrine d'emploi offensive.

Certes, l'intention proclamée de la direction soviétique est
de. passer, en la mati2re d'une position offensive & une position

défensive. Il faut s'en réjouir et encourager une telle tendance.

S5i elle venait 3 se concrétiser, nous aurions alors affaire
4 deux Alliances, l'Atlantiquelet le Pacte de Varsovie dont la défense
et non l'attaque serait l'axe de leur stratégie. Ce serait la, en
quelque sorte, la "mesure de confiance" par excellence; celle qui
constituerait sans conteste 1'étape décisive vers un renouveau profond

des rapports Est-Ouest.

Mais nous nten sommes pas 1l3a.

Ni le déploiement des forces du Pacte dé-7Varsovie, ni
l'instruction donnée & ses troupes, ni' le caractére .des manoceuvres
auxquelles celles—ci_participent,' ni la nature des armes produites et
le rythme de leur production - tous domaines ol lé; passage d'une
position offensive & une position défensive ne pourraif‘manquer d'étre
remarqué - ne donnent, a4 ce stade d'indications de changements.
Certes, ceci peut prendre . quelque temps et nous dééons porter

attention & tout ce qui se produira 2 cet égard.

Mais . en attendant, la dissuasion demeure toujours

indispensable pour garantir la paix et la liberféf de 1'Europe

occidentale.
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La Plate-forme sur les intér&ts européens de sécurité garde

done toute sa valeur lorsqu;elle énonce "dans les circonstances
actuelles et & &chéance prévisible, il n'existe pas d'alternative i la
stratégie de 1'Ouest pour prévenir la guerre, stratégie'gui a assuré
Ja paix dans la liberté pendant une période exceptionnellement- longue
‘e notre histoire. Pour &tre. crédible et efficace, la étratégie de

dissuasion et de défense doit continuer & se fonder sur une

Scombinaison appropriée de forces nucléaires et conventionnelles, dont.

1'élément nucléaire est le seul qui puisse confronter un agresseur
éventuel. & un risgue inacceptable" et lorsqu'elle dit "Nous sommes
déterminés & assumer chacun notre part de la défense commune, tant
dans le domaine conventionnel que nucléaire, conformément au principe
du partage des risques et des responsabilités sur lesquels repose la

- sohésgion alliée :

;= dans le domaine conventionnel, nous continuerons tous &

participer aux efforts en cours pour . améliorer nos

défenses

- dans le domaine nucléaire également, nous continuerons &
assumer nos responsabilités'i certains d'entre nous en
poursuivant .des coopérations appropriées avec les
Etats-Unis ; le Royaume-Uni et la France en continuant 2

;maintenir des forces nucléaires indépendantes, dont il

sont déterminés & préserver la crédibilité.

Ce dernier passage nous fait toucher a un probléﬁe qui .porte
en anglais le nom rébarbatif de "burden-sharing" et auqueﬂ je préfére
la locution frangaise qui a maintenant cours "le partage gdu rdle des

risques et des responsabilités”.

Mais quel que soit le nem qu'on lui donne
_la. - Il pése sur la relation transatlantique‘et i

visiblement de le faire de maniére aigue dans l'gveni




Il serait érroné pour l'Administration américaine de réduire
cette question 2 des comparaisons chiffrées le plus souvent trompeuses
et d'accorder aux alliés européens, dans ce domaine, des espices de
bonnes et de mauvaises notes.

Une telle position serait. contre-productive et das lors

nuisible.

Bien plus importénf me semble-t-il est pouf les alliés de
prendre ensemble la mesure de leur solidarité et - dans la perspective .
.des intéréts partagés - de se répartir d'un commun accord, les risques.
et les responsabilités de notre défense commune en mémne temps que 1gs '

roles.

Ne nous dissimulons pas que la chose ne sera guére facile
dans le contexte économico-budgétaire que connaissent les alliés Nord-
Américains‘ et Européens mais elle le sera d'autant. plus que ces
derniers seront plus prospéres; mieux organisés et, si cetté
organisation est 'dqtée d'une finalité politique - plus préts a

1o

s'assumer.

Cela dit, il est important pour les Européens de se souvenir
que le premier consommateur de sécurité doit aussi &tre, en

1l'occurence, le principal producteur de cette sécurité.

En tout état de cause, noire Sécurité comprise dans son sens
le plus large ne se limite pas & la zone de notre défense directe.
Apréds le Traité dé‘Bruxellés“modifié par les accords de Paris et la
Déclaration de Rome d'octobre 1984 - qui . constitue "1l'Acte ‘de
renaissance" de 1'U.E.0. - sa Plate-forme- sur les intéré&ts européens
en matidre de sécurité le reconnait puisque les Etats membres s'y
affirment résolus a "éoncérter nos politiques sur les crises sévissant
hors d'Europe dans la mesure ou elles sont susceptibles d'affecter nos

intéréts de sécurité". E . ) \
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Cet engagement a d'ores et déja été suivi de manidre
concréte puisque des épérations névales, destinées A& assurer 1la
liberté gde navigation dans le Golfe ont été‘poursuivies; de fagon
concertée et coordonnée, par cing Etats membres de 1'U.E.O0., en totale

solidarité avec les deux autres.

J'ai eu l'océasion de 1le mentionner mais je voudrais

souligner 1'importance ‘de 1'événement dont les Ministres de
ﬁl'Organisatioq ont tiré le 14 novembre dernier les conclusions‘
suivantes que je cite '"notant avec satisfaction le succés de la
concertation des Etats membres de 1'U.E.0. en ce qui concerne-les
-activités européennes dans le Golfe. Ils ont précisé en particulier
que tous les pays membres avaient apporté une ccentribution,. que ce
soit directement ou en remplagant les forces nationales envoyées dans
le Golfe, ou financiérement, et qu'ils se consacraient actuellement &
une tiche importante consistant au déminage d'une route dérnavigation
- (opération Cleansweep}. Ils ont reconnu que l'expérience tirée des

activités dans le Golfe renforcerait la capacité de 1l'Europe a mener

une action concertée & l'avenir".

0% peut-on imaginer, pour le futur, une telle action

concertée?

Ce ne sont pas les régicons qui manquent, de-la-Méditerranée
& 1'Afrigue Sud saharienne, du Pacifique & 1'0Océan indiéni’

D'ailleurs, un sous-groupe du Groupe de travail ‘spécial de
1'U.E.O0. suit régulidrement 1'&volution des choses en Mé&diterranée,
cette zone qui nous est si proche et dont l'importance pour 1'Europe

n'est pas & souligner.
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Cette premidre session européenne de l'Institut des Hautes
Etudes de Défense Nationale a constitué sans aucun doute un grand

succés.

Celui-ci esf'dﬁ bien -sir & l'excellence de l'organisation

%qui lui - a &té assurée et dont j'ai eu l'occasion de.remercier les
responsables en entamant mon exposé. Il en est .aussi redevable aux
éminentes personnalités qui ont bien voulu vénir ici exposer leurs
idées, chefs et membres de gouvernements, personnalités politiques
€minentes, le chef d'état-major des Armées frangais, importants

responsables du secteur public ou privé, experts réputés.

-Plusieurs suggestions ont é&té faites dans— des domaines
divers mais qui touchent tous & la sécurité de notre Europe et
notamment par Monsieur Michel Rocard, Premier Ministre de 1la
République frangaise. I1 a été particuliérement sé@haité qu'une

I

coopération européenne s'instaure d'urgence dans trois domaines -

- celui de la recherche et du développement (aussi en amont

que possible) des systémes d'armes et des procédures de

vérification ; - oA

— celui de la définition des besoins d'équipemént pour les
30 prochaines années et de l'harmonisation des concepts

opérationnels ;




- 30 -

- celui des technologies ae l'espace;r

Il a été, en outre, pfdposé de créer un centre européen de
transparence chargé de faire le bilan des forces en présence. . Un
satellite 'd'observation dans- le double but de recueillir des
.informations sur les'déploiemgﬁts des forces-et de contribuer a la

vérification des accords de malitrise des armements, .

A . A 1l'égard de la réalisation de certaines de ces idées,

l1'Union de 1'Eurcpe Occidentale pourrait jouer un rdle utile.

Le Centre de réflexion dont elle doit disposer pourrait

assumer les responsabilités de centre européen de la transparence.

L'U.E.0. pourrait, d'autre part, favoriser l'harmonisétion
des programmes d'équipement militaire des pays membres afin de
préparer en amont-les-projets de coopération dont la définition et la
gestion se feraient dans le cadre du GEIP. A Il s'agirait donc

_d'éyaluer les besoins des pays membres et. de mettre progressivement
sur. pied des échéanciers communs pour le renocuvellement des matériels
échéanciers, dans le cadre desquels pdurrait s'élaborer la coopération

industrielle tout en effectuant des é&conomies d'échelle.

D'un autre c¢8té, 1la nécessité de s'adresser & nos opinions,

de parler aux Européens occidentaux de l'avenir de leur sécurité a &té

soulignée. A juste titre.

L'Europe, Jj'ai déja eu l'occasion de le dire, est d'abord

une vision d'avenir.

Mais c'est aussi une multiplicité de processus complexes
allant sans doute dans le méme sens - celui de plus d'échanges et
d'harmonisation entre nos Etats - mais qui demeure obscure & nos

- publics. C'est certainement le cas dans sa dimension de sécurité.
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Quels sont les bescins de celle-ci 7 ; Comment
‘s'articulent-ils avec les négociations en matidre de fcohtrale des
armements 7 Comment s'inscrivent—ils dans cette défense commune
atlantique qui parait parfeois si lointaine & bon nombre de nos

compatriotes qu'ils s'en distancient sans difficulté 7

Autant de problémes dont nos ministres, hos hauts

- fonctionnaires, nos experts traitent & 1'U.E.O. Mais autant de
. problémes que nos opinions publiques ignorent, méconnaissent ou

connaissent mal et dont elles tendent, dés lors, & se désintéresser.

Un fossé peut donc se creuser et - se creuse sans doute -
entre les perceptions qu'ont de la sécurité de 1'Europe une "élite"

d'experts et le gros du public.

La chose est excéssivement dangereuse .'baf il  est

difficilement concevable dans nos démocraties de définifnet‘de metire

en oceuvre une politique de défense dans le consensus de*la majorité

-

des citoyens.

Elle est, notons le, beaucoup moins sens;b}g;en France
qu'ailleurs et 1l'action de 1l'Institut des Hautes Etudésr;de Défense
Naticonale et de son association d'anciens auditeurs a;aqégrément sa

part dans cette situation.

C'est pourquoi cette premidre session européenne présente
tant d'importance, en elle-méme d'abord,. et par ses. prolongements
: p s. prolong

ensuite.

Ces prolongements, quels peuvent-ils &tre ?

la Belgique a finalement accepté d'organiser la proqﬁé}g

- L . la Grande-Bretagne a fait savoir qu'elle était intéresséé
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En second lieu au-deld de l'organisation ponctuelle de tels
séminaires, Monsieur Michel Rocard - et je lui en suis redonnaissant -
a souhaité la création d'un. Institut Européen des Hautes Etudes de

Sécurité rattaché & 1'U,E.O.
Je désire beaucoup la création d'un. tel Institut.

En troisiéme lieu, pourquoi . n'aurions nous pas une

association des anciens auditeurs de.ces sessions européennes ?

Je souhaite personnellement beaucoup que les liens tissés au
cours de cette premiére session, dans la complicité inteliecfuelle des
Comités comme & l'occasion des péripéties des visites, perdurent. Si
vous concevez, Mesdames et Messieurs les auditeurs, le:projet d'une
association d'anciens de cette.seésion. et des sessions éuropéennes A
venir, soyez assurés que les organes ministériels. deé 1'UEOQ vous
offriront le soutien administratif et matériel néceésaire a4 la
réussite de cette entreprise. Votre initiative facilitefa la mise

sur pied des sessions & venir.

Ces sessions, cet Institut, cette é&ventuelle association

d'anciens joueraient & 1l'égard de nos publics un rdle important

comportant celui de notre Assemblée parlementaire et celui que
stefforcent de jouer le Conseil permanent et le Sec;étéfiat général de

1'UEO.

Unir les hommes constitue la condition  sine -qua non de

de’’ toutes les

l'avdnement d'une Union Européenne ‘indépendgmmeﬁﬁ»
formuleé‘institutionnelles que I'on'peut.imaginer ou_;ééuéer. Cette
session européenne constitue un premier pas de cette .éymbiose d‘oﬁ
émergent les équipes qui, au gré de circgnstén eé'.pétiemment

~donneront les

attendues, forgeront 1'Europe de la sécurité et 1@

moyens de son rayonnement pacifique. La réflexion:commune d'hommes




et de femmes d'origiﬁes et de formations diverses est indispensable 2

la définition par la concertation des objettifs prioritaires et 'des
ccncepts fdndamentaux d'une stratégie eufopéenne pour la cohsolidation

de la palx et la promotion de la libre circulation des hommes et des

idées sur toute 1'étendue du contlnent européen.

wfid




. &3
T dg
@ |

INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

DIRKECTION DES ETUDES

EUROPEAN SESSION

o

of

'ADVANCED DEFENCE STUDIES

3

SUMMARY

TOPIC 1 : THE BASES OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

iai ISTHUTO afFan
INTEONC 78000 AU - ROMA

=t oinv, 9}60 B
28.2.1989 { ¢

22 0T LUSA

PARIS  14th-25th NOVE_:MBEFL 19'55}-.'




e N A T R =

" .SUMMARY

j‘t. . -‘% - '
TOPIC 1 : The bases of european security.

TOPIC 1I ~z Europe's gontrlbuﬁon to its defence effort.

TOPIC III : Disarmament negotiatjons and european security.
~ TOPIC IV : Europe-and the Atlantic Alliance.
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e F s Semmgmemtean o v v fwre

R It

TOPIC I : THE BASES OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

,q‘.f;}"

- Platform on European Security Interests
Document UEO n°® 1122 - 27 th october 87.

- Brussels treaty permanent commission
Communigue of 17 th april, 1948.

- ’Interview given by Mr Frangois MITTERRAND; President of the -
Republic, to the "Nouvel Observateur" - Friday, 18 th december 1987.

-~
r g

- Speech of Mr Jacques CHIRAC, Prime minister, at the
- Institute of Higher National Defence Studies - 12 décember 1987.

- WEU and european security, by Daniel’ COLARD
Excerpts from "National Defence" - March 1938.
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Plate-forme sur les intéréts

européens en matiere de sécurité
La Haye, 27 octobre 1987

1. Soulignant I'attachement de nos pays aux principes qui fondent nos démocra-
ties et résolus & préserver la paix dans la liberté, nous, Ministres des Affaires
étrangeres ct de la Défense des Etats Membres de I'U.E.O., entendons ré-
affirmer la communauté. de destin qui lie nos nations.

2. Nous rappclons notre engagement de construire une union européenne,
conformément 4 FActe Unique Européen, que nous avons tous signé en tant
que membres de'la Communauté européenne. Nous sommes convaincus que fa
construction d'une Europe intégrée restera incompléte tant que cette construc-
tion ne s'étendra pas 3 la sécurité et A la défense,

3. Un instrument majeur pour atteindre cet objectifl est le Traité de Bruxeiles
modifié. Ce traité, en instituant des obligations d*une portée considérable pour
la défense collective, a constitué 'une des premidres étapes de I'unité euro-

péenne. Il envisage également Passociation progressive d’autres Etats euro-

péens s'inspirant des mémes principes et animés par la méme détermination.
Nous estimons que la relance de I'U,E. O, apporte une importante contribution
au processus plus large de Iunification européenne,

4. Nous visons ainsi A développer une identité européenne en matidre de
défense qui soit davantage cohérente et traduise plus efficacement les engage-
ments de solidarité que nous avons souscrits dans le Traité de Bruxelles modifié

et e Traité de I'Atlantique nord. ,
5. Nous attachons une grande valeur A 'engagement continu, dans cet effort, de
I'Assemblée de I'U.E.Q., qui est le seul organe parlementaire européen
mandaté par traité pour débattre de tous les aspects de la sécurité, y compris les

questions de défense.

I
NOTRE DEMARCHE PROCEDE DES CONDITIONS
ACTUELLES DE LA SECURITE EUROPEENNE
1. L'Europe cst au centre des refations Est-Ouest et, quarante ans aprés la fin
de Ia Deuxiegme Guerre mondiale, clie reste un continent divisé, Les con-
séquences humaines de cette division demeurent inacceptables, bien que cer-
taines améliorations concrétes aient été apporiées 3 un niveau bilatéral, et sur la

" base de I'Acte final d'Helsinki. Nous devons A nos peuples de surmonter cette

situation et d'exploiter, dans 'intérét de 1ous les Européens, les possibilités qui
pourtaient se présenter de nouvelles améliorations.

L

Nocument de 1'Assemblée de 1'Union de |'Lurope Occidentale

. ne 1122 du 27.10,87

Platform on European

Security Interests
The Hague, 27 October 1987

1. Stressing the dedication of our countries to the principles upon which our
democracies are based and resolved to preserve peace in.freedom, we, the
Foreign and Defence Ministers of the member States of WEU, reaffirm the
common destiny which binds our countries.

2. We recall our commitment to build a European union in-accordance with the

Singl_c European Act, which we all signed as members of the European Com-
mum!y._We are convinced that the construction of an integrated Europe will
remain incomplele as long as it does not include security and defence.

3.‘ An important means to this end is the modified Brussels Treaty. This Treaty
with its far-reaching obligations to collective defence, marked one of the early
steps on the road to European unification. It also envisages the progressive
assaciation of other States inspired by the same ideals and animated by the like
d;lcrminatinn. We see the revitalisation of WEU as an important contribu-
tion to the broader process of European unification. :

4. We intend therefore to develop a nicie cohesive European defence iu'cmit);

which will translate more effectively into practice the obligations of solidarity to -

which we are committed through the modificd Brussels and North Atlantic
Treaties.

5. We highly val_ue the continued involvement in this endeavour of the WEU
Asscmbly which is the only European parliamentary body mandated by treaty to
discuss all aspects of security including defence. ‘

|
OUR STARTING POINT 1S THE PRESENT CONDITIONS - -
wmr OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

1. Europe remains at the centre of Easi-West relations and, forty years after
the end of the Second World War, a divided continent. The human con-
sequences of this division remain unacceptable, although certain concrete
improvements have been made on a bilateral level and on the basis of the
Helsinki Final Act. We owe it to our people 10 overcome this situation and to
exploit in the interest of all Europeans the opportunities for further improve-
ments which may present themselves.
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2. L'évolution récente des relations Esi—-Ouest, notamment en ce qui con-

cerne la maitrise des armements et le désarmement, de méme que d'autres
développements par exemple dans le domaine des technologies, pourraient
avoir des répercussions considérables pour la sécurité européenne.

3. Nous n'avons pas encore assisté 3 une diminution de 'effort militaire que
I'Union soviétique poursuit deputs de nombreuses années. La situation géo-
stratégique de I'Europe occidentale la rend particuligrement vulnérable aux
forces supéricures, tant conventionnelles et chimigues que nucléaires, du Pacte
de Varsovie. C'est la le probléme fondamental pour la sécurité européenne. La

" supénonité des forces conventionnelles du Pacte de Varsovie, et sa capacitd 2

mencr, par surpnise, des opérations offensives de grande envergure, constituent
dans ce conlexte une préoccupation particuliése.

4. Dans ces conditions la sécurité des pays d'Europe occidentale ne peut éire
assurée qu'en relation étroite avec aos alliés nord-uméricains. La sécurité de
I’ Alliance est indivisible. Les relations transatlantiques reposent a la fois sur des
valeurs et des intéréis communs. Tout comme Pengagement des démocraties
nord-américaines ¢st crucial pour la sécurité européenne, une Europe occi-
dentale ibre, indépendante ct de plus en plus unie est essenticlle pour la sécurité
de 'Amérique du Nord.

5. Nous sommes convaincus gque la politique équilibrée que préconise le Rap-
port Harmel demeure valable. La solidarité politigue ¢t un potenticl militaire
adéquat au scin de I'Alhance atlantique, la maitrise des annements, le désarme-
menl et la recherche d'une déiente véritable restent partie intégrante de cette
politigue. Sécurité militaire et politique de déiente ne sont pas contradictoires,

_mais complémentaires.

1
LA SECURITE EUROPEENNE DCIT 3E
FONDER SUR LES CRITEMES SUIVANTS
1. Notre abjectif premier resie de prévenir toute forme de guerre. Nous
entcndons préserver notre sécurité én restant préws A nous défendre et en
maintenant des. capacités militaires propres 3 dissuader loute agression ou
intumidation, sans pour cela rechercher la supénomé malitaire.

2. Dans les circonstances actuchles et 3 échéance prévmhlc il w'existe pas
d'alternative 3 la stratégie de I'Ouest pour prévenir la guerre, stratégic qu a
assurd la paix dans Ja libené pendant une périvde exceptionnellement longue de
notre hiswite. Pour &ire crédible et efficace, la stratégie de dissuasion et de
défense doit continuer & se fonder sur une cgmbinaison appropnée de forces
nucléaires et conventionnelles, domt T'élément nucléaire est le seul qui pumc
confronter un agresseur éventuel A un mquc inacceptable. -

3. La présence imporiante dcs forces convcnuonncllcs et nucléaires des Etats-
Unis joue un role irremplagable dans la défemse de I'Europe. Elles sont
Pexpression concréte de Pengagement américain 3 la défense de 'Europe el
constituen le hien indispensable avec les forces de dlsaudalon stra!églqucs des
l:.lals-Unlb
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2. New developments in Enst-West relations, particularly in arms control and
disarmament, and also other developments, for exumple in the sphere of

technology, could have far-reaching implications for European security.

3. We have not yet witnessed any lessening of the militury build- -up which the
Soviet Union has sustained over so-many years. The gcostrulcgic situation of
Woestern Europe makes it panticularly vuinerable.to the aupcnor conventional, .
chemical und nuclear forces of the Warsaw Pact. This is the fundnmcnml
problem for European security. The Warsaw Pact’s superior conventional
{orces and its capability for surprise attuck and lurge-scale offensive action are of
special concern in this context.

‘4. Under these conditions the :.ct.umy of the Western European countrics can
only be ensured in close ussociation with our North American ailies. The
‘security of the Alliance is indivisible, The partuership between the two ‘sides of
the Atlantic rests on the twin foundations of shared values and interests, Just as
,the commitment of the North American democracies is vital 0 l:uropcn
u:c.unly. u free, independent and mcrcasmgly more united Western [:urupe T
"vital 10 the security of North America.

5. It is our conviction that the balanced policy of the Hurmel Report remains
valid. Political solidarity and sdequate military sirength within the Atluntic
Alliance, arms control, disarmament and the search for genuine détente con-
tinue to be integral parts of this policy. Mthury wcumy and a policy of délcnu: :
are' not contradictory but complementary.- .

1
EUROPEAN SECURITY SHOULD BE
BASED ON THE FOLLOWING CRITEXIA

1 It remaing our primary ob;ccuvc to prevent any kind of war. It is our purpose
tO preserve our security by mammmmb defence readiness and military capabili-
tics adequate Lo deter aggression and intimidation without seeking mlhmy
superionty.

- 2. In the present circumstances and as far as we can foresee, there is no
ulteroative 10 the Western sirategy for the prevention of war, which’ has ensured -
peuce in-freedom for an unprecedented period of European history. To be
credible and cffective, the stralegy of deterrence and defence must continue (o
be ‘bised oa an adequate mix of sppropriatc nuclcar and conventionsl forces,
only the nuclear element of which can confront @ polcnual aggressor with an
unaccepluble nsk.

3. The substantial presence of US conventional snd nuclear forcey plays an
irreplaceable part in 1he defence of Lurupc They cmbody the Anicrican
commitment 1o the defence of Europe und provide the indispensabie- linkage
with the US strategic dctcncul

Fl



4. Les forces européennes jouent un séle essentiel; Ja crédibilité globaie de la
stratégie-occidentale de dissuasion et de défense ne peut étre maintenue sans
une contribution.majevre de la part de Piiurope, en raison tout particuligrement
du ;déséquilibre conventionnel qui .nffccu. trés directement sa sécurité!

Les Européens ont une rc-.pnnsahllllé l‘l'ldell!’L enmaticre de gufcnsc tani sur

le plan conventionnel que nucléaire. Dans le domaine conventionnel, les forces
des pays membres de 'U.E.O. constituent une part essentielle des forces de
I'Alhance. S'agissant des forces nucléaires qui toutes participent A ka dissuasion,
les coopérations que certains Elals membres entreticnnent avec les Etats-Unis
sont adcessaires  1a sécunté de 1'Europe. Les forces indépendantes de la France
et du Royaume-Uni contribuent A la dissuasion globale et A la sécurité.
5. Le contrble des armements et le désarmement font partie intégrante de la
politique de sécurité accidentale; ils n’en sont pas une alternative. ls devraient
permettre d'instaurer un équilibre des forces ‘stable au niveau e plus bas
compatible avec notre séeurité. La politique de contrdle des armements, comme
notre politigue de défense, devrait tenir compte des intéréts spécifiques de
FEurupe en malitre de sécurité dans une situation en évolution. Elle doit étre
compatible avec le maintien de Funité slmtégque de I'Alhance et ne doit pas
empécher d'améliorer la coopération {.ump‘.cnne en matiére de défense. Les
accords de contrble des armements doivenl dtre effectivement vérifiables ot
résister al'épreuve dutemps. L’Est et I'Ouest ont un méme intérét a réaliser cet
objectsf.

1

LES ETATS MEMBRES DE L'U.E.0. ENIENDENT
ASSUMER PLEINEMENT LEURS RESPONSANILITES

a.  Dans le domaine de la défense occidentale
1. Nous rappelons Fobligation fondamentale de 'Article V du Traité de
Bruxelles modifié de porter aide ¢t assistance par tous les moyens en notre
pouvoir, militaires et autres, duns le cas d'une attaque srmée dirigde contre 'un
d'entre nous. Cetie garantie, qui refléte notre destinée commune, renforce les
engagements que nous avons pris dins e cadre de FAlhance atlantiyye, a
laquelle chacun de nous apparllun et gque nous sommes déterminés 3 préserver,

2. Nous sommes cnnv.unuls qu'une Furope plus ume apportera une contribu-
tion phis forte A I'Alliance, au bénéfice de la séeurité occidentale dans son
ensemble. Cela renforcera le role de I'Europe dans 1" Alliance et assurera 1a base
d'une relation transatlantique équilibrée. Nuous sommes résolus & renforcer le
pilier européen de I'Aliance.

Nous summt.s déterminés a assumer chdcun notre part de la défense com-
e b - mune.} tatil dans.le- domaine conventionnel que nuckéaire, conformément au
©oprincipe du partage des nisques et des rcspunsdhslllé:. sur lesquels repose 1a

cohésion illice,

gaF

l)am e dnmdlm. umvmlmnnrl nous.cuminncmns tous a participer aux
,dfur]ls en cours pour améhorer nos défenses;,
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4. European forces play an essential role: the avérall credibility of the Western

strategy of deterrence and defence cannot be maimamed without a major

European contnbution, not least because the conventional imbalance affects
the secunity of Western Liurope in a very direct way.

" The Europeans have a major responsibibity both in the field of conventional:

and nuclear defence. In the conventional field, the forces of the WEU

member States represent an e\sumal part of those of the Alliunce. As regards
nuclear forces, all of which form a part of deterrence, the cooperalive arrange-

. ments that certain member States maintain with the United Stales are necessary

for the security of Furope»3he independent forces of France and the United
Kingdom contribute to vverall deterrence and security.

5. Arms control and disarmament »re an itegral part of Western serurity
policy and not an alternative to 1. They shuuld lead 1o a stable balance of forces
at the lowest level compatible with our secunity, Arms control policy should, like

our defence policy, take into account the specific European security interests in .

an evolving situation. )t must be consistent with the maintenance of the strategic
unity of the Alliance and should not preclude closer Liuropean defence coopera-
tion. Arms control agreements have to be effectively verifiable and stand the test
of time. East and West have a common interest in achlcvmg this.

1 X .
THE MEMBER STATES OF WEU INTEND T0O
A'i'iUHI" FULLY THEIR Hl:!:PUNSIl!IlIT!ES

a. In the field of Wcsrem defence

1. We recall the fundamental obligation of Article V of the muditied Brussels
Treaty to provide all the military and other aid and assistance in our power in the
event of armed attuck on uny one of us. This ptedge, which reflects our common
destiny, reinforces our commitments under the Atlantic Alliance, to which we
alt belong, and which we are rcmlvcd o preserve.

2. Itis our conviction that a more united Europe will make a stronger contribu-
tion to the Alliance, (o the benefit of Western security as a whole, This wil)
enhance the European role in the Aliance and ensure the basis for s balanced
parinership across the Atlantic, We are resulved to strengthen the European
pilar of the Alliance. .

3. We are each determined to carry our share of the common defence in both
the conventional and 1the nuclear field, in aceordance with the principles of risk-
and burden-sharing which are fundamental 1o allied cohesion.

"~ In the conventimal field, all of us wili continue to play our part in the on-

going cftorts 1o mprove our deflences.
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~ Dans le domaine nucléaire également, noos continuerons i assumer nos
responsabitités: certains d’entre nous en poursuivant des coopérations
appropriées avec les Etats-Unis; le Royaume-Uni et la France ¢n con-
tinuant i maintenir des forces nucléaires mdépendantes, dont ils som
déterminés A préserver la crédibnlité.
4. Nous restons résolus i pourstivre une intégralion curopéenne guoi s'étende B
la sécurité ct Iy défense et & contribuer de maniére plus cfficace & la détense
commune de I'Quest:
En conséquence, nous entendons:
= assurcr que notre déternmination 3 défendre, i ses frontiéres, tout T
membre soit clinrement manifeste au moyen de dispositions appropriées;
- améliorer nos consultiations et élargir notre conrdination ¢n matiére de
defense et de séeurité et examiner a cetie fin toule mesure pratique;
~ tirer le meilleur parti possible des mécanismes institutionnels cxistants
permettant la participation des Ministres de la Défense et de leurs repré-
sentants aux activités de 'L E.O
—wveiller & ce que le miveau de umtnhulmn de chaque |).ly'1 i Lo défense
commune refléle ses capacilés de fugon adéguate;

~ viser d une unilisation plus efficace des ressources existantes, notamment
en étendant ba coopératton militaire bilatérale et régionale, poursuivee nds
elforts pour maintenir en Lorope une base industriclle technologiquement
avancée el intensilier la coopération ¢n matiere d’armement;

~ concerter nos politiques sur les enses survenant hors d'Europe, dans Ly

- mesure ob elles sont susceptibles daflecter nos intéréts de séeurité,

5. Soulignant la contribution vitale gue les pays de I'Alliance non membres de
I'U.E.O. apportent & la sécurité commune et i Ju défenpse, nous continuerons A
les infurmer de nos activités,

b.  En manére de controle des armements et de désarmement

b. En matitre de controle des armements et de désarmement, nous pour-
suivrons une politigue active visant a influencers les évolutions i venir de fiagon &
renfoicer lia séeurité et favoriser 1a stabibité ¢t la coopération dans Pensemble

de FEurope. La fermetd et la cohésion de FATLance ainsi gue des consultationy’

Etroites entre tous les Alliés ruh.nl u\cntlcllu. st l'on veut oltenir des résultats
concrets,

2. Nous nous sommes engagés & mettre du point notre concept global de
maitrise des armements et de désarmement, conformément d la Declaration de
FAlliance du 12 juin 1987, ¢t & mener nos travaux Jans le cadre de ce concept il
qu'il est envisipé particuhérement sux paragraphes 7 et § de cette déclaration,
Un accord entre les Etats-Unis et 'Union soviéuigue pour I'élimination globale
des missiles FND basés i terre d'une portée de 500 km a 5.500 km constituera un
£lément important dans une telle approche. .

3. Dans la suite de potre approche. nous exploiterons toutes les possihilitgs de
nouveaux progrés vers des réductions des armements compatibles avec notre
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= Inthe nuclear hield also, we '.hallcununuo. (v carry our share: some of us by
pursuing appropriate’ cooperative arrangements with the US; the UK and
France by continuing 10 ovaintain independent nuclear forces, the credi-
bility of which they are dclcrmlm.d lu preserve. “
4. We remain determined to pursue Furopean integration including security

and defence and make a more effective contribution to the common defence of
the West. i

To this end we shall:

~ ensure that our deteralination 1o defend uny member counltry atits borders
is made clearly manifest by means of appropriate arrangements;

— improve our consultations and extend our coordination in defence and
security matters and examine all practical steps 10 this end;
- make the hest possible use of the existing institutional ‘mechanisms to

involve the Defence Ministers and their representatives in the work of
Wi,

= see to i that the levet of cach country's contribution to the . common
defence adeyuately reflects its capabilities;

- atm at a more cffective use of existing resources, inter alia by cxp.mdmg
bilateral and regional m|||l.|ry couperation, pursue our efforts to maintain

in Europe a technologically advanced industrial base and intensify arma-
ments couperation;

-= concert our policies on crises outside Europe insofar as they may affccl our
SCCUTILY INLerests,

5. Emphasising the vital contribution of the non WEU mcmhcrs of the
Alhance to the common security and defence, we will continue 10 keep them
informed of our activities,

b, In the field vf arms control and disurmument

1. We shall pursue an active arms control and disarmament policy aimed at
influencing future developments in such a way as to enhance security and to
foster stability and cooperation in the whole of Europe. The steadfastness and
cohesion of the Alliance and close consultations among all the Allies rem.am
essential if concrete results are 1o be brought about.

2. We are committed to elaborate further our mmprehcnslvc concept of arms
control and disarmament in accordance with the Alliance's declaration of
12 June 1987 and we will work within the framework of this concept as envisaged
particularly i paragraphs 7 and 8 of this declaration. An agreement between the
US and the Soviet Union for the global elimination of land-based INF missites
with a range between SO0 km and 5500 km will constitute an important element
of such an approach,

ln purswing snch an approach we shall explon all opportunities to make
further progress towirds arms reductions, compatible with our security and with

;
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séeurilé et nos priorités, en tenant conipte du fait gue les travaux en ce domaine
soulévent des problémes complexes et interdépendants. Nous les étudicrons
ensemble, prenant en considération les exigences politiques el nmhitaires de
notre sécurité et de Vévolution des différentes négociations.

c.  Dans le domaine du dialogue et de la covpération entre st et P'Ouest

1. La responsabilité commune de tous les Luropéens n'est pas seulement de
préserver ta paix, mais de le faire de mamére constructive. Les dispositons de
I'Acte final d'Helsinki continuent & nous guider dans la réalisation de P'objectif
visant 3 surmonter, progressivement la division de 'lurope. Nous devrons par
conséquent continuer A utifiser pleinement le processus de fa CSCE atin de
promouyoir une coopération globale entre 1ous les Eats participants,

2. Les possihilités contenues dans Acte final devraient étre exploitées A fond.
En conséquence nous entemlons:

- chercher A accroitre la transparence des activités et des potentiely mih--

taires et ls prévisibiing des comportemenis, conformément au document
de Stockholm de 1YK6, grice 3 de nouvelles mesures de confiance,

— metire toud en oeuvre pour assurer un respect total des droits de 'homene,
sans lequel il n'est pas de paix réelie possible,

- ouvrir de nouvelles possibitités de coopération 3 avantage de tous dans
les domaines de Péconomie, dela technologie, de ta scicnce et de la
protection de Venvironnement,

—~ multplier les occasions Jaceroitre la bibre circalation des personnes, des
idées el de Finformation dans ensemble de FEurope, et intensifier les
échanges culturels, €1 promouvoir amnsi des amélioratiuns concrétes dont
bénédicicront tous les peuples européens.

_ Notre ohjectif est de promouvoir I'imégration eutopéenne. Dans cette
perspective nous poursuivrons nos efforts pour aboutir & une coopération plus
étroile en matiére de sécurité, ke couplage avee les Etats-Unis étant maintenu ¢t
les conditions d'une sécurité égale dans I'ensemble de 1'Alliance assurdes.

Nous sommes conscients de I'héritage qu'ont en commun tous les p’uys de
notre continent divisé, dont tous les peuples ont un méme droit de vivre dans la
paix et fa iberté. C'est pourquoi aous sommes déterminés A laire tout ce gui est
¢n notre pouvair pour atteindre notre but final d'un ordre de paix juste el
durable en Europe. : :

THeE HAGUE " PLATYOREM

our prioritics, taking into account the fact that work in this area raises complex
and interrelated wsues. We shali evaluate them together, beariag in mind the
pohitical and mulitary requirements of our security and progress in the different
negolistions, '

¢. In the field of East-West dialogue and cooperation

1. The common responsibility of all Curopeans is not only to preserve the peace
but to shape it constructively. The Helsinki Final Act continues to serve as our
guide to the fallilment of the objective of gradually overcoming the division of
Europe. We shall therefiie continue 1o make full use of the CSCE process in
order to promote comprehensive cooperation among all parlicipating states.

2. The possihilities contained in the Final Act should be fully exploited. We
therefore intend:

- 10 seek toincrease the transparency of military potentials and activities and o
the calculability of behaviour in accordance with the Stockholm Document
of 1946 by turther confidence-building measures, -

- vigorously to pursue our efforts 10 provide for the full respect of human
rights without which no genuine peace is possible;

= to open new mutually beneficial possibilities in the fields of economy, )
technology, science and the protection of the environment,

- to achieve more opportunities for the people in the whole of Europe 1o
move freely and to exchange opinions and information and to intensily
cultural exchanges, and thus to promote concrete improvements for the .
benelit of all people in Europe. o

It is our abjective to further European integration. In this perspective we will *
continue our efforts towards closer securily Looperation, maintaining coupling
with the United States and ensuring coaditions of equal security in th: Sibance
as a whole,

We are conscious of the common heritage of our divided continent, all the
people of which have an equat right to live in peace and freedom. That is why we
are determined (o do all in our power 10 achieve our ultimate goal of a just and
lasting peaceful order in Burope, -
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Communiqué of 17th April, 1°h6

e e

. YThe Five Foreign Ninisters of the Bignabory
:Powera -0f the Brussgels Treaty met in Faris on 1%th April,
1948, in Consultetlve Council under the terms of Article
7 and agrsed on the followipg arrangements with a view to
ensuring the implementation of the agreemeﬁt of 17tk M¥arcnh.

(1)  The Permanent Consultetive Council ehall
be composed. of the Five Forelgn Minieters -
The Council will meet in each of the capitals
« ., ©of the Signatory Statee in turn whenever such
& meeting 1s belleved necessary, and in any
case once every three morthe,

oA

(2) The Permenent Orgen. of the Council shall
be ccmposed of the diplomatic representatives:
of Belgium, France, Luxembourg &nd Holland,

- in Londen and the representati e eppointed far
this purpose bty His Majesty's Goverpment. It
will be mesieted by & Becretarist., It will
meet at lesst once & month.

(3) The security problems envisaged in the -
Treety shall normelly be hendled by the respon-
eible Minieters of the different countries, who
w11l meet ip London to dlscuss them whenever
this is deemed necessary. 1In order to pursue.
the etudy of these same cuestions a permapnent
Mititary Committee shall be set up ip London
under the authority of the Council and under
the control of the Foliticel representatives
mentioned in paragreph (2).

(4) The Council shatl decide on periodical
- meetings, in a place to be designated, of
R Ministers or competent expertis to deal with
economic, social end oultural guestions. 1Ip
order to pursue the task undertaken at the
meetings, the Council shall decide to eet up
speclal Committees to this end.

A{5) All the Committees mentioned above ahall
report to the Consu1tative Council.™

-

- Lenceeter House, S.W.1.

7th June, 1948.
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“On 17 Harch 1988 1t Hlll be forty YBara Binc;‘the Bruesels ;wvd
Tresty wes algned.ﬁ, - | el e

The Treaty, which a3 amended in 1958 by the Paris Agpeements,,'
constitutes the legel besis of Hestern turopean Unlon (WEV).

:
%
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i

|
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This urganlzatlon, which wes resctiveted in’ 1904 is todoy the
centre of European political cooperstion in eecurity metters,
within the context of Atlantlic aollderlty thch it seeks to
setrengthen.. : ‘

The sdoption in Cctober 1987 In lhe Hague‘of g "Pletform on
turopeen Security Interests" end the coordinetion within the
Urgenlzation of the naval. operatlon In the bulf sre pert of the
- pame process. = _ : :
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Thls annlvereary will be commemorated by 8 speech on 17 Merch in
The Hegue by HMr. Hens van den Broek, Netherlends Foreign
Hinister, whose country at present holds the presldency of WEU."
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"Il y suras quarante sns le 17 mers 1988 que le Traité de Bruxelles
-8 été signé. _

e add ek T

Ce Treité, amendé en 1954 psr .les Accords de Peris, constitue la
bese juridique de 1'Union de 1'Europe Occidentele (UEOD}. =

Cette orgenisetion qui e été réactivée en 19B4, est sujourd'hui
- le centre d'une coopéretion politigue européenne én mstidre de |
‘sécurité s'inscrlvant dens le perspective de la soliderité =8
. atlantique qQu elie eouhalte renforcer. o , , -}

L'adoption en ‘octobre 1987 & La Heye d'une "Plete-forme sur les Co
intéréts ‘européens en metidre de sécurité" et le coordinetion su
gsein de l'orgenisstion de 1'opéretion naevele dans le Colfle .
perticipent de cette méme démerche. :

La commémoretion de cet anniverseire fers 1'objet d'un dlscours &
Le Heye le 17 mers de H. Hans ven den Broek, ministre des
Affaires étrangéres des Peys-Bes, pays qui essure ectuellement la
présidence de l'UEO " : :
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LA RELANCE DE L'UEQ : UNE DECLARATION DU PRESIDENT GOERENS -

PARIS (EU}, mardi 29 décembre 1987 - Dégageant les conclusions des travaux du Comité
des Présidents, organe directeur de 1'Assemblée, qui s'est réuni 1a semaine derniére
& Paris, M. Charles Goerens, Président de 1'Assemblée de 1'UED, a fait la déclaration
su1vante R C S ) :
- "1, Ay terme de )'année 1987, il faut se féliciter de 1'adoption par le Con-

“seil de 1'UED; le 27 octobre dernier & La-Haye, de la "plate-forme sur les intérdts de

csécurité européens” ; qu1'represente'la premiére manifestation d'une volonté, de Ta part

des pays membres, d'affirmer 1'identité européenne en matiére de defense, depu1s 1‘echec_

de 1a Communauté Europ&enne de Défense (CED) en 1954,
¢. D'autre part la concertation entre pays membres de 1'UEO face 3 la crise:
du Golfe constitue une "premiére™ dans ['application du paragraphe J de | 'Article VIII

Traité de Bruxelles modifié dont 1'efficacité pourrait &tre renforcée par 1a créa-
t1on, au sein du Secrétariat Général de 1'UEQ, d'une "cellule de crise", capab1e de
fonctionner en permanence, face aux menaces qui affectent les intéréts europeens hors
de la zone QTAN.

: 3. En ce qu1 concerne le probleme de la restructuration des aqences de 1'UE0,
“demeurd ‘sans solution 3 la veille de 1'&chéance du 31 décembre 1987 : le Comité des

- Présidents exprime 1'espoir que sera degagee prochainement une 561ut1on qui soit a la
“hauteur des défis lancés & 1'Europe de la défense, dont 13 voix parv1ent d\ff1c1!ement :
-3 se faire entendre sur des dossiers qui engagent son avenir.

' 4. En-ce qui concerne enfin 1'élargissement de 1'Union, le Comité des Pré-
‘sidents constate que la cohésion de 1' Europe occidentale dans son ensemble serait affai-
blie par le refus d'ouvrir les portes de 1' Un1on de 1 Europe Occidentale & des pays
tels que le Portugal et 1'Espagne.

5. Dans ces conditions, 1'Assembliée de 1'UEQ, sous 1'impulsion de son Pré-
sident et de son Comité du Président réuni le 17 deCembre a Paris, a tenu & assurer
te Conseil de son appui en 1988, dans les efforts qu'il entreprendra pour dénager une
solution de ces problémes af1n de répondre é 1'attente de 1 op1n1on pub]1que europeenne
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PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC

Press Department

INTERVIEW GIV'EN BY MR FRANCOIS MITTERRAND,

. PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC,

TO THE 'NOUVEL OBSERVATEUR’

' Fridé&. ;B'December 1987

Q.. * s this Washington Agreement historic or not?

PRESIDENT - This is‘the‘first time that the Soviet Union and the

United States have disarmed since the Second World War and it is

the first time that on-site inspections have been allowed. In

that sense, this exceptional_evehtfwili be historic if it marks

the beginning of a genuine peace process which will have to be

takeﬁ much further for it will not become historic if we stop

there.

~
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_ deterrent, has to do.the same.

Q. Usually, the.aim hasjbeen,to try.to imese limits. Is

the process now being reversed?

PRESIDENT - Let's face it, there has always been 'over-arming’.

Q. - You said in Le Creusot that one either had to disarm or -

over—-arm. Why?
) g

+

PRESIDENT - Because there is no other choice. Failing a

disarmament agreement,'eéch of the two superpowers will endeavour

to be better .equipped and stronger than 'the “other. it’s a

matter of escalation, It has always been like that and cannot be
- otherwise. There is no evidence to thekcontrary. Aand a'country

‘like France, which must maintain its credibility and nuclear

3

.

Q. | Some people find the total euphoria  in American public

opinion irresponsible. What is your view?

PRESIDENT - It’s a good thing to disarm and I find it quite

‘normal that people should be pleased about this. But the

‘euphoria is excessive. What the Americans and Russians have just

agreed in Washington reduces their total nuclear arsenals by less

than 10%. This is good but not enough.

;
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Q. - In Europe,‘the man in-.theé street is séying_that_a1; this

is happening without us.

- PRESIDENT - Of course it is happening without us since these areri
negotiations between Americans and the Soviets about American and
Soviet weapons and their agreement.is binding only on them.

. a
%

Q. When it is said that this is.happening without‘us, does

that mean at our- expemnse?

PRESIDENT - I don’t think so."It‘WOuld be at oﬁr expense if the
Russians and.Americans had persuaded us to reduce'duf own levélé"
of-armaments;{ This has indeed been suggested to us on VariouS‘
‘occasions but, from the start, we have categorically rejected any‘
such_pqssibiliﬁy. The matter-has not been,ﬁeﬁtioned since, ﬁnpii

the next time that is!

Q. » Do you not think‘yourself that we have a right to have

some say in the matter? -

4545




PRESIDENT - Not only do I not regret .that France was not party to -

the hegotiations but, if I had been asked, I would have. refused.

If France had been involved, it would have been required to_place'

itr weapons on the-table, which was inconceivabie. There is such

an imbalance in the ratio of forces! The Americans have SOmer

13.000 etrategic nuclear warheads and the Russians over 11.000. .

We, for our part,'have some 300 which is enough for us but gives

¥

- - L] : ¢ Loy ) ’
us no margin -of manceuvre 1in disarmament whilst the others

enjoy such superiority. On 28 September 1983, in my address to

the UN, I set down the three necessary conditions for France to:

be associated with the future of nuclear disarmament.
Q. - ~ What were they? Could you outline them again?

PRESIDENT. - Of ‘course. Firstly, that the ggp between’ the nucleaf

potential of the two superpowers and our own should, to bégin

with, be considerably reduced; secondly, that the conventional

imbalance in Europe be corrected and chemical weapons eliminated;
thirdly, that the outbidding in anti-missile, anti-satellite and

-anti-submarine weapons should ‘cease.

4545
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Q. “,You'have,therefOre‘con:irmed.tofme that you are the

European Statesman whb most approves of this agreement,

PRESIDENT = That's for you to judge. But there is a logic to the
facts. When, -in 1977, the Soviets installed’ their first S520

miSsileé_targeted on Europe, I alerted public opinion} These

,missile% which, with a range of 4.500 km, could not cross the

Atlantic . and therefofe hit America, did however ‘thfeaten the
entire military structure pf,WeS£ern Europe from Northérn Norway
ﬁo SOutherh Italy. I saw in this threat a désirerto sblit'the
European and American allies and to weaken their defence reflexes

through division.

" When in 1979 the NATO integrated command decided,
over a four vyear period, {i.e. by 1983) to instal American,
Pershing II and cruise missiles on the continent of Europe if- the

Soviets ‘maintained or, worse, increased the number of their

$520s, what I said everywhere, including in the National Assembly

was: "Neilther SS20s, nor Pershing IIs".
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~When,'in 1983 the Sov1ets refused to withdraw the

SSZOs and I detected hestltatlon in some quarters to 1mplement

“the NATQ'decision, I said in the speech to the Bundestag in Bonn

that I favoured the Pershing II deployment which, in my view, was
the only way of restoring the balance in this category of weapons

between East and West and of forC1ng the USSR to negotlate. Well

‘now, since the Americans and Ru551ans have today agreed; by a

proceks of reciprocal 1nspect10n, to remove the SSZOS and

Pershing IIs I can only give my approval

In short, it was NATO which first pr0posed the
zero—0ption. which is another way of saylng "No 5S20s and no
Pershing IIs"; it was then Ronald Reagan who reiterated,this
commitment in 1981. Should one be against the idea because
Mikheil Gorbachev has now in turn cOmekround'to the idea?

Q. A numher of leaders cannot openly oppose the dieaqreemeﬁt

but secretly reject it in their subconscious ...

PRESIDENT _ What do you mean "they cannot? ..." Of course they

can!

4545
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Q. . - What I mean is that. they cannot.morally oppose it ...

PRESIDENT - Why?  They havé only to state'their view,  It’s a

quéstion of. intellectual courage. CIf they believe that the

Washington Agreement is a threat to our-security they should say

s¢o and stop pretending.

R

oy
%

This is a curious .approach and a strange kind of

patriotism.- On ‘the one hand, the impression is given that the

two zero-options are a cataStrophe and, on the other, they are

supported. I prefef peopié‘wno oppo$e the idea and give their
reasons.
Q. ° - - Behind their exhortations and their calls for vigilence

a~

one senses a fear of being deserted by the Americans.

PRESIDENT - At all events, clearly, there must be vigilence! As

to the decoupling, i.e. the separation of the United States from

Europe, there is no forgetting what the Alliance means, that is -

indeed a reai danger.

Q.. *- Has the automatic solidarity or coupling -between the

United States and Europe been called into guestion by the Reagan-

Gorbachev agreement?

it L 1'} :




PRESIDENT - ' Make Vno mistake, solidaritylfhas nevér ‘been
‘ r ’ ) .

automatic! If Qas because the immediate intervention of the
 United States in Western Europe was uncertain that-General de
Gaulle wanted to leave the NATO integrated command and provide
- France with an independent’ nuclear deterrent force under his
control. Nothing has changed since. Some leading American

~figures have clearly stated that they have no intention of being

drawn into a war in Europe without the opportunity for prior

‘assessment. Others have been more reassuring. An éxample of the

former case is Henry Kissinger and of the latter Ronald Reagan.
The problem is not new. The Reagan-Gorbachev agreement did not

create this vacuum; it has been there for some time.

Q. But does the agreement expected this vacuum?

-~

PRESIDENT - No, security depends on a balahce of nuclear forces

between'East and West and on the certainty in the mind of each

Bloc that any threat to this balance would endanger peace. . The

absence of any automaticity in Western solidarity undermines this

certainty but the Washington Agreement has no bearing on it..

Q. The main argument of the opponents of the zero-options is

that security also depends on the presence of Americaj forces in .

Europe and :‘that the removal of the Pershing 11 missi}es

undermines this presence.




PRESIDENT - It ‘would paradox1ca1 ‘to suggest that securlty 1nm"
Eur0pe had only been ensured for four years from 1983 to 1987
thanks to the Pershing 'ITI missiles. alone.r But it is trme_that
“the American mllltary pPresence -on our contlnent is an important‘

‘deterrent factor.

i

Q. Because it commits the Americans?
PRESIDENT - -In some ways, yes. ‘,Nevertheless this commitment

depends more on the feellng of the United States, as a world
pover, that they cannot 1ose 1nterest in Europe‘ w1thout
endangering.themselves. At the end of the day; it is all a
matter of resolve on the part of the American people and of thelr
Pre51dent No strategy can replace polltlcal w111

o | | 2p‘.
Q. S0 many factors about Wthh you were saying that there

were grounds for doubt and that 1t was that which. prompted the

dec151ons by General de Gaulle.
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-PRESIDENT - The Atlantlc Alllance is a reallty whlch must not be

underestlmated , However hav1ng ‘come round to- Ei strategy’ of ‘

graduated or . flexible response between 1962 and 1967 under the

impetus of President Kennedy and. Mr MacNamara the 'European

members of the NATO 1ntegrated structure preferred not to Xknow
when and under what'conditions the Americans would come to their

aid on the ground.

Q. o 'In this connection, are the Europeans and the French

right or wrong in thinking that the presence of American troops

'in Germany strengthens the .coupling?

PRESIDENT - Yes. It is a sign of a healthy Alliance.

~ .

Q. Do‘you'think-they‘will leave?
PRESIDENT - Not under present circumstances.

i

Q. - Do you dread‘it happening?

4545




PRESIDENT - As Aragon said, nothing is ever certain.

Q. May I come back to your critisism of NATO strategy? Have

Bl

you alﬁays been opposed to "tho flekible response™?
? ‘ VPRESIDENT.—,I have . strong reservatlons about this strategy Wthh
| offers a worrylng way out for our transatlantlc allles._ I know
that I iun ocne of the few who thlnk in this way Generally, this
oplnlon surprises and shocks Atlantic milieux. I realised this
only recently last May in Venlce when I had a detailed dlSCUSSlon
1 : on the subject with Mr Reagan, Mrs ?hatcher and Chancellor Kohl,
I always come baok to the same‘point; The'aim'of the~deterrenoo
strategy is to- prevent war not to win it. Anything which
detracts from thls worries me. Many peoPIe lose 31ght of thls

fact. , . _ -
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Q. -+ Could NATO - adopt a strategy of total‘fesponse?

"PRESIDENT - This is Tot the prevailing-state of opinion. But

‘France rejects any form of flexibility for itself.

Q. % Was not the"flexible response’ logically unavoidéble?

PRESIDENT - Avoidable, yes. No country would run the risk. of a

nuclear war or a conventional war whic¢h would inevitably lead to

a nuclear war if it thought it would be the victim. That is bur_

best guarantee.




of

.-To come. back to YOur-argumentn therefore, basically one

the risks fof';JdecouPling’iiarises from . this strategy of

flexible response ...

PRESIDENT - No. A flexlble strategy is not the cause but the

effect of he51tat1ng to glve deterrence ‘its true content

0.

)

~ Can one say therefore that the splrlt of the Washlngtonl

Agreements has steepened this slope?

PRESIDENT - On the contrary,'it allows. us to come back to the

true

dire

Ydeterrent namely the 10ng range nuclear weapons whlch can

=ctly h1t enemy terrltory

4545




:%{':-l One idea put{fbrward and' which apparently frightens some

of the elite is that of the ‘'denuclearization’ of Europe and the

world.

PRESIDENT - For the time being, it is no more -than éﬁ'idea.
Firstly, several years will be required to implement and oversee

theyWaghington INF agreement,1then several years more to achieve

St T

~the planned 50% reduction in the US-Soviet strategic arsenal and

several years more than that to make a further step forward.

AT

Secondly, denuclearization would presuppose disarmament and a
ballance of forces at a low level and in all areas. We have not

reached that stage. Everyone knows that 'angelism' has not so .

i et i

far been the hallmark of international relations. To achieve it

QUi aToi
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would be admirable. Leave me time to get used to it.
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‘-Q..“

Do you thlnk 1t is achelvable desplte the US Sov1et

disagreement over. the ABM Treaty and SDI?

PRESIDENT - The two saperpowerS'can, if rheyejish,.find ccmmcn

- ground based on compliance with the ABM Treaty and a 50% cﬁt in

their

of te

strategic Weapons 'VThey merely have to agree on the type
K

sts authorlzed 1n space because laboratory research is no-

-

}Onger a problem.

May I come back to my 'question on denuclearization ... -

v
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'PRESIDENT;4'IfLyou'wish;r‘Then let me-bé clear.-rAsVlong‘as there .
is a threat to the 1ntegrety ‘and 1ndependence of our cohﬁth}

'1rrespect1ve of what form. that threat takes,‘ be ;it“ nuCléar,'

conventional or .chemical, France ill maintain its nuclear

deterrent capability.

0. . The Communist Party says ‘that you are opposedf’tp"
denuciearization and are therefore a war monger.

-

PRESIDENT - They are wrong and they know they are. But who would

Sk

[

dare ask France to-abaﬁdon its weapons before the superpowers. had

-

. abandoned theirs? Neither the Americans. nor"the Soviete are
| asking us to do that. I think French people understand my

- reasoning, .

i el i i b B4
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'@.; .. _And during this period will-the'cfedibility‘— vital to

‘our deterrent force - remain intact?

PRESIDENT - . Yes. When the"Ameriqéns ;and‘ﬂRussians‘-overarm‘

A : themselves, ‘it . is a major effort for: us to. stay above. the

credibility threshold.’ But we have done so_and‘wili.gontinue‘to-

do |go. Happily, disarmament opens up new prOSPects.-

e

E
Q. Don’t you think that the French deterrent has,,to however :
a small degfee,-been'undefmined‘psychologicaliy? ' By SDI, the

current debate and technological progréss?
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PRESIDENT - ALY th‘i‘s_" has ' to be-'set in -different - contexts.
nFlexible ‘ réSpOnse: is already . twenty years - old. . The
implementation oflthélhherican SDI is far . from being ensured.
Neithér of these thitﬁings‘has signediéway tﬁg'French-deterrent

which depends solely on our political will.

- Q. = " In your thinking, everything that is not a global

response undermines deterrence.

PRESIDENT — Yes.
Q. 7 In the Federal Republic you spoke again of‘the neutron

bomb ...

G T
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PRESIDENT — We have the capacity:tojménufactUre‘the'neutron bomb
whenever wé. wish. But I said in Hanover that France would not
take such a decision if there werée possibilities for conventional

disarmament in Europe.

'Q.| . In 1980 and- 1981 you said .on two occasions-that -the
Soviet Union was in the process of stockpiling weapons to win a

3
N . £ 8 L] |
war without waging -one.

- PRESIDENT — The aim of any strategy is to obtain without war what-

one could obtain with war. That’s known as the strategy of

threat. But I do not believe for one minute that the Soviet

‘ Union “has” bellicose intentions. = Its people know -the terrible’

price of ‘war and its leaders are advocating peace. Therein lies

everycne’s interest. . N




Q. Do - the good 1ntent10ns shown by Mr Gorbachev 1n‘these
%greements 1mply that he has abandoned ‘the traditional de51re to
d

ecouple the United States from Europe?

VPRESIDENT ~”No. Even thoﬁgh_l am convinced that Mr Gorbachev

wants peace for its own sake and all that flows from that.
% ' » . ‘

1

|
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Q.| ¢ ... Prominence is being given at the‘moment‘to‘a'number of :

impressive texts on the logic of the Soviet Union - thu and
Hoffmann have done this - namely, that there is a durability in

the will to bring about‘decoupling which has been constant over

the last two.decades. Do you not think that a situation might

arise where France would be forced to yield to these pressures?
' PRESIDENT - One merely has to say no and stick to that.

Q. " Is that so easy?

PRESIDENT - I will reiterate for you what I have writﬁen and
stated several times. As long as France has. the technidal and
—i‘finaﬂcial capability, it will eqﬁip itself with all the weapons

‘which' the others possess.: It’s quite simple. If these weaﬁoné

'”disappear everywhere.élse, the same will happen here.

4

Q. Why have we decided to manufacture chemical weapons?
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PRESIDENT - Bécausg of.the rule I have just deséribed. ' Because

they are manufactured in the Soviet Union and in the United
. Sratés. But I hope that the superpowers regain their

Self-control, fespect the‘long¥standing agrecments (inrrespect of

which France is thé depository State), banning the use of

chemical weapons and that these agreements are extended to =

include manufacture and storage. Long live the world without

chemical weapons? Our diplomacy is directed to that end.

"

Q. Does nuclear disarmament increase the importance of

. conventional forces?

PRESIDENT - It brings them more to the\forefront’éﬁd spurs us on-

to| reduce them to achieve a balance of the present forces.at the

'lowést possible level which precludes the possibility of surprise

attack. The normal framework for these negotiations is. the

Vienna Conferenée'which brings together all countries of Europe

and is not simply'a"Bloé—to-Bloc’ negotiation.

4545
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A,All—thingsgtqnsidered} do you havegan_opinioﬁ regérding

these agreements, and their follow-up?

PRESIDENT .- That the  balances be preserved. .It"wbuld be

unthinkable that disarmament should reduce the level of security

in| the world when it is designed to'increase it.

3 Have the Soviet Union or Americans informed you of their

talks?

An

Pa

de

ER

PRESIDENT - Yes, Ronald Reagan telephoned me on Friday evening in

tibes where the Franco-African Summit was taking place and in

ris I have received emissaries from Mr Gorbachev.
Now a question which everyone isg asking. What is our
terrent force protecting? Can Germany be associated with 'it?

0 else is protected by itz

ESIDENT - I'11 give you the standard‘réply. The aim of the
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eterrent,strategy”is to p;Otect,bur?CBuntry from war and*What'“

. dre known .as.its vital intereSts;. The President of. fhe'Republic

is. the only persoQ\able to de01de if and when these interests are
. threatened. The Fede al- Republlc of Germany is our ally in two
'ways:_firstly, Within the context of the Atlantic Alliance end,
secondly, by virtue of the;Eiysée Trezty signed in 1963 between
de Gaulle and Adeheuer‘andfwhose military provisions I revived
twenty, years later w1th Chanc;}ior Kohl. We are plahning to

strengthen our 1links by. ‘the end of January 1988. ~ This 3

-strengthening will not go as far as sharing the decision-making %

and. using nucleer forces because these competences come under
national euthority'and alsoibecause the Federa; Repﬁblic has,
since the last World War, been subject to spec1al constraints,

It is nevertheless our 1ntent10n to create and develop w1th the 4
Federal Republic an embryonie joint co?veqt;onal army and to werkg

together to start to build a European defence.
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Q. . ~'So. there is'noﬂpossibility‘df;discussing,Any sharing of

nuclear weapons with the Germans?

PRESIDENT - The nuclear decision and its implementation cannot be

shared with anyone.
Q. $But what can be shared?

PRESIDENT - Everything else.

Q. ' What then is the meaning of the expression ’common

' recent speech ‘to the ’'Institut des Hautes Etudes de la Défense

A . : . |
strategic space’ and the phrase used by Jacques Chirac in his :
| ' L |

|

NatibnaleHW[ namely 'there can-be,ﬁo battleiof Germany and a

-

batitie of France?'?

PRESIDENT - It means that the dual Franco-German alliance will

operate come what may.
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Q. ~ -/ Thus France would give nuclear cover to Germany?
PRESIDENT '~ It 1s w1th1n the Atlantic Alllance that thlS questlon w
'arises. The Pre31dent of the Republlc nevertheless dec1des when
_egressfdn agalnst the Federal. Rebublic ,Jthreatens the .vitel

interests of France.
0. 3 Did Jacques Chirac consult you?

' PRESIDENT - He sent me the text of his speech a few days before

he gave it.

Q. ‘-‘ Some PeOple are saylng that he has gone further in his -

.remarks that you did durlng you State visit to. Germany

- o

PRESIDENT_—_He said the same thing in a different way. ,fi have . :

just repeated it to you.

4545




strategic or pre-strategic,

be dlssoc1ated or be placed under any other authorlty than that -

-7 -

Are there any possibilities of agreement between France

and Germany on pre-strategic weapons?

PRESIDENT ~ French atomic weapons, whatever their nature, i.e.

are part of a whole.  This whole is

‘the“independent ndclear deterrent strategy no part‘of which can

of the Pre51dent of the French Republlc

Q. I should like to ask you in particular how France and tﬁe

Federal Republic will organlze their deployments if France one

day has to use its.pre-strategic weapons which, in v1ew of their

short range, are known to be able to hit Germany.r

EBESIDENT-f My repiy will be brief. .The ultimate warning is not

solely restricted to short-range weapons.

14545
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Q. |  To whom will it be directed?

PRESIDENT - Please, let’s keep to the conditional tense, ;We are

referring here to an éxtremé situation “should unfortunate

for|whoever poses a threat.

Q. | In 1986, again in an address to the Institut des Hautes
Etudes de la Défense Nationale, Jacques Chirac spoke of warnings

in the plural.

PRESIDENT - There is no flexible response as far as France in

-~

concerned. Therefore no plurals. That is also the opinion of the

Prime Minister.

There would be.no need to iSsue the ultimate warning on German

circumstances b;ing that about. The ultimate warning is intended

Lt
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| SPEECHES o/STATEMENTS

Ambassade de France a Londres
Service de Presse et d'[nformation
58 Knightsbridge, London S.W.1.

- Telephone: 01-235 8050

Sp.St/LON/87/87

. _ SPEECH OF 1. JACQUES CHIRAC, PRIME MINISTER, AT THE

kS ' INSTITUTE OF HIGHER NATIONAL DEFENCE STUDIES

: - (12 DECEMBER 1987)

' g ) )

"For the second time &since the ‘beginning of this legislature I have
the pleasure of speaking to the studsnts of your Institute. I welcome
;his opportunity of telling you about the thinking behind the
Government 5 pclicy in an area of crucial {mportance to our country.

"The main landmark in National Defence policy aince March 1986 was the
=b11ng in Parllament of a new Military Programme Act -which charts our
efence policy principles and capab‘lities. To my mind, one essential
fesult of Institutional coexistence is the fact that that leglsiatzon
was adcpted practically unanlmously by Parliament.

"ﬁhis massive approval, an unprecedented even{ﬂin the history of the
F;fth Republic, reflects the underlying endorsement by the French of -
the defence policy defined by General de Gaulle. '

'%t thus enables France - as I have found for myself in my talks with
top foreign 1leaders - to be heard and respected -on the international
gcene. No-one, indeed, can speculate on a reconsideration of our
najor defence policy guidelines.

N - "Lastly, it reflects an all-round conviction that there .ia no
2 alternative to exerting ouraelvas. ' ‘

'The financial effort to equip our armed forces ig indeed
cqns:dﬂrnble. since a steady annual increase of 6% in real terms is
pqovided for, foilowins an exceptional effort of 11% for the year that
igs now ending.

"The new Programme Act reasserts the primacy given to the nuclear
forces. It-opena up the spatial dimension’ to our defence and it
provicdes our conventional forcéé with the capabilities to perform
thgi; duties on the national territory, in Eurcope and . in the rest eof
thz world. :

; . 'Tpe decision sgpeedily to equip cur country with the new capacities
required to conduct its policy and exercise its soverelgnty was all
the more vital because there are mors and more factors of instability
in| the 'world and regional crises are growing to disquieting
pr?portions. ’ - ' ‘

: N B
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%‘Francg, & nuclear power and a member of the Security Council, cannot
renaln passive in the face of evente or sometimes upheavals that
directly or indirectly affect her security. : : :

"By merely referring to the daily news, we can see that violence is
2ll too often @ substitute for policy in many regions of the globe.
It is a concept of international relations we can on no account agree
with, but which we do not accept to have inflicted on us. That is why
France means to exercise her responsibilities. She doee so If
hecessary by using her armed forces te safeguard her legitimate.
interests or those of countries close to her. That has been the case
in Chad, in the Pergian 5ulf and at the approaches to the latter.

. "The 1and, air, naval and carrier-based forces we have deployed in
thnae two regions have deronstrated yet again that they are an
'gssantlal element of our presence in the world.

Tﬂeither in Chad nor in the Gulf do we have any Intention of ipposing
any sort of order from outside, but we mean to contribute to peace-
"Keep;ng and respect for the right of friendly .States to i secure life
iﬂside their recognized frontiers.

7You will .understand my -wish to-- take this cpportunity of expressing
once again tc our armed-forces the country’s gratitude for. the peace
mission they are pursuing with a coolness, courage and dedicaticn of
which we. cah be proud. 1In my - owni- hame and that of the Government, I

shoula 1ike” “teday to address &8 meesage of esteem and friendship to ths

rwen who are serving, “far from ° their f:mxlies, under often difficult
conditions.

.

"France also has’'a capital role to play in East-Kest relations, which
have taken a new ‘turn eince ' Mr. Gortachev, a dypamic and determined
statesman, care to power Iin the Soviet' Union.

'§o she msane to make Her voice heard and remain true to the major
principles laid down by General de -Gaulle: . national. Independence,
solidarity with our allies, dialogue with the Eastern bloc.

-'The headline _ neéws tnday’is the intermediate nuclwar forces agreement
.Preszdent Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev have..juet eigried in Hashington.

"I have very often stated my position on this event, which had been
_expecteu for several months already -and -which I -welceme. ' You will
.therefore understand "why I .tBInE-ft more ureful today to tell you my
‘;v;ews on the futura. “with regard to the stakes for European:pecurity
and France’ 8 role. T \&

. "Thz debates over the adoption of the dcuble “zero option’ showed that-
;the Veat Europaans considarad the retention of the American prasenca

pn their continent to be absolutely naceeaary. -

“They have &lgo recalled "that the--"dislogue between:..the ;twb_-great

powers can develop under its own steam and with ite own priorities.

f
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"It.is seignificant, in this connection, -that the "INF ‘treaty has
preceded an agresment to reduce the strategic armcuriab. which should
logically have been the first disarmament taak for tha two greatest
powers, ae I have recalled in: Uashington and Hoacow.

'Indeed. the momentum for nuclaar disarmamentfshould'not be confined
to Europe, for, a: ‘will never "be repsated often encugh, it is by

nuclear deterrence that peace has been pregerved on our continent for
more than forty yearc.

"That is-"why I have atressed the danger of fallxng in with the Soviet
razgoning whereby, by a succession of proposed Z8ero options s the
Amer;can nuclear presence in Europe, which we all beliave vital, could
be Jbopardized and even eliminated. .

"Sc we- have chosen, as duty demanded, to warn our publ]c opinions
against undue or premature optimism and ramind_them that a credible
defence effort, far from thwarting a lasting {improvement of East-West

~ relations, ig on the contrary one of the conditicne for i;.

“Our ‘public opinions must realize that reducing weapenry is not an end

In iteelf: it is meaningful only if It contributes to effectively
strengthening everyone’s security.

V’The.Vashingtcn agreement, which iz consistent with the objectives our

allies set themselves in 1979 and features some innovatory provisions - -
-on mutual inspection, ig undoubtedly a milestone in the history of our

centinent.’ It raises many question marke _for the future, both

political and military, and in eome respects it 1s a challenge for

the Eurcpeans.

"There is - indeed a real danger of eeeing divergences emargg,~varying
according to countries, as to the security polic¢y to be pursued. For
what do we find in the wake of the double ‘zero option’?

"The Americans insist on a reinforcement of their allies’ conventional
defence capabilities. something moet of them are not in a position to
dO- s

"Great Britain and France, who have Iearni from history that there 15-
! no such thing a8 a purely conventional deterresnce in Europe, must

imperatively maintain the priority they rightly give to thelr nuclear

‘deterrent forces, without giving up, In other sectors; capacities for
. action in the world that also contribute to European sscurity.

"German public opinion, for ite part, sesms to fear that that country
might now be a -“specisl case’ .in relatien to the Soviet nuclear

‘threat. Thie dmpreepion ; {s:probably exaggerated, since the whole of
‘Europs -{g withir range; of the various categories of nuclear arms the’

Soviet Union possesses:and .will go :on pcssessing in far too great
quantities, even after the INF have been dismantled. But how can one
fail to understand the. anxiety of our German friends, congidering
their situation?’ ' '

eood.
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~"Other countries alsoc have their national worrjes. I am thinking in
particular of Spain who, after uneguivocally confirming her membership

of -the Atlantic &lliance, now meane to play an active part in European
aecurity. France, who i3 o «close to her in ®so many respects,
unceretands this aspiration and will andegvour to further {t. )

."If we did not take éafe, differences of national perceptions cculd

czuse 3{gnificant divergences between our countries” defence :nd
disarmament policies. :

"This §s8 why I am glad that those centrifugal tendencies are
ceunteracted to good effect by the will of Europe’s statesmen and
pecples to consclidate their community of destiny. That, to my mind,
ig proved beyond all doubt by the recent proclamation by VWestern
zuropeen Union’s soven mesber nationg of the principleszs underlying
their common security, as proposed by me before that organization’s
Parliamentary Assembly last year, The ‘platform’ adopted in The Hague
on 27 Octcber 1987 {8 an event that will go down Iin history: for the
firet time, Evropean countriesg hzve golemnly  voiced their
determination that defence will be nart and parcel eof the construction

R T b ‘.2 e :': e T

sf Turcps, by 2greeing on a range of clear principles and firm

_commitmente,

"This course must in my view be open to all countries in Europe who

will want  to take on their share, and I am glad that the significance
of that event has been perfectly understood in the United States: the
Atlartic Alliance canncg'be strong if Lurope is wedkf

"Evzn thaugh bared o©n ghared convictions, éolidarit? would
neverihslese remain an empty word if it . were not expressed through
concrets measyres., :

"Fer her part, France draws three conclusions from this.

e intends, first of all, to tighten her bilateral relations with

different partners, which méat specific and complementary
nescpssities. For instance, France and Gresat Britain, as nuclear
pcrrers, have obvious conveigences of Interests and I would like to sce
theee concretizod as soon ap possible. More far-reaching cooperatlon
#ith the Federal Republic of Germany anewers a historical requirement
w2 all recognize. Finally, with .Italy and Spain we have embarked on
very ‘fruitful political and military cooperation which may be
particulariy useful in the Mediterranean.

T
L]
2

-
~

"Our ¢ountry alsgo wants the European nations to sssert themselves zas

such in the rezlm of defence.  Indeed, their ability to be heard in
thes world depends on +their collective will to exercise their

responsibilities, That European solidarity must be embodied today in
WEU whoge role, in 1line with the commitments entered into at its
birth, 1s to create genuine Eurcpean defence-mindedness.

"Lastly, France means to play an active part in the thinking exercise

the Atlantic Alliance is to uncertéke on the political and military -

chellienges ¢f the coming years.
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- "Those diacussions must take as their starting point a politicel and

military reality: the coexistence of French and NATO stratagies.

"The fsilure of General de Gauvlle’s attempts to establish & genuine
Europsan pole of defence and the doctrinal controveraies . that
gurrounded NATO’s  adoption of a flexitle response strategy, whose
premises we disputed, accentuated the differences for several years.

"It became clear, however, particularly with the new spurt given to
Franco-German cooperation, that an efficacious synergy of the
different strategies was possible. -

"Can we today contemplats going furthar?

~

bl

I shall make three observations.

"The first concerns our allies’ concept.: It is patently obvious that
the initial ambitione of  the flexible response doctrine have
conziderably evolved over the past twenty—-five ysars.

"Our allies have gradually recognized the need to give clearer
precedence to detsrrence capabilities than to those of a potential
nuclear battle. That wasg one of the essential justifications for the
Perghing II depleyment, which wag to permit the withdrawal of a
substantial number of shorter-range weapons.

‘ "On the concept cf deterrence, there hava"thus been  signs of an
implicit rapprochement betwesen Franca and har ‘allise cover the last few
. YEars, - ‘

Jfﬁny second o¢bservation concerns the evolution of both our nuclear and

cdéhventional capabilities. Az I already streseed here in September
: 1986, France now has the .means'to assert the European dimension of her

security. Bith the maturing of our prestrategic nuclear arms we can
now make more flexible use of our air-land battle force. At the time
- when PLUTCN  was the principal nuclear warning instrument, its
. npe€rational readinsss . was our’ forces’ priority duty: because of this
- we- tended to reserve those Forfes for national requirements as near as

pogsible to our sanctuary. The entry into service of the ASMP

releases us from thﬁt; constraint. PLUTON’s replacement in'1992 by
 HADES, with a far longer .rahge, will put the finishing touches, to that
evolution. Were the Federal Republic of Germany to bé the vietim of
zn aggression, who can now doubt ' that France’s commitmant would be
-immgdiate end wholehsarted? There cannot be a battle of Germany and a
“battleiof+ Francei: It-is by reiterating in this way its determination
to . fulfil the obligations it has freely taken on that our country will
' vest cortribute to deterrence in Europe.

"By the Bate teken, France“s prestratsgic warning must be ready for
delivery immediately : the Head of State deems that our wvital interests
are at stzke, that 1{s, if necesssary, well before the Invasion of
- national territory. The deterrent value of such a warning depends, to
‘ay mind, on two combined factore: It pust be specific, efficacious and
limited, since we refuse --to get caught up 4in a repetitious chain

ool
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- .regction.of exchanges which . would be the negation of deterrence. It

muet alsp be . able to penatrate the advaraary 5 capabilitias as deeply
as posslble..

Deepe: telations of all kinds - 'political. economic and cultural -

with gur naighboura. particulerly the Germans, help make the Western
Euggpeaﬁ nationz an {ndiesociable entity: so France could never regard
her neighbours’ territory as a ‘glacis’. There must be no doubt about
this, in the Eas: or West. -

"My last observa;ion concerns the ptate of oﬁinion in F¥France and

. Germany. The object of setting up the Rapid Action Force 1n 1982 was

to answer the expectation of our Garman neighbour.

"The recponse to the recent ‘Cheeky Sparrow” (’Moineau Hardi")
exercises constitutes a success. S

"More recently, Chanceilor Kohl took the initfative of propozing a
franco-German brigade. . This idea, hard "to imagine even a few years
ago, was well received by everyone on both sides of the Rhine. The
Government is  actively working to implement this proposal .as quickly

as possible, as it 1s to set up the future Dafente “ana-- Security -

Council.

"But - these initiatives will be fully =meaningful only when the
fundawental problem ie tackled: can France and the Federal Republic of
Germany agree on Joint strategic concepts, ap they are urged to by the
Elyecée Treaty whose twenty-fifth anniversadry they are preparing ’to
ceietrate? Given the Federal Republic’s place in the Atlantic
Llliance, we must also ask ourselves to what extent our country and
211 itz allles can bring their concepts more cleosely into line while
respecting our indegendence. Only on that condition.can we genuinely
fora the ‘common strategic,.space’ to . which General de Gaulle was

referring just before seallng the Franco-German reconciliation with
Chanceller Adenauer,

"Indeed, might France conceivably,.when {t came to it, take decisicns
with regard .to.the French unite in the Joint Brigsde that would be at
variance with those the Federal Republic of Germany was taking for the

- Gerpan contingent. in the same brigade? . Such & situation would

obviously, be absurd and contrary to _thér basic intention behind
Chancellor Kohl’s {nitiative.- ‘ :

r.The same question. arises with respect to the Rapid Action Force,

wh;ch ghould be able.to .operate wherever its contrzbution would prove
-useful.

"I want, in any event, the Franco-Garmad rapbrochement_to be rightly
perceived as a necessary and irreplaceable contribution to the

-security of the whole of Western Eurcope, and its dynamics to extend to

our cther partners .and allies,

“In developing these considerationé-before you, I am fully aware that

.1t is not just France, from whom much is expected, who is involved.

ceed
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"Quite obviocusly, all the Western nations'have teen facing fundamentali

questions now that-the Soviet Union, abandoning the intimidation

‘policy esymbolized in the eyes of public opinion by the SS20

daplo&mant. is declaring herself determined to lay the foundations of

more trustful relatione and to that end propesing ambitious

igarmament plansg.

"For France as for her allies, the essential question todsy bears on

the very concept of deterrence in Europe.

{iThe;discussibn on the double ‘zero coption’ put the emphasis solely on

the arms of which the withdrawal was contemplated. All the European
countries concur, however, on the need to maintain -a satisfactory
baﬁan:e between conventional forces and nuclear capabilities.

"That is why they undertock last spring to work out with their North

i American partners a global disarmament concept allowing them, in the

face of a very coherent Soviet approach, to agsert their own

priorities, particularly that of'.correcting the conventional and .

cnemical imbalances in Europe.

"France is playing an éctive-part in these discussioné which could -

provida the Atlantic Alliance with an opportunity of reformulating, as
the ¥EU countries have succeeded in doing, the principles on which our
security policy must be based for the ccming years.

"Such joint discupssicns should coﬁfirm thét the ﬁéééssary,independance
of the centres of nuclear declsicon-making, far from harming
solidarity, strengthens global security: while nuclear decision-making

cannot be shared, the existence of three independent nuclear forces

Ereatly extends the deterrent effect to everyone’s benefit,

"Over the years to  come, pursuit of disarmament and credible defence

policies will not always be easy. To eucceed in this, France and her

European par;nera will have to display both a national and collective
will. ‘ :

"As General de Gaulle had ‘understood, Europe can naver be strong if

" its nations suffer from self-doubt. France can rightly be proud of

her defence effort over nearly thirty years. That justifiable fesling
must find fulfilment today In the European defence-mindedress France
earnestly wiahes‘to gee develop™./. :
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WEU AND EUROPEAN SECURILITY

by Daniel COLARD ¥
- Excerpts. from "National Defence" - March 1988

M) Daniel Colard is a specialist in international relations whom
we Xnow well -and always appreciate. Last’ May he spoke to us at
length ‘about summit diplomacy and the urgent need for Europe to
"speak with one voice". The -platform drawn up by WEU in The

‘Hague -in ‘October 1987 gives him the opportunlty to develop the

'fundamental criteria of this European security which now seems el

be gradually establishing itself. ;

FROM THE "CHARTER" ON EURCPEAN SECURITY
TO THE HAGUE "PLATFORM" OF 27 OCTOBER 1987

The idea of drawing up a solemn and fundamental charter on the

principles of western European security stems from a French
initiative. It was put forward in fact by the Prime Minister,
Jacques Chirac, six weeks after the Reagan-Gorbachev Summit 3in

-Reykjav1k {11-12 October 1986) at the Parliamentary Assembly of

Western Furopean Union on 2 December 1986. @ He stated that

-"dec151ons vital to European security might be taken without

Europe’s having any real say in the matter" and this must be
avplded - WHy not therefore ccodify in 'a document common to the
seven member States (Benelux, France, Italy, FRG, UK). the major
pranc1p1es on which consensus on security is based in order to
glve "real content" to the Europeans’ wish to "speak with one

voice" vis & vis the Americans and the Soviets?
%* Lecrurerlat the Faculty of Law University of Besangon.
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Thus the US-USSR Summit in Iceland served as ‘a spur and a

catalyst -in making Europeans aware of the 01d Continent’s
vulnerability: the swift succession of events - in particular the
arms control-negotiations on the first zero option (dismantling
of Euromissiles with a range of 1,000 to 5,000 kilometres), then

the second zero option (shorter range missiles of a range 0f 500

to 1,000 Xkilometres), finally the Gorbachev proposal on the
glpobal -double zero option - and the prospects of a third summit
between President Reagan and Secretary-General Gorbachev in

Washington before the end of 1987 completed the process. It
should not be forgotten however that the WEU Council of Ministers
at its informal session in Luxembourg on 13 and 14 November 1986
nhad mandated a group of experts to prepare an interim report on
"European security interests"™ in the present strategic context.
This report was examined in April 1987 by the Foreign and Defence
Ministers in the Luxembourg capital and led to an agreement in
principle that: the Permanent Council of WEU should prepare, on.
the basis of the definitive report a "platformAldentlfylng the
principles of European security with a view to its examination,
possible adoption and publication, at their next ministerial
meeting in The Hague"(1l). '

During the summer intense negotiations began among the seven

governments, rand in spite of the -reticence of Italy, which
attempted in the autumn to 'stifle  the French project(2), the
diplomatic discussions were completed on schedule. Following the
meeting in The Hague, the 14 Foreign and Defence Ministers of the
Seven unanimously adopted on 27 October 1987 not a charter - the _
United Kingdom rejected the term - but a "platform on European
security interests"; thirty-three years after the Paris
‘Agreements of 23 October 1954 which, following the failure of the -
EDC, enabied .the FRG to rearm within the framework of NATO and .
modified the Brussels Treaty of 1948, the Western Union becoming
WEU to keep a watch over the German government; three years after

(1) . Communiqué published 28 April 1987 in Luxembourg; document
1100 . in the Official Report of Debates of WEU: extraordinary
session of the Assembly, April 1987. :
(2) TItaly feared the Franco-British nuclear 1eadersh1p and
preferred Amerlca to lead in an alliance of sixteen, ie. NATO.
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the Rome Declaration of 27 October 1984 reactlvatlng Western
European Union

1948-1954~1984-1987, these four dates mark the hlstory of the

-'only European organlzatlon competent to deal w1th all aspects of
securlty, including defence questlons What might be described .

as the "Reykjavik syndroma" gave birth to the adoptlon by
Europeans of a. balanced ang - substantial text on the guiding
pr1nc1ples ‘of their common security, something that was. still

'unthlnkable immediately after the first Reagan—-Gorbachev summit

1n November 1985 in Geneva. The contents of the document that we
shall -analyze - still not very well-known - deserves attention
and consideration; the speed with which it was prepared -and the

framework w1th1n which it was drafted is worthy of note. Could.

1# be that Europe as a military force was born in The Hague on 27
October 1987? It is t0oo early to assert this but it may well be
tpat historians of the twenty-first century will look upon that
day as the birth of Europe as a defensive force .

;" SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE PLATFORM ON COMMON SECURITY

According to the dictionaries, a platform is esSentially a flat
horizontal surface, varying in height, and designed to receive
al

word - -"platform"  figuratively in the political context. - In
politics, the concept evokes a series of ideas or principles on
whlch a common policy can be based and explained. It is thus
assumed that once a platform is built it needs to be completed by
some construction and joint actions. In other words, 1t is not
an end 1n itself but a startlng point. - '

In the WEU document the platform relates chiefly to "European
securlty 1nterests“ The title itself gives an idea of the

- diplomatic compromise that was necessary to reach agreement. It

also echoes Carlo Galluzzi's report adopted a few days earller on

nd support something heavy.  English speakers first used  the

Sdsar
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1L October 1987 by the European Parliament on the "Political
brlefly the formal and material presentation of this document
before “looking ht its fundamental p01nts.
AL regards form, the text consists of seven pages. it is

preceded by a klnd of preamble, then structured. into three parts:
.qhe first part is entitled "Our starting point is the present
condltnons of European security"; the second, which is the most
-mmportant, states the "the fundamental criteria of European
securlty“- the last, which is the most developed and detailed,
‘ etates that the member States of WEU intend "to assume fully
: thelr respons1b111t1es" in three specific areas: in the field of
' western defence, in the field of arms control and disarmament, in
the field of East-West dialogue and cooperation. Legally, the
document is not a treaty; it makes observatlons, fixes criteria
and proclaims pol1t1ca1 intentions and so it is no way blndlng
from the 901nt of view of positive law. Its authority lies in-
tthe margin of norms; one may speak about a "code of -good

'.conduct“ a "gentleman'’s agreement” or again a political "modus

:Vlvendl" in security matters. But it only commits seven of the

twelve EEC members; Denmark, Spain, -Greece,. Ireland are not

CODCQI’I’lEd

. As regards the contents, ‘the document is perfectly clear,

, yell constructed and very balanced. France, which was. - the
1n1t1ator stated that it was "very satisfied" and that “1t was
the first collective ‘demonstration by Europeans to assert their
adentlty“ in an unltra-sensitive area and thus added a new
plmen51on to the building of Europe. The common platform is not
s0 much a programme of action as a codification of the doctrine
and strategy of the Seven of WEU. Often Gaullist in inspiration
it naturally results from mutual concessions but is characterized
by a marked realism, a cautious pragmatism and a definite
\pOSltlve will, o ‘ o

(3) Resolution of 14 October 1987; document A2-110/87 of the

beyond the c¢leavage between the "technico-military aspects"
(which are of the competence of WEU) and the "political
framework" which forms part of--the attributions of the Twelve.
‘Collaboration between the EEC and WEU should, according to the
report, be realistically expressed in terms of |Tgeneral
orientations" in matters of defenice, but also in-a series of
speC1f1c areas concerning armaments or the analysis of m111tary
crises. . - -

Dlmen51ons of a European Security Strategy"(3). Let us examine

EP. It should be noted that this resolution recommends going_::
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The part which serves as a preamble first refers to the

resolutlon of European democracies to preserve "peace in freedom"
and reaffirms the "common destiny"”, which links them as well as
the will to construct a "European Union", in accordance with the

Slpgle Act of ‘February 1986(4). Above all, in a very remarkable .

passage, the -Foreign and Defence Ministers state their firm
conv1ct10n that "the construction of an integrated Europe will
remain incomplete as 1long as it does not include securlty and
defence", The purpose of "European integration" - this word is
nd longer suprlslng in the 80s - is quoted on three occasions.
The Seven also aim to develop a "European defence identity" which
'w111 translate more effectively into practice the "obligations of
solldarlty" to which they are committed through the Brussels
Treaty which is described as an. important instrument, and the
North Atlantic Treaty. The commitments arising from the Brussels
Treaty are of considerable scope since Article V prov1des for
: mllltary assistance in the event of armed aggression in Europe,

.wh1ch not the case for Article 5 of the Washington Treaty of
1949

Reallsm is shown through the objectlve description of the present
condltlons of European security: the division of Europe.whlch
1eads to " "unacceptable human consequences" ‘which should be
'overcome by explering all the possibilities of the Helsinki Final
Act adopted by the 35 States part1c1pat1n9 in the CSCE in 1975;

western Europe’s vulnerability in the face of both -superior
‘conventlonal "chemical and nuclear forces of the Warsaw Pact. and

the Soviet Unlon Wthh are belng strengthened militarily.

UnEer these conditions, the platform points out, the security of
the western European countries can only be ensured "in close
as§0c1at10n with our North American allies'. "The security of
the Alliance is indivisible". This short but vital sentence
emphasizes .the interdependence "between the two sides of the
Atlantic. A Community of values and interests between the

(4) - 'The Single European Act entered into force on 1 July 1987.

It contains a very important Article 30 on "European cooperation
in| the sphere of foreign policy" which, in paragraph 6(a). states
that the High Contracting Parties are ready "to coordinate their
pos1t10ns more closely on the political and economic aspects of
securlty" and "are determined to maintain the technological and

1nhustr1al conditions necessary for their security”.

|
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~ v 'werey to be pulled into the Soviet orbit, East- West‘relatlons andg

~ /' This then is a brief summary of the spec1f1c features of the

" jintends to  preserve our security "by maintaining defence

pluralist industrial democracies, admittedly, ‘but 1f America's
‘commitment is "vital to Europe’'s security, a free, independent
and increasingly more united western Europe is N1ta1 to the:
security o©f North Americz". In other words, to use a well-known -
- formula, the - Seven are seeking "1ndependence o within
“interdependence" by reminding the United States 'that in the
rivalry between the two superpowers, it - is the Old Continent
' which makes the difference and gives the West a plus. If Europe

‘the world balance would be completely upset a7 L'

-The.end of the preamble refers to the famous Harmelrreport of .
171967 on the future tasks of the Atlantic Alliance, Wthh remains -

i perfectly valid in relations with the socialist States. Military
security and a policy of détente, far from being pontradictory
{are complementary as stated succinctly by Georges Pompidou when
-he was Pre51dent of France: "Détente + defence = securlty"

.. -1 joint declaration on security. The crux of. this. Qeclaratlon is
" |the subject of. the second part. . Coem g

- B - - I
. : - - - : |

- THE FUNDAMENTAL CRITERTA -OF EUROPEAN SECURITY L
) . - . - : 7
If one compares the speech made by J Chirac on 2 December 1986 at
the WEU Assembly with the platform, France has broadly succeeded ~
in gaining support for its views by its partners, Benelux, Italy,
the FRG and the United Kingdom because the text contains the five
security criteria put forward by the Prime Minister. Each -one
merits brief comment. .
il

|The first criterion is the prevention of any kind of war . WEU

readiness and military capabilities adequate to deter aggression
1and 1nt1m1dat10n without seeking military superlorlty"

The second cr1ter1on is vital and fundamental for the two nuclear
powers, France and Britain: "In the present circumstances and as
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far as we can foresee, there is no alternative to the western
strategy for the prevention of war". And the text immediately
goes - on: "To be credible and effective, the strategy of

deterrence and defence must continue to be based on an adequate

m;x .of appropriate nuclear and conventional Zorces |, only the

nuclear element of which can confront a potentizl aggressor with' ’

. an ‘unacceptable risk". In other words, "peace in freedom"

depends Oon a no war strategy, namely, the atomlc deterrent which

has guaranteed status quo in Europe for over 40 years.

‘k’
The th1rd and also the .fourth criterion are the corollary of the
prev1ous one. The Seven solemnly assert that "the substantial
presence of US conventional and nuclear forces K plays an

iqreplaceable part in the defence of Europe". Why? Because they:

embody the American commitment and provide the "indispensible
~linkage with the US strategic deterrent". The Foreign Minister
oq the FRG, Mr Genscher, did not dispute this paragraph and hence
one cannot see how he could plead for the "third zero option"
(the removal of tactical missiles of between 0 and 500 Km) ie.

the total denuclearization of Germany. The coupling between -
Europe and the United States is the sine qua non condition of the

défence of the Old Contirient.

|
But European forces also play an essential rdle:; "The orerall
credlblllty of the western strategy of .deterrence and defence
cannot be maintained without a major Eurcpean contribution ,Iot
1east because the conventional imbalance affects the securlty of
western Europe in a very direct way". This major contribution is

both c¢onventional and nuclear.

It| is true that as regards conventional weapons, the forces of

WEU form an essential part of the forces of theI Atlantic
Alalance. With respect to nuclear weapons, the seven member
States 1loudly proclaim, what is essential, that 'all "form a part
of| deterrence" and that the "cooperative arrangments that certain
member States maintain with the United States are necessary for

the  security of Europe”".- Above all they recognize that
the independent forces of France and the United Xingdom
contribute to overall deterrence and security . This key notion

is|directly reproduced from the declaratlon on Atlantlc relatlons
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adopted in 1974 on the occasion of the 25th.anniver$ary'of NATO
(paragrapi 6). Furthermore, the partners of France and the

Gorbachev's. Soviet offensive towards obtaining a’' nuclear-free

rEurope continues after. the signature of the INF Treaty in
"Washington on 8 December 1987. « This p01nt is, for the French
Government, the only western and contlnental European nuclear

power, of the greatest importance for the future of; Arms Control
Negotiations(5). o i
The final criterion of western security policy is that arms

control and disarmament are an "integral part" of this jOlnt
policy and not "an alternative to it". What goes w1thout saylng

security - interests" in a changing' diplomatico-strategic
situation. Arms control policy must finally be consistent with
the maintenance of the strategic unity of the Alllance and should
not preclude closer European defence cooperatlon. .~ As for Arms

stand the test of time. East and West have a common interest in

‘achieving this. : o 3 .

I
\‘

The prevention of war, the coupling of conventlonal and nuclear

forces, the coupling of the United States and ' Europe the
maintenance of the strategy of deterrence  within the
Euro-Atlantic framework, arms control and dlsarmament these are
the cornerstones of the security of the 01ld Contlnent. These
five criteria form a solid block, but the solemn assertion about

(5) The problem of counting third party nuclear forces was first
raised by the USSR at the time of Brezhnev at the SALT I talks
(Semionov Declaration) and then by Mr andropov in the context of
the Euromissiles talks 1n 1983
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United Kingdom give them a. free hand as regards the modernization
of their arsenals, Parls and London being determined to maintain.
“the credibility of their nuclear weapons. Thus, the two capitals
can now be certain that they will not be in a ‘critical and
‘politically delicate situation of isolated atomic !powers if Mr

sounds even. better when said. The a1m is to achleve a Stable
1 balance of forces at the lowest level compatlble with security,
‘being careful to take into account the "specific European

Control Agreements they have to bhe . effectlvely verlflable and

!




the nuclear deterrent dominates the WEU platform. Realism
trlumphed over idealism, in spite of the influence of pacifist

and anti-nuclear currents which threaten certain member States.

Thls is something to be welcomed and it has a good deal to do
with France's efforts. L i o T

THE SPHERE OF RESPONSIBILITIES COMMON TO THE SEVEN

The last part of the document deals with the fields in,which the
'member States of the Brussels Treaty intend to assume fully their
respons1b111t1es These fields are respectively western defence,
Arms- Control problems and East-West dialogue. As there is not
‘space to make a complete analy51s we will confine: ourselves to
looking at the main ideas. |

As regards the defence sector, the text recalls. flrst of all the

obllgatlon of automatic dssistance which stems from Artlcle V of

the 1948 treaty - the expression of a "common destiny" - which
strengthens the commitments made under the Atlantic Alllance A

more united ‘"Europe will ‘make a stronger contribution to the-

Alliance and ensure the basis’ for a "balanced partnership across
the Atlantic". Hence the strategy of the Seven: "We are resolved
to strengthen the European pillar of the Alllance“ The idea of
a |two-pillar communlty goes ‘back to President Kennedy'’s grand
design set out in the famous speech in Phlladelphla[on 4/ July
1962, but at the time the United States notion was to dissolve
the emerging Common Market of the Six into a vast’ free exchange
area which would inevitably been dominated by. America ... The
international context of the 80s is obviously very different.

The States state their determination — in accordance Wlth the

prlnC1p1e of risk- and burden-sharing - to carry thelr share of |

'the common - defence in both the conventional and -tHe nuclear
fleld(s) Slmllarly they proclaim that they remain determined to

pursue "European integration inciuding security and defence and

\
(6) Tne text states exp11c1ty that France and the Unlted Kingdom
will continue to maintain independent nuclear forces,. ‘the
crediblllty of which they are determined to preserve.
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make more .effective contribution to the common defence of the
West". . They then enumerate the steps that can be taken to ensure
this dual political commitment: improve consultations and extend
coordination; make the best possible use of sxisting resources by
expanding bilateral and regional military cooperation. One
partlcular innovation is worth emphasizing at this point: the
will “to concert national policies on "crises outside Europe
insofar as they may affect security interests®".  This is the
dellcate "out~of-area” problem to use the NATO termlnology The
.North Atlantic Treaty, as we know, makes no mention -of this
questlon and. Europeans have always been reticent to’act together
outside, the area covered by the 1949 treaty. For- the first time
the . Seven promise to act in concert, and to illustrate this
attltude of mind they decided that thEII navies, although setting
off separately to the Gulf, would henceforth exchange information
. and coordinate their operatlons. Moreover, the Ministers will
.|inform 'the Alliance countrles that are not members of WEU of
their activities. ‘ = SR

The Seven .also intend fully to assume the1r respon51b111t1es in
the fleld of arms control and disarmament. How? By pursuing an
nactive: pollcy" aimed at strengthening security, stability and
]c00perat10n in the whole of Europe. To obtain concrete- results,
.close consultations should be developed on the one hand between
wall the. allies and on the other hand the firmness and cohesion. of
the Alllance should be maintained. The text refers to the
agreement between the US and the Soviet Union on INF -and of the
need to- develop an overall European concept ' of arms control and
d1sarmament in accordance with the declaration of the Atlantic
alllance adopted on 12 June 1987 in Reykjavik which would provide
for- a 50% reduction in the strategic offensive nuclear weapons
of the superpowers the global elimination of chemical weapons,
the establishment of a stable and secure level of conventional
rorces, by the elimination of disparities, reductions:.of American’
and Soviet 1land-based nuclear m15511e systems of shorter range,
1ead1ng to equal ce111ngs.
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The common responsibility of all Europeans finally extends to

dlalogue and cooperation between East and West. It is important
to give priority to preserv1ng the peace and to shaping it
constructlvely This 1is not ‘merely the absence of war. This
negatlve definition would certalnly not make it p0581b1e to
overcome gradually the division of Europe arising from the Yalta

and Potsdam Agreements. Here we find overtones of the Gaullist

phllosophy underlying the platform on security. Indeed the
_1nstrument which can overcome the politics of blocs is still the
Helslnkl Final Act which binds the 35 States. part1c1pat1ng in the
CSCE It is therefore necessary "to ‘make full use” of all -its
p0551b111t1es in particular:. to increase the transparency of
military potentials and activities in .accordance with the
Sqockholm Document of September 1986 by further
confidence-building measures; to promote and prov1de for the
"full respect of human rights", without which no genuine peace is
p0551b1e- to open new possibilities for cooperation in all the
f1e1ds relating to the second Dbasket; to achieve - more
opportunltles for the pe0ple in the whole .of Europe to move
freely and to exchange opinions and information and to intensify

cultural exchanges; and "thus. to promote  concrete 1mprovements_

for the benefit of all people in Europe".. 1
Thus the security and defence policy defined by WEU is given a
global content: political, military,  economic, humanitarian and
'cultural Although-the style leaves something to be desired, the
1nte11ectua1 and idealogical exercise is quite a success. "And
the effort made to "speak with one voice" in the strateglc debate
of the late 80s is both praiseworthy -and encouraglng The last
paragraph of what constitutes the first document in which the
Seven attempt to define formally a "European security 1dent1ty"
sums up well the whole common undertaking: "We are consc1ous of
tne common heritage of our divided continent, all the people of
whlch have an equal right to 1live in peace and freedom. That is
why we, are determined to do all in our power to achieve our
ultlmate goal of a just and lasting peaceful order in Enrope"
Thls is admittedly a very broad and noble ambition, a grand
: humanlst and political design for the twenty first century, a
endez~vous that Europeans made with history providing they give
proof of tenacity and an unshakable will.
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THE PSYCHOLOGICAL SHOCK OF REYKJAVIK
AND THE HAGUE POLITICAL SIGNAL.
A HISTORIC OCCASION AND HOPE FOR EUROPE?

In the common platform the French Government saw the first
collective demonstration by Europeans of the will to speak with
one voice and to affirm their identity in |the sphere of

security. This view is absolutely correct if one recalls that
the subject had become taboo following the failure of the EDC
(1950~-1954) and the Fouchet Plan (1961-1962). The Dutch Foreign

Minister spoke of a "European identity card" and the UK Foreign
Minister saw the platform as "another important step towards the
rebirth of WEU". Even more significant, the President of the
United States, Ronald Reagan, positively and personally welcomed
the adoption of this text in the speech that he made in
Washington on 4 November 1987: "Last week; the Foreign and

Defence Ministers of the Western European Union issued an’

impressive declaration. It reaffirmed the |importance of
maintaining our nuclear and. conventional deterrents and affirmed

a positive western European identity in the field of defence.

within the framework of the Atlantic Alliance. We welcome these
developments". .

This charter came into being at an opportune moment; after-the

psychological shock of the Reykjavik summit (October 1986} and
Just prior to the signature by the two superpowers of the treaty
on the dismantling of INF on 8 December 1987 in Washington. The
political signal from The Hague fits into] a window - of
opportunity which enables certain Europeans - the] members of WEU
- to make their voice clearly heard in the jgreat US-USSR
strategic debate at the end of this twentieth century. This
probably offers to the pluralist liberal democracies of the 0lad
Continent a chance or a historic opportunity for fwestern Europe
to decide to take its own political and military destiny in hand
without which it will not really exist in the twenty-first
century and will remain not a subject. of but] an object of
history.

-AS DominiqueiMoisi, Deputy Director of the IFRI, justly pointed
out in an recent article, the dual zero agreement is the concrete
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-realization by the United States and the USSR of their respective
11m1ts, of their internal crises and perhaps even of their

decllne. But will that mean more Europe? To this c¢rucial
.questlon he gives the only reply possible: "Everything will
de: end on the Europeans themselves". 2And he adds: "Without being

ful y aware of it, we are entering into a transitional phase of
our international system which nevertheless does not correspond
to a shift from a bipolar to a multipolar world. There will
_always be less America and no doubt less nuclear deterrence, more
Germany, more Japan and probably more Ch1na“(7)

qu there to be more Europe 1t is naturally 1mportant that this
platform on common security should not remain an empty shell, a
simple declaration of -generous intentions without . genuine
content. .Its seven signatories must therefore reach an early
agreement on the follow-up in order to translate these noble
1deas into action and concrete decisions: this will certainly not
be an gasy taskx in view of our knowledge of the :degree of

conplex1ty that the European security dossier represents.

_Th% Europe of WEU does not coincide with the Europe of the ‘EEC,
but three member- States of the Europe of the Twelve are knocking
_at| the door of the- Seven- " Spain, Portugal and Greece The
problem of the enlargement "of Western European Union is thus
raised, but the accession of these three new candidates raises
p011t1cal dlfflcultles inside the Brussels organlzatlon and the
Atlantlc Alliance. The absence of consensus is, for|the time

be%ng, holding up thlS enlargement process. !

Furthermore the privileged development of Franco-German
cooperatlon on the basis of the Elysée Treaty of 22 January 1963,
1anart1cular the activation of its military element since 1982,
arouses. a certain degree of reticence from Italy and the Unlted
Klngdom the setting-up of the mixed brigade and the Defence
Council brings the fear of a Franco-German directorate within

. WEU. The major speech made by Prime Minister Jacques Chirac on

12| December 1987 at the Institute of Advanced National Defence
Studies(8) should remove these misunderstandings and

1

.. 3 . : : .
(7) Le Figaro of 5-6 December 1987: "The shrinking of America".
8) Défense Nationale , February 1988. .
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susceptibilities on the part of our partners since the Head of
Government called for the creation of a true FEuropean defence

spirit : "He explicitly stated that the capacity of Europeans to
be heard in the world would depend on their collective will to
excercise their responsibilities". This solidarity should, as-a

priority, find expression today in WEU, a privileged framework
for developing reflexion and joint action in defence matters:
"The Atlantic Alliance cannot be strong if Europe is weak".

Thus, from something that is bad - the.ﬁS¥USSR agreement on FNI

-concluded over the heads of Europe and the persistent Soviet

threat aimed at obtaining a total denuclearization of the 01d
Continent - some good may come, ie. the | outline of
a security-conscious Europe . Profound changes are taking place;
we are living at the end of a period, namely the post-war period
and the beginning of another one which marks the end of a world
and not the world ... A new international order, a. new balance
of forces, a new security model are emerging. . Europeans. are
becoming:aware; they know perfectly well what they want - to live
in peace and 1liberty - but they hesitate about the means to
achieve this, the sacrifices to be made and the line to take to
accept the challenge of security and create a European defence

identity. What they are not. fully aware of is that the time

available to achieve this grand diplomatico-strategic design -
before the year 2,000 - is probably limited(9) and that nothing,
absolutely nothing can_.be achieved without an unshakable will and

'the political determination on all. occasions. 'History may
hesitate, but it 1is never renewed; after the | windows of

opportunity have been opened, as the strategists say, they'then
close. :

|

IThe Hague document adopted by the Seven on 27 October 1987 set

Put the framework for a European defence policy. I+t states a
serles of key principles for the future; it is a result of joint

'exploratory work and the product of a very spec1f1c historical

context It delivers to the publlc opinion of our respective
countrles a. message of hope "God helps those who help

themselves". Let us not over-estimate this platform:|much

5

k9) In addition to the deadline of the open market of 31 _
December 1992 we should also mention that the Brussels Treaty of
1948 - the basis of WEU - was concluded for 50 years and thus
explres in 1998.

| | .
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remains to be. done- 1et us not under- estlmate that elther- it is

é good starting point. 1In the battle for security, France is now.

1n the. front 1line: as the Prime Minster said. “There can be no
battle of Germany and a battle of France". If thererhas to be a
battle it will therefore be a battle of Europe. - 'FOr the time

.ﬁelng thls_ls essentially political; we shali win itjor;lose it
together. [Let us take as a slogan the words of ‘Gegrges Bernanos: -

"The future does not happen to us, we create it" ...

o

'January 1988
Danlel COLARD

4547

ey, bR - 0




ETUDES DE DEFENSE NATIONALE

INSTITUT DES HAUTES

- - I.|.|Di [l Jl‘.‘l.

ETUL

DIRECTION DES

EUROPEAN SESSI

ON

-

STUDIES

. w
[+4]
)
-
2 3 W
— ) Q = A, M
m.Un ; oY M/.» 7 o
i ez | & s >
L w & o O e i
w Y H "
w i AATON I
L o N e o
= = > wd .
Tt L R X mm“ RIS el St == S
vl.lT ——— .muw.s T
aZ ™
o 1
3| % |

14th-25th

PARIS

EUROPE‘S CONTRIBUTION TO 1TS DEFE

TOPIC 11

# S

iy



[MpEIE R

i
.
I

.

Europe and its defence - Jacques Isnard : .
Excerpts from "Etudes".- n® 368 - January 1988.°

TOPIC Il : EUROPE'S CONTRIBUTION TO ITS DEFENCE EFFORT
E— . [ A

Franco-German co-cperation - ’Supportlve of the Alhance and

of Europe, by Dr. Lothar Rihl

Excerpts from "Revue de I"OTAN" - December 1987.

Defence co-operation is Europe's future, by Jan van Houwelingen

Excerpts from "Jane's Defence weekly" - 13th fehrl

uary 1988,

Action Committee for. Europe : Improving the quallty of Europe,

by Astrid Lulling.
Excerpts from "Luxemburger Wort" - 23th January

A . C o~

Maintaining Security in a Changing World -

1988.

Excerpts from "Statement on the defence estimates 1988"

London Her majesty’'s stationery office.

Excerpts from a speech of Mr Giulie ANDREO

TTl, Italian Foreign

Minister, at the Senat, on international detente views.

{16 june 1983).




EUROPE AND ITS DEFENCE 'ﬁ

by
fJachues ISNARD . ,é‘

* . (Excerpts from "ETUDES", No. 368, January 1988)

"Europe is the fifst COnfihent to ridﬂitself of nuciear

Weaporns. Following the Soviet-American agreeqent on the
dismantling of Euromissiles, ‘a limited but sigﬁificént stock of
nuclsar weapons will slowly disappear. And this for the firét
time since an atomic bomb desiroyed Hiroshimafin 1945. The-
inmediate reactions of thdse European countrieé which are most
concerned - have been very different; even w1th1n the polltlcal
nartles there have been considerable varlatlons 1n analyses of theﬁ
results of such an agreement on Europe's long—term security. Will
sgch a shock help Eurépe recover its identitx;‘ -starting with

reflections on how to maintain its autonomy? F

In fact, everythlnv started some years ago. Iﬁ 1977,
. the Soviet Union deployed its flrst S8 20s, stating fhaf they
would replace the older SS 4s and S3S Ss, which were technically
cut of date. The new missiie, with its thr?e warheads and a
range of- 5,000-‘km, was more accurate Vthan its predecessors.

Slowly - too slewly undoubtedly - Europe realised that fhe S5 20s

pcsed a new threat; especially for its_continentjf ‘ -
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‘ The SS 20s could not reach the Unffed States and were
probably intended to strike at Europe's military bases. They
: ‘ A : ‘

were clearly both a military and a diplematic  weapon aimed at_

cutting Europe off from other world theatres in which the two
great powers might -face one another. Togetheg with its stfategié
nuclear capabilities which now gave it near Lvérall périty with
~the United States, the 5E 20s gave the-Soviét Union.a regional

: |
superiority in Europe, where the American NATO weapons were the

. I
only safeguards. : The West did not reply until. 1979,
Ty Officially, NATO's &nswer came with the setting up, between
" '1983-1989, of Pershing ballistic missiles and nuclear cruise

R . - . |
missiles in West Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Belgium and the

Netherlands.

For a number of reasons, things were not in fact quite
so simple. In the first place, the'Amefiéan missi;es deployed in
Europe were not comﬁarable to the Soviet S8 20s; - their range
(between 1,800 and 2,500 km} did not enable khem to cover the
.whole Soviet Union, whereas the 1977 SS 205 could strlke anywhere

T '. o in Eurcpe. In addltlon, a number of - often vlolent - opposition
movements aimed at oppesing NATO's decisions grew up in West .
Germany. Italy and the Netherlands.' Lastlﬁ. by proposihg a‘
dlalogue on the Eurom1551les to the Soviet Unlog, while setting up
their own riposte, *the United States unw1tt1ngfy fell into a trap
which later proved inextricable when Sovieé diplomats chose

: $
negotiation rather than a head-on clash with Washington. In

short, the option chosen at the time by MNATO ‘would shake Europe

for a number of years.

In the East, "on the other hand, the 58 20 programme

continued and even went beyond the uov1et Unlon s security needs,

when 270 missiles were deployed in March 1987!' Slnce then, -

: 1 -
fifty-six countries in Eurcpe and Asia are threatened by the "
SS 20s, which means that 60 per cent of the world's population

could be wiped ocut in under fifteen minutes.
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THE REYKJAVIK AGREEMENT :

Both Leconid Brejnev and Youri'Andropov|made a number of
proposals fof negdtiations with the United States; these were
always rejecﬁed by Ronald Reagan on the pretexé that they were
only publicity ploys. The two great powers indufged in a game of
ping-pong. . The Soviet Union threatened -to |stop discussing
_strategic weapons, while the Americans made thelspectacular move

(in November 1981) of proposing the newly christened "zero

~yoption”":  to remove all missiles from Europe.
¥ ;

Real discussions were restarted at ther beginning of

1985, with a number of disarmament proposals foilpwing each other
_ ‘ V.

from both sides of. the Atlantic and the Reykjavik "Summit" in

Iceland.

The Reykjavik "Summit" meeting in October 1986, between
Ronald Reagan and Michael Corbatchov, was not as{unsuccessful as

the Europeans thought for scme time afterwards. The Soviet Union

was unable to persyade the United States to igive ~up  their

anti-missile space project - the strategic defence initiativey

(SDI). But the Reagan-Gorbatchov meeting was none the less
termed part of._the movenent which led fo the yelimination of
nuclear weapons from Europé and, at the same time; to the risk of
"freezing" the French and British arsenals, which $ere intended to

contribute to Europe's deterrent;

As the Soviet-American discuséiqns continued, two ideas
started to converge: Ronald Reagan's wish to Jﬁd his term of
office with a world agreement on disarmament and the Soviet
diplcocmats' obsessive desire to denuclearise Europe, sc as to leave

them with a superiority of conventional weapons| vis-a-vis the

Western powers.
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The result was the 1987 agreement between the two.Super

Powers with the first "zero option" on Euromissiles (weapons with

. ranges ‘of between 1,000.to 5,000 km)-and the prospect of a second

vzero option" on short-range missiles. (500 to 1,000 km). For the

. moment, the Soviet Union dropped its requirement that the

‘objectives of the SDI must be reduced, before&there could be a

third '"zero option" on rery short-range missiles {less ‘than

500 km).  In other words,rthe AmeriéanS'and the{Soviet Union were -

prepared to scrap their Lance and Honest John missiles on the one
side and the 85 4s, S5 12s, 88 23s, SS 21s and Fﬁpgs on the oﬁher.
Both artillery and aircraft carrying nuclear munitions were left

untouched. ' . - -

 Until the Atlantic Alliance, in June 1987, accepted a
discussion on the elimination of very short-range missiles (the
double ''zero option) Qithput howéver fixing any ﬁates, the voices
of the United States' partners sounded somewhat discordant.‘

In France, for example, Frangois Mittérréhd said "yes"

o to the "zero option'™, while his Defence~Miqistef. André Giraud, -
O H .

thought there was the danger of a "European Munich".
. ° |

In the Federal Republic, 'Chancellor Helmut Kohl, who

was at first agéinst fhe Soviet pfoposais, endedfby agreeing with
the United States and decided that the Pershing missiles, held in

Germany for the Americané,'should be included in {he“negotiations.

In the United Kingdom, the Thatcher Government triéd to maintain

the national deterrent, largely dependent on Aﬁerican support,
whereas logically the PReagan-Gorbatchov agreements would break the
. t

links between the United States and the United Kingdom.

i
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Eurcope was unable to dec1do what its dlsarmament policy

- should be and: thus reacted p3551ve1y to -outside lnltlatlves, even

Athough they were in 1ts own 1nterest. ) An. organlsatlon ‘as

1mportant as Western European Union (WEU), madé-up of the seven

European countries most closely concerned with&the discussions,

was not consulted.

EUROPEAN DISCORDANCE
| | i

- How did this come about? How ,can 250 million
Europeans have so little inf fluence on their own future° ‘Why do
they seem so apathetic? Has Europe's strategic position been
weakened by agreements concluded over its head? ﬁ If the setting
up of American Perﬁhing and cruise missiles in?ﬁurope_confirmed
fhe tiés between'Europe and America, would thefremoval of these

missiles from Eurcpean terrltory prove to be the end of American

1nv01vem=nt there°

The arguments giffer dependlng on whether the double
“zero option" only 15 taken . into account, or whether the thlrd
*zero option" is considered as an'accohplished fact. The same is

true of the answeré to the above gquestions. Ih the first case,

the nuclear risk is concentrated on West Germany. In the second

case, Soviet superiority in conventicnal and chemical armaments
puts the only two .independent Eurbpean_nucleaf Po@ers‘- France and
Great Britain - in é very.uncohfortable position.i But they have
a ﬁoint in common: relatiohs between Federal Rebublic of Germany
and her Eurcpean allies and, with theﬁ. the future of Europe are

at the centre of the debate.
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In the first case: the double "zers option" would lead

. i
to the ‘elimination of all missiles with ranges of 500 to 5,000 km

from both sides of the Elbe and NATO would]be left with only

'short-range,nuclear weapons, which can onl& hit targets in Eastern

Germany, for the profection of Euroﬁe. On fhe,other hand, the
i

.Soviet Union is able to strike at any part of the Federal Republic
S 4

right up to the French and Benelux frontiers from the territories

of its Warsaw Pact allies.

The Federal Republic of Germany | would become the-

-battlefield in any East-West conflict which the Great Powers were

unzble to prevent and would be the weakest linglin the NATO chain.
In such circumstances, it is imﬁossible to prevgnt it frbm féeling
that it has links‘with Eastern Germany, since bLth are in the same
situation. How to prevent the Federal Repubiic of Germany from

fraternising with her other half? How not!to fear that,. in

trying to recover its national unity, the Federal Republic of

: |
Germany will not drift into some form of "national neutralism"?

The second case, that of fthe tripie "zero oﬁtion“,

: 1. 2
would lead to the disappearance from Europe of all nuclear

. missiles with ranges from 0 %to 5,000 km. This is prébabl§ the

: |
most satisfying solution as far as West German interests are
concerned: but it is also fhe most embarr?ssing for France.
What would become of French pre-strategic nuclear weapons, its

Pluton and, tomorrow, its Hades missiles, carrying explosive

~charges with-ranges of 120 to 450 km? For how much longer can

_ : | :
the French pretend that these large-scale Soviet-American

- - _ . J :
. discussions are no concern of theirs? For how nuch longer can

: 1 ‘
the French prevent denuclearisation, with the United States, the
Soviet Union and their own allies combinihg to put pressure on

them? '

gy )
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But  if this triple "zero'option" were ever put into

effect, it:could permanently destabilise the European military

balance. . Soviet -militarywpoWer',iS‘based on an unegualled
) 7

conventional and chemical arsenal. - This ‘gives it an

unprecedented abiiity fo carry out an air and grLund offensive in
Central Europe which could only be counter-balanLed.by'the threat
of using nuclear, including neutron, weapons:. therstrategy of
weak against strong. Even Frangois Mitterand; who for a long

. - . . '
time remained suspicious of the doctrine established under

. 7 ,I,
., General de Gaulle's presidency, has adopted these theories and

, [
reminded the Germans of them during the Jjoint exercise known as

"Cheeky Sparrow", held by the French and German armies.

'~ What with Western Germany's feelings of solidarity with
East Germany and France's resentment of the ,prospect of a
denuclearised Eurcope, there is little room for tthe partisans gf
common security in Europe to manceuvre. '"Neither Pershings nor-
55 208" .has been the cry here and there; and rightly SO. But,

then the corollary is no Soviet army strong {enough that its

presence alone can destroy ény wish for'cgllectivé autonomy in the.

West.

THE FRANCO-GERMAN ENTENTE

From this it will be seen that a 'dialogue on European
security depends first and foremost on. a Franco-German under-

standing, not based on words but built painstakiLgly and with all

. the difficulties that sometimes beset old marriedjcouples.
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rInrlgﬁdi'this struck two men like a prcﬁonition. " Just

|

twenty-flve S years ago, - General de Gaulle and " Chancellor

Konrad ﬁdenauer sipgned a treaty of frlendshlp and’ solldarlty - the

- Elysée Treaty - between France and: - the- Federal Republic of

Germany. At the time this pr1v11eged alliance was laughed at by

the two countrias' nelghbours, who sneered at the Franco-German

taxis" which‘_ azcording to them,. was unlikely to llve longer than

\
.
:

After the impassioned,. post—war arguments, the Elysée

other such treati:zs in a troubled world.

Treaty la1d down ways and means of recon61llng the two countrles'
mllltary doctrines so as to arrive at shared concepts. There
were regular meetlngs between the Defence Mlnlsters and the Army
Staffs, as well as exchanges of personnel and ycooperatlon on

armamants questions, all aimed at bringing the twoharmies to work

together without, however, setting aside collaboraﬁion with other.

allied countries. i
k f
i

The first results were encouraglng, as when it was

de01ded to undertake the joint manufacture of a number of military

items: the Transall transport aircraft, the Alpha jet tralnlng,ﬁ

and ﬁactical support aircraft, a family of antlatank‘m1551les;
etc. Curiously enough, they could not counter balance a number
of considerabla failures, such as the aborted plan for a 301nt
battle tank or, later, the disagreement on the deflnltlon of a
fighter -aircraft, in which the United Kingdom, Italy and Spain
would also have béen‘interested. But on the who}e the results
Qere'positive, although some ambitions were not fulﬂilled;

Twenty years later,- in January 1983 Frang01s
Mitterand speaking in. tﬁe Bundestag, was able to express hlS
satisfaction at the long road France and West Germany had covered

together. "We have learnt to work together to ach1eve a common

security”", he said. An indirect but gracefulrbOWﬂto General de

Gaulle and his efforts. ‘ !

#
I
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Todéy, Paris and Bonn are trylng to move intoc a higher

geaf. In splte of some scepticism, Fran901s Mltterand and Helmut

.Kohl contlnued all through 1987:  during the "Chegky Sparrow"
exerc1se. when the French Rapid Intervention Force went to the

help of the West Gérman 2nd- Army Corps, which was| threatened by an

armoured "enemy" from the East; at the fiftieth Franco-German

, , 1
"Summit" which followed in Stuttgart, at which the two countries

i
decided on the joint manufacture of a combat helicopter for the

!
‘end of the century and at whlch they outlined plans for a."defence

vcoun01l“ anlprganlsatlon for strategic studlesl in which other

' i
European allies such as Italy or Belgium would take part. All
these are 'signposts on the way towards greater solidarity on

security matters.

The French President would have liked to go even

|-
further by reassuring the Germans on the use France. intended to

: { ,
make of its pre-strategic nuclear weapons, such as Pluton or Hades

: i '
. and the weapons carried by the Mirage, Jaguar and Super-Etendard

aircraft.

As far back as February 1986, .Frangois Mitterand haa

expressed his readiness to consult his West Geran allies if the
need arcse of using these French weapons on their territbry. Tﬁo
restricticns would apply: that the speed of | engagement left
enough t%me to do so and that the West Germans ﬁnderétood that the
final decision remained with Paris.

I

.In Octeober 19887, the' French President, ‘speaking

i
ambiguocusly as he does so often and so well, told Bonn that there
was no certainty that an ultimate French nuclear warning would
necessarily be given on West German ‘territoryl It was an

admirable formula which, on first analyéis, seemed to postulate

-that French weapons were-for use against an enemy Fnlj. - But the

fact 1is that these sibylline declardtions imply an éarly

engagement in an international c¢risis arising lin Europe from

- France to West Germany or within the Atlantic Alliance.:
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AMERICAN UMBRELLA'VERSUS FRENCH SUNSHADE?

This is the heart of the discussion. - Neither France

) | ‘
nor Great Britain are able to offer their West German partner a

. |
"nuclear umbrella" which would be ‘anythlng like the American

"cover". Not only is it ¢ chnlcally 1m90551b1e, but the Germans

do not wish to- exchange even today's weakenediAmerlcan assurances

for still wvaguer. French promises. , Although the American

‘“Umbfella" may have ‘been damaged by the dlscu551ons with the

, i
Soviet Union, the French "Sunshade" seems to be almost inexistent.

However, France is not completely jlacking in arguments

and weapons. Its construction, alone, of & full complement of
i

nuclear deterrents gives it some special responsibilities. - The
. 1

French "bomb"‘ the result of a political desire maintained

contlruously by different governments over twenty—flve years, has
also become a diplomatic stake.

In 1266, whep France left NATQ, it did not apply the
vempty seat" policy vis-a-vis its allies. én‘the contrary, . it
has continued ever since to stress its solidarity;, It signed the
Ailleret-Lemnitzer Agfeements (named after thg Head of thefFfench

‘ 1 -
Army Staff and the Supreme Commander Allied Forces Europe). In

, ! _
1974, - these texts were supplemented by ‘the Valentin-Ferber

" Protocol (ﬂaméd after the Commander of the First French Army and
1 )
the Commander-in-Chief Allied Forces Central Europe) In 1978, a

nurber of conventions completed the military bu1ld -up and no-one

has denounced them.
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‘ What do twese fexts say?. Houghly, :they foresee that
the French pre- strateglc nuclear arsenal - Pluton ground missiles
and,weapons carried by,M1rage and Jaguar aircraft —=would give
hassive support to the First.Army oer each 6f‘itélthree compenent
‘Corps, as socn as French forces went to the'ass;stance of allied
troops in Europe. Provided that they received Lhéir orders from
the French Government only, or rather from the {President of the
"Republic, as Head of the Arﬁed .Forcés under the French

Constitution of 1958..

' N "~ Such are the agreements between France and its main

; 1
- European allies, especially the Federal Republic of Germany and

the United . States of. America, who are key members |of NATO.

_ Such a plan could become out - -of date and inapplicable

as a result of the changes in the Eurcpean theatre which would
, 1 .

come with the gradual disappearance of Soviet and American

intermediate and short-range missiles.

TOWARDS A EUROPEAN DETERRENT

~If this should happen, could France or Great Britain
take over America's protective role cr at 1ea5ulp1ay their part
completely in the.common defence? To put it bantly, have the
French the means and the d551re and. are they even interested in
setting out +te organlse an "1ntermed1a*e echélon". to use
André Giraud's expression, for a European deterre%t and, further;

‘ i
more, would it appear convincing to the Federal Republic?

We know the Unlted Kingdom's answer to these questlons.

George Younger, the Defence Mlnlster, recently explalned- "We- are

.

a;l in favour of tightening ocur links with France. - But® such

. collaboration stops - where Anglo—American agreements begin.".

These special agreements are as old as - time and exclude any

ccoperation with third parties,

.. Mg_ . . . - . ) | T 7 --/-.
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. On the other hand, Frahcefs‘idgaskaré more ambiguous
and, - in - the: present somewhat 'iuhdomfdrfabie’: period of
"cohabitatiqn“;:, fluctuaté between: a return to -the hard-line
deterrence of old, which would isolate Francg in'the European
"bath".in which it would be plungéd, or a natural slide towards a

disguised reintegration into the NATO sphere of influence.

Proof of this can be seen in the debate which has been .
going on in France in the last months on whether there are any
%weapons and their attendant security systems which couid one day

. be used as the starting point for building a European deterrent.

Today, Fraﬁgois Mitterand seems to doubt this; his
reservations, expressed on the other side of the Rhine, about the
future of the French Hédes system which he accuses of frightening
‘the, Germans becéuse they might become its tafget, show that he is
thinking of the possibility of returning to a deterrent of the
strong- by the weak, based in the first instance on strategic
weapons. o . |

-~

- André Giraud, and probably alsc Jacqueé_ Chirac and

Raymond Barre, who are inclined to- be vaguer than the Defence -

Minister, are more in:favcur of bﬁilding up 2 Euroﬁean deterrent
echelon, based "on French pre-strategic weapons: - ASMP
air-to-ground missiles .mounted on aircraft or nmobile 5.4

ground-to-ground missiles, which "will be the- future air- and

.ground-based'carriers for the French nucléar arsenal, ‘could, if

stationed in Germany, fire as far east as poSsible.

‘ This discussion is far from finished.. In the first
place, it has come up against a majof bﬁstecle: apart from not
wishihg to spoil the game, the Federal -Republic is not‘allowéd to
launch a-nuclear war on its own. - It must use the double iock

system;.Which'indireqtly reassures Moscow. This is the case with

the American key which makes it impossible to act without a final

T 4548
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‘'green .light" from Washington. “It_wouid héve to be the case if
France-and the United Kingdom eﬁer decided;t to the détfiﬁent of
the Spviet Union,- toxallow Bonn anj-sort of say in the use in
Europe of nuclear ﬁeapons, jointly managed with the Federal

Republic.

Meanwhile, European defence is growing slowly, day by
day, without any signs of enthusiasm on the‘pért of those most
closely concerned; it is based on a main "pililar" of Franco-German

cooperation on conventional arms, which both Paris and Bonn

N
"maintain does not compete with Euro-Atlantic solidarity.  They

are jointly building a new combat helicopter. They are jeintly
trying to set up a mixed brigade of 4,000 men, taken from West

German regiments which do not come under NATO command. Together,

they will try to develop a new generation of anti-tank weapons for-

use by both armies. They will together define the tasks and"

make-up of the future Joint Defence Council. But all this must
be done without irritating the American “godféther" who has the

final word.

Une eye oﬁ the blue Vosges mcuntains and the other on/‘

»

Europe's southern flank. This zone and, in particular, the
Mediterranean, could remain without cover, - although French eyes
are on it. The rise of what is known as "Islamic fundamentalism"

because no better description has yet been found, and instability

in the African countries are as many areas of international crisis-

for the populations living around the Mediterranean, who have

witnessed so many upheavals. France, too, is involved.

‘ So are Spain and Italy. ~Hence the proposals made in
Paris, Madrid and Rome to tighten the 1links which have been
loosened by time and te organise cpncrete means of collective
defence; offers of cooperation on armoured naval and air weapons
have been ‘made to Spain. Italy has been offered joint
anti;aihcraft_defence and naval equipment, such as torpedoes.

Franpe has proposed participation to both in the. joint development

-  . '._./.'.
4548

ST ) 2

B %




foE

- 14 -

of a military oﬁserﬁatioﬁ net-work based on the Helios satellites.

Italy has already replied; 15 per cent of the brogrammo involving
some eight billion francs,  will be taken over by the Italian
Ministry of Defence. With a contribution of five per cent Spain

is mov1ng in the Sume dlrectlon.

Thus, a completé'puzzlé or a whole Meccano game is
belng built up. ~ The stakes are “high, The smallest incident
could destroy everything in an enterprise which is all the more
fraglle or undel threat because the participants cannot be sure of
their success. . Faced with this challenge, the Eurcpeans remain
divided, discouraged, bitter and seemingly paralysed by the
vastness of the undertaking ‘ Although progress has been made,
any advances Have often been contested. For example, a frown.
from the United States or the Soviet Union is enough to make the
British, the West Germans and the French - although less ‘often -~
ask themselves whether they are doing the right ‘thing in trying 'to

achieve an independent Europe.

Truth to tell, these worries and soul-searchings are
due to the fact that poli t1ca1 Europe has remained in limbo and
as a result, military Europe is dragglng its feet.  Does belng a
European mean feeling +threatened today? . WOuld an out51de
aggressor be attacklng a group of countries which cannot live
together or strengthen their ties? Or would this threat be almed
at -the indivigual States which make up this artificial entity we
call Eurcpe? "In the face of our destiny, and of those who try
to oliminate us, we are always alone", says Michel Debré, one-time
French Prlme Minister, although he does not deny that a certain

solldarlty among Eurcpeans exists.

If brotherly ties are to exist in Europe, they, will
also include the f1nanc1al 1ndustr1al, scientific, cultural,
social and monetary ambitions"lnherent te this vast continént.
If it~ were otherwise, it would be up to ‘each countrylto protect

its own life. _ - o ' ) Jacques ISNARD
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FrancoﬁGerman CO- Operatlon —

Supportive of the Alliance and of

Europe

Excerpts from "REVUE DE L' DTA\I"

ranco-German solidarity ts poli-

tically fundamental - to the
common security of the countries of
North-West Europe. It is in this
context a privileged, though'not’
exclusive, relationship. For the two
neighbours, the security community

- December 1987-
with the other nations of the fegion —
Belgium, Luxembourg, the Nether-

lands and the United Kingdom -
militarily, as well ‘as economically

and politically,” the vital additional ~

factor. Franco-German ¢o-operation
must take' account ol this reality,

which is rooted in geography and
history as well as in the European
economy. But there is also a second
reahty with which this co-operation
and its underlying enrente must be
reconciled. namely the close and solid
link with the United States and
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Canada. whose military presence in
Europe. and strategic commitment to
the Continent. are irreplaceable.

No Franco-German or European
concentration of forces. no model for
military co-operation between the
countries of Western Europe, no
continental political configuration
could replace this link with North
America. The geopolitical and stra-
tegic unity of the NATO area, and
the military solidarity with the
United States. are the foundations of
Western Europe’s:security vis-a-vis
the Soviet Union, a military world
power and a Eurasian continental
power with a dominant position at
the cenire of Europe. Stable Euro-
pean security depends on the Ameri-
can counterweight. without which
there can be no balance of power in
Europe between West and East.

This reality 1s of particular con-
sequence for the security of Western
Europe since, within the global bal-
ance of power, there is no balance of
military forces in Europe between the
Warsaw Pact and NATO; rather, the
Warsaw Pact combines military
superiority in Europe with the fur-
ther advantage of its geostrategic
position. Not even the combined
forces of the West European coun-
tries would suffice to create a balance
of conventional forces with the
Warsaw Pact in Central Europe, let
alone offset the total military might
of the Soviet Union in Europe as a
whole. In this respect, too, the Amer-
tcan forces in Europe and in the
Mediterranean could not be replaced
by forces from Europe. Moreover,
European forces do not have the
same political and strategic quality in
the eves of the Soviet Union as do
those of the United Staies. )

French policy in the Alliance and
in Europe has taken account of this
reality. Since General de Gaulle
withdrew France from the NATO
integrated military command in
1966/67, no French Government has
ever proposed that France should
take over the United States’ role of

‘protecting Western Europe, or shield

it against the Soviet threat with
French nuclear weapons. or defend it
with French troops in the event of
war. French policy in the Alliance is
based on independence but also on
solidarity with the United States.

Compatible with pragmatic co-
operation :

France's strategic autonomy and
sovereign national defence have led
her 1o occupy a special place apart in
the Alliance, but these factors are
fully compatible with pragmatic co-
operation for the common good and
- with the participation of French
forces — for the common defence.
Both sirategic and operational co-
ordination between France and
NATO are possible without the need
for France to return to the integrated
military command.

Herein lies the basis of military co-
operation. between France and the
Federal Republic of Germany. The
two partners are moving towards a
common goal from different starting
positions. It is geography. which for
Napoleon was the fate of nations.
which is making this co-operation
towards joint defence and security
necessary, valuable and possible.

French troops are now taking part
in exercises in Germany. These
troops would provide direct French
support for forward defence in the
early stage of any conflict. Following
the Franco-German Saucy Sparrow
exercise in Bavaria in September
1987, President Mitierrand stated
that French troops had proved “that
they would be able to come to the aid
of their German allv" as soon as the
necessary decision had been taken.
and had shown how this could
happen at the right time and in the
right place. Germany had never
actually had any doubt about French
readiness to fuifil its Wesiern Euro-
pean Union Treaty commitments as
an ally of the Federa! Republic, and

Dr. Riihl

to provide armed assistance on
German soil. : &
The 1987 Saucy Sparrow exercise .
clearly indicated 1o the countries of &
the Warsaw Pact that. in the event of =
an attack on German territory or .3k
against NATO territory-as a whole
France would not only show political “&
solidarity with her Allies but would iz
also support forward defence in %
Germany with powerful forces. This &
support had already been made &
manifest in the Franconian Shicld §;
exercise of 1986. In 1987, the deploy-
ment of troops from the Force d’Ac- <2
tion  Rapide (Rapid Deployvment 3
Force) at the head of reinforcements ¢
from the First French Army. moun- 1&‘
ted a “counter-attack’ in Bavaria - at ?
a distance of only some 70 km from
the Eastern border, of the Federal .#
Republic, thereby demonstrating g
even more clearly France’s military Ty
readiness to co-operate in the defence §
£
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of its Allies.

Exercises of this kind are to be
repeated with other French troops. ™
either those stationed in Germany or.
those which can be moved forward?.
into Germany thus presenting a3
regular pattern of French particips s
ation. French troops are also l'éjr';




exercise jointly with other Allied
forces in Germany. In this way,
practical military co-operation in the
Alliance ~ one of the aims of Franco-
German military relations — is
strengthened.

There is an obvious difficulty in
major Franco-German exercises of
thus kind being part of NATO man-
oeuvres because France has to mark
its special position outside the NATO
integrated- military command by
mouniing normally only bilateral
land exercises. It was for this reason
that the then Supreme Allied Com-
mander Europe, General Rogers,
readily agreed t9'the exclusion of the
1987 German army exercise from the
Autiomn Forge series of NATO man-
oeuvres. In the future, such arrange-
ments will become increasingly ne-
cessary to enable France to par-
ticipate, and to allow the Alliance to
benefit from the availability of
French iroops. in testing the concept
of common defence. These arrange-
ments will be even more important if
the French forces involved are not
- part of the First French Army but
have been specifically made available
for this purpose.

Clear political and mititary
signal

The French President used the
occasion of the Bavarian exercise 1o
announce that, in their participation
in the common defence, French
forces would no longer be confined
within the boundaries which had
been laid down in 1966,67 for their
operations. The 1987 Saucy Sparrow
exercise was accordingly carried out
significantly ~eastwards of the arc
formed by Rotterdam. Dortmund
and Munich. with this boundary
being’ crossed in the Ingolsiadt-
Kehlheim area on the Danube. The
First French Army thus came 1o
assume a reserve role in support of an
Allied defensive deployment in a
sector adjoining the area of initial
close-border defence. In the 1987

exercise, this was practised in a
critical area in which the southern
flank of the Second German Copsis
unprotected up to the Au.“nan
border. This, too, carries a clear
political and military signal, thereby
enhancing European security. The
obvious interest shown in this geo-
graphical aspect of the exercise by
Warsaw Pact observers, present in
accordance with the CDE (the Con-
ference on Confidence and Security
Building Measures and Disarma-
ment in Europe) agreements, de-

monstrates that such signals are
understood.

Military co-operation with France
can be organized, and French oper-
ations co-ordinated with those of the

French and German lorces partlc:paling in the Saucy Sparrow exercnse in Bavarla

1ast September.

3

Allied forces in NATO's integrated
military structure, without strategic
concepts having to be altered. The
differences between French strategic
doctrine and NATO’s ‘flexible re-
sponse’ are in fact not so great that,
below the doctrinal level, they cannot
in practice be reconciled or reduced.
With operations invelving conven-
tional forces, this is already largely
being done, as the various exercises
and trials with tactical-operational
command and deployment proce-
dures among the Allies have shown,
The critical area lies with the nuclear
options for which French forces are
also trained and for which the neces-
sary support, such as airborne units.
is heid in readiness under central
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NATO Secretary General Lord Carringlon. While Foreign Minister of Belgium, Mr. Harmel initiated the Report on the.
Future Tasks of the Alliance ~the Harmel Report—which was adopted by NATO Foreign Ministers in December 1967. The
- Atlanlic Award was Instituted in 1984 and is presented to a cilizen of an Alliance member country who has made an
autstanding contribution lo the Aliiance's objectives.

receiving the Award from

control: The main problem here
concerns France’s ‘pre-strategic’
weapons which, as President Mitter-
rand has made clear in several public
pronouncements, are not intended to
be used in tactical nuclear operations
in the sense of *flexible response’ but
are held in readiness in order to give a
‘final warning® prior to the use of
strategic nuclear weapons as the
French reply to continued aggression
against Western Europe.

This last-resort signal would not,
according to the French doctrine, be
repeated, or become part of a limited
escalation ~using ‘pre-strategic’
weapons. because this would render
the warning signal unclear or open to
question in the mind of an aggressor
who. though possessing nuclear
weapons, was attacking with conven-
tional forces. - .

This raises the question of where

-the nuclear systems for this pre-
sumably one-off deterrent signal
should be located:Referring to thisin
his October 1987. speech in Briihl,
President . Mitterrand said  that
French nuclear weapons would hit

4

‘the aggressor™ and that the warning
signal would not be sounded on
German territory.

Nevertheless, it would still cleafly
be necessary for Paris and Bonn. as
has been agreed between them, to
consult about the deployment ar-
rangements and the targets to be
selected, provided there was enough
time. and for the use of French "pre-
strategic’ nuclear weapons to be co-
ordinated with NATO's theatre nu-
clear force operations, i.e. the prac-
tical application of the NATO
strategy of flexible response.

This problem cannot be resolved
exclusively within the bilateral con-
text of the Franco-German relation-
ship. 1t requires French co-ordi-
nation with NATO partners and with
Allied Commanders throughout
Europe, for which a doctrinal discus-
sion about strategic autonomy and
strategic thinking is not absolutely

necessary and indeed would be only

marginally useful.

In the event of a crisis’ or war,
French troops would, according to
French strategy, only be deployed in
Central Europe against an- attack

from the Warsaw Pact. accompanied
by “deterrent cover’, just as Allied
contingents would be linked to
NATQ's theatre nuclear forces.
These nuclear options will thus have

to be harmonized, at least as regards -
their employment: vet it is at present

unlikely that France would par-
ticipate in any NATO targeting
planning. In the Franco-German

relationship, the German partnercan 4§
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do no more than assert its national 3

interest in timely and meaningful
consultations about use "on German
territory”, as was agreed in principle
between President Mitierrand and
Chancellor Kohl in 1986. It goes
without saying that the Federal
Republic expects the same treatment

in this matter as that'accorded to it by ¥
the United States and the United °
Kingdém, and Allied Commanders .;
within the framework of NATOQO

consultations and the relevant pro-

cedures established for the purpose. %

Intended to bolster US

presence in Europe B

that &
Franco-German military co-oper---&i-

There can be no doubt
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ation neither should nor could release
Germany from NATQ integration
nor from the resultant joint Allied
defence posture. This is neither the
French nor the German intention.
The governments of both countries
have also made it quite plain that
their common purpose is Lo
strengthen the Alliance with their co-
operation over military and security

. policy, to bolster the presence of

American forces in Europe, espe-
cially on German soil, to support
forward defence in the Central
Region, and to facilitate French
participation.in the common defence
and in NATOS ‘crisis management’.

Replacing the American with a

"French nuclear deterrent is neither

possible nor even.envisaged in either
Paris or Bonn. French policy and
strategy are based on the US strategic
commitment to Europe’s security
and on the presénce of strong Amer-
ican forces on the Continent, prim-
arily in the Federal Republic of
Germany. Consequently, French
strategy does -not regard German
territory as a classical glacis on which
Allied troops could defend the
Eastern border of France and where
French troops could join them in
mounting a major delaying action.
French military strategy has moved
away from the classical glacis men-
tality of the past. Even with her
special position of strategic auto-
nomy outside NATO's integrated
miljtary structure, France recognizes
the imperative necessity of defending
herself on German soil alongside her
German neighbour. This means that
the defence of the Federal Republic is

just as important for France as her’

own defence. because if NATO were
to lose the battle for Germany, then
the battle for France ~ assuming the
attack continued across the Rhine -
could no longer be repulsed, let alone
won, with French forces. .
Following a NATO defeat in the
Federal Republic of Germany, the
only option left 16 France would be
to initiate a nuclear retaliatory strike
against the aggressor. Such a decision

would have to be taken in a militarily
hopeless situation with the maximum
risk of a pre-emptive. limited and
selective nuclear attack by the ag-
gressor on France. Preventing a
situation such as this must be the
priority objective of any French
security policy in Europe.

In the face of this inescapable
reality, French policy envisages a
‘common space’ (vcpace commun),
namely a common security area
encompassing France and the Fe-
deral Republic to be protected jointly
by military means within the context

of the Alliance, that is to say, with the
participation of the other Allies. This
policy deserves Alliance support.
Indeed, in the interests of the Alliance
as a whole, as well as in its own
interest, the Federal Republic re-
solutely backs this French position.

The same purpose is also served by
the expertment with a Franco-
German brigade which is specifically
intended to give practical expression
to the common defence interest and
the concomitant solidarity between
the two neighbours. Under this ar-
rangement, no German units will be

*Axd ,'!.‘“ 5
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President Mitterrand (le

exercise. President Mitterrand stafed that French troops had proved that they would be able to
come lo the ald of thelr German ally as scon as the necessary decision had been laken.
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 detached from their NATO commit-
ments. The Franco-German experi- -

" ment. will offer other Allies useful
information and experience for si-
milar joint units in Europe and it may
aiso serve as an example for the
European partners in the NATO
integrated structure of how sections
of their land forces could be inter-
linked. This possibility remains open
for the future. - o
The same could be said of th
impending  establishment

Council for Defence and Security
between the two governments which
is designed to give political guidance
to moves towards co-operation, and
to act as a joint political authority,

though without legal powers. This -

new Council would consolidate the
-~ existing bodies for security policy and
military co-operation established
since the Elysée Treaty of 1963. It is

thus intended to give co-operation.

of. a
E .
Franco-German Defence Council or

firmer central control, together with

a clear political mandate, at the level
of Heads. of State and Government, '

competent Ministers and adminis- -

trators, while the national responsibi-
lities of the two governments would
remain intact.

This situation will undoubtedly
continue as long as the countries of
Western Europe have not organized
a structure for their common defence,
and there is no European political
authority which can exercise supra-
national control and provide a fe-
deral European executive. The
Western European Union (WEU)
cannot take on this task, and its
membership is currently limited to
seven West European countries.
Franco-German militafy co-oper-
ation, however, is additionally in-
tended to strengthen European co-
operation within WEU, which is a
politico-military security pact with a

commitment to mutual assistance, 3
but has no military organization of

its own - nor should it have - and it
could not mobilize European forces.
lest NATO’s integrated military

structure, ie. Allied forces under’

international command, is preju-
diced. - Consequently,

German co-operation ‘seeks to

strengthen the European cémpm:—ent '

of NATO defence. and WEU can

play a part in this. The Franco-

German Defence Council would

serve the same purpose without"

France having to assign its forces to
NATO within the integrated com-
mand structure.

In political terms. therefore, this

co-operation between France and the

Federal Republic of Germany is in
step with the Alliance and with

Europe; it does not seek to constitute

an alternative to NATO nor.to the

close links with the United States. - -

Frinco- -
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Defence co-operation is Europe's future

AS IT LOOKS NOW , there will be a1 teast
seven different Eurapean military helicopiers
Aving 1n NATO Europe by the end of the
centuryoaimproved versions of the 8O 108P,

- Gazelle and Ly¥nx, the ltaban A 129
Mangusta and the propesed Light Attack
Reheopier {(LAH), sometimes called Tonal,
as well as the Franco-German Eurocopter or
CATH n three versions.

This ts in addition to the US lorces in
Europe which operate their own AH-1 Cobra
and AH-62 Apache helicopiers. They all face
the same threat. '

Furthermore, there is another threat, no
less serious, but of our own making. That
is the undsrmining of our defensive
capability through lﬁc wasie of astronomic
amounts of money because we fail 10
harmonise requirements and hme schedules
ang continue 1o develop too wide a variely
of eguipment 1r relanvely small series.

Evervone 15 aware of 1 and many have
argued ot years that somerhing should be
done about it. Substannial budeet imcreasces
are not realistic poluical options. Co-
operation is the main tool for improving our
conventicnal defence and increasing the
output ang the effectivencss of our yet
Massive iNuestments.

Making better use of the avaiiable funds,
by ehminating the ¢ustuing extremely wasielud
duphcation in the deselopment and the
production of defence equipment, 1s 3 must
in order (o stop the process of strugtural
‘disarmament, which 15 the dangerous
conseguence of the ever-growsng imbalance
betwesn the costs of weapon sysiems and the
level of defence budeers.

Enhanced c¢o-operanen will not only
strengithen Europe’s convennonal defence.
it will a2iso improve the posion of the
European defence industry on the world
marherplace, 1t will reanforce Europe's
polincal position as such and thereflore
improve the stiength of NATO as a whole,

There 15 a long way 1o go, Tull of obsiacies
Nrmiy rooted 10 political and 1ndustnal
national nterests. Bul 1t s my sirong
convmicion that at will gittmately prove a
passabie wav. 1 admit that ot reguires a
certain attitede of Euro-oprim:sm. Pessimists
stli find more evidence to iltustrate therr
atnitude. They can point at the hehcopier
fieid, for instance.

As to the ofder tvpes of helizopiers, 1t 1s

understandable that Germany, France and
the UK cannot afford 10 scrap the eusting
BO 1035, Gazelles and Lynues.
" Improved types must at least brdee the
time pap until new generations ol helicopters
are avadable and they are planned 10 ben
service even longer. Butl afier ail, o means
prolongation of a lack of co-operationn the
‘past, and even the improved arcrafe will not
rendes up-1o-date answers 1o the threat of
tOMOrrow .

A new challenge to Europcan co-opgration
could have beén the development of a
common baitlefield hehicopter for the 19908

R —

By Jan van Houwelingen®

and beyond. By the end ol 1985, Michael
Heseltine, then UK Secretary of Sizte for
Delence, made an effort 1o find 2 singie
European soiutian for the two collaborative
batileficld helicopter projects under
consideranon: the Frenco-German PAH
2HAC/HAP and the British-ltatian-
Netherlands LaH.

Heseltine drafied a resplution to that end
10 be signed by the Delence hMinisters of the
live countries engaged tn the two projects.
The endeavour failed.

it ts hard 10 understand, certainly for the
public but even for many insiders, that a
commoen threat by a highly standardised
opponent 1stransiared into such a varniey of
staff requirements that the development of
a single Evropean helicopter s probably out
of the question, with all the painful financial
consequences thereef. N

During a number of vears it even sezmed
impossible tg harmenise requirements of
only two nations. We all know the difficulnes
the French and the West Germans wen
through befors they reached their recent
agreement. The ongoing four-nation study
on the Light Auack Helicoprer has so far
produced less probtems but the proof of the
pudding s not vet there, and will not be unuld
September.

In atself i is an achievement that two
major Eurupean nanons are together
developing such an iMpoTLant weapon system
as a future bartletseld hehcopier The
polincal impact should certainly not be
underestimared.

No less saluzble s the Tour-nation
objectine 1o develop a similar weapon
system. But the positive sides are throwninto
the shade by the mere fact that efforts and
resources ¢ould not be assured while we all
need our armed resources so Badly 1o keep
our forces at an adequare level

These and other exampies of the
rroubiesome strugeie for more co-operation
and siandardisanion amoeng allies wall,
ultimaiely, harmfully mfluence public
wiibngness to provide the necessary funds.

How long can we 20 on asking for real
budeet mcreases of we fail to demonstraie
that we do use our monev tn 1he most
effective way, and in such a manner thatin
the long run delence indusizies can survive
and will not be sirancled by naiional mihtary
hobby-horses or shorisiphred proicetionism?

The Eirnpean helicopter irdusiry hay g
respeciable record with producion of around
1000 arrcraft between 1975 and 1982 The
challenge 1s great In the nest iwo decades
helicopier replacement in the wesiern world
is estimated al about 20 O with a vatue of
SUSTH bithon in 1988 dollars. Ahout 0%
will be for military use.

[t is of vital importance to the European
hehicopier indusiry to create the best possible
stapting position for this lucratve race. That
is by no rneans the case vet

Against that backeround it is all the more
sad that, apparently, 1t is nat feasible 1o
combine the development and the producnion
ol 427 Eurocopiers angd some 200 LA Hs. If
so. a lot of milk will be spuh and the crying
is left mainiy to the taxpasers.

The damage can be contained 1f all six
nations and their industries paruciparing in
the 1two projects make a serious effor 10
reach as much commenzity as possibie
hetween the two aircralt. The aew ann-tank
gwded mussile sysiem Trgar 15 a2 good
common basis. If we could share other
crucial paris as engings, tranymission and
rotor we could save 10 te 15%, which equals
about G bitlion (JUS! &9 hilion).

These figures are rough edimares jusg o
indicate the order of mogmitude. Bul they ate
worth taking seriousiv

Recentiy r'-p;e&cn 2tives of the wix natjons

et asmembers of the European Helicopier
Collaborauon (FHC), fermails founded by
France, Germanmy, liaiy and the UK in 19R%
and of which Spain and The Netherlands
became rew members of lare’

It was aeiced amonyg the s ta exchanee
the latest detaled informanaon on the saff
requirements for the PAH.2 HAC - HAP
and the LAH.

Arrangements were made thar, alrer 1
short study period. The Netherland< wonid
cali a meening of operationat and techaical
experts 10 ascerimn posubiiines for
commenahiy New mrtumn the EHC
pienary sesuan will conader the tesulis of
the work by the enperts up to that poant

Sucgess will fargeiy Jdepend on the Jegree
of flevtiiuy en born sides to harmonise
reguirerments, schedules and  indnsinal
plannung as much 28 the current stare of
affares permits withour savsing enons delavs
or frustrahing cwusiing hasig agrezments
among pattners Ranonales and economics
should be rthe key nenons and common
European interzsis, the nmoretly

The posiion aof each ol the v members

of the EHC 1 difterent That yoes Jor,

heticopier ligpry . besieal capabden,
milpiary potennal and other aspests Sogch g
diversity is, 1n & wav, nar sirencth Ler e
make the npimum 2 0l r An old 2ayine
stilf holds: amall s heanntul, b o powerfyl

only the combinating i~ sccpes i Hiw

*Jan van MHouuwehingen o Siaig Scoretary fos

-Defence sn The MNetherlands ang wac Uharman o

ine Indepencent Europoas Programme Groupin
1984 and 19R5.
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Excerpts from “Luxeﬁpurger Wort" of 23rd January 1988

réd g

.Action Committee for Europe {Comité d'Action pour 1'Europe):.

IMPROVING THE QUALITY CF EUROPE

At the end of a two-day meeting recently held in Paris under
the chairmanship of the President of the Senate, Mr. A. Poher, and the
President of the National Assembly, Mr. J. Chaban-Delmas, the Action
Committee for Europe adopted 2 declaration listing decisions and steps
to be taken not only to establish the European single market in 1992,
but also to lay the econemic, monetary, security and defence foundations

.neeged for European union.

According tc statements made by the Committee, consisting of
politicians, trade unionists and employers, the Community must first put
its house in crder, especially in view of the effects of recent events
(fall of the dellar and stock market) on our economic future. The
Committee addressed an urgent appeal to the Council of Europe to take
those decisions which were not tzken in Copenhagen last December, at the
next Summit in Brussels. ’

On Joint agricultural policy, thp declaration said that,
whlle it needed ad1ustment ~it must also take account of the different
functions of farmers in our society and in the international econcmic
environment. This means. that the rural exodus must be halted and that -
there.can be no unilateral production without internaticnal agreements
with Burope's main competiteor in this field. _ A healthy world market,
can only be the result of recctlated agreements on self- 11m1tat10n and’

reciprocity.

On the single market, the declaration stated that its
realisation must be accompanied by a strengthening of eccnomic cohesion
between regions and improved technological cooperation; account must
also be taken of social policies. A considerable and lasting reduction
of unempleoyment was mentioned 2s the main aim for a strategy on growth
cooperation, in which social dislogue would have to play an important
part. This part of the declaration was strongly supported by the trade
unionists attending the meeting.

Faithful to its tradition. the Committee once more stressed’
the need for a monetary union. Stable exchange rates and a halt to
inflation, which are essential if the single market is to be successful,
call for a joint, decision-tzking, monetary authority.  According to
the declaration, the ECU must become a real currency, menaged by a joint
authority. . According to the Committee, the establishment of such an
authority would involve the difficult and delicate, but necessary, task
of either medifying the Treaty of Rome or of writing a special treaty.
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A European security and defence system

) The main work of the Committée involved discussing a
document entitled "Recommendations for establishing a European security
and defence system", drafted by a working group chaired by Jacgues
Chaban-Delmas. This document, which was approved by a large majority
of those present, is based cn a convic;idn that, in the long term, there
can be no economic and social solidarity unless it extends to security
questions, via a common defence policy. In other words, an integrated
Europe wculd be incomplete unless it included security and -defence.
This was svressed in the statement made by the Foreign and Defence
Ministers of Western European Union (WEU) at their meeting in The Hague
on 27th Octcber 1987, under the heading "Platform on European Security
Questions". .

Following the Reagan-Gorbachov agreements, thinking in Eurcpe
“has irertainly changed. While these agreements were mede over the heads
of the European countries they are, according to the Committee, in
favour of establishing a2 European defence and security system within the
Alliance. According to the declaration, the aim remains the prevention
of war and the maintenance of peace through deterrence.  But as the
Ministers at .The Hague stated in the above-mentioned declaration, such
deterrence remains based on a suitable combination of nuclear and con-
ventional forces. In the light of the agreerments between the United '
States and the Soviet Union, the European nuclear powers - France and
the United Kingdom - have a special contribution to make towards the . ) -
maintenance of an effective deterrent and must therefore, according to -

the Committee, coordlnate their nuclear po;entlals at the operatlonal .
level. . ' :

it is worth noting that this part of the recommendation
received wide approval, especially from the German SPD representatives )
led by Egon Bahr. ’ . . ;

According to the so-called "ldonnet Committee", the Eurcpean
defence and security system will give Europe a full and active part to
play in negotiations on disarmament and its ¢ontrol as well as in future

discussions on European security between the Unlted Sta*es and the
Soviet Union.

) In order to set up such a European defence and security system . s
within the Alliance and to establish the rizhts and obligations of the
participating countries, according to the Paris declaration, an inter-
governmental meeting will have to be called to amend the texts of the
WEU Treaty. At the moment there are seven Member Countries, the six
founder countries of the Community and the United Kingdom.  The
Committee felt that WEU should be open to any European countries whe
" were ready to accept the stringent obligations resulting from securltj
and- defence, 1ncluolng a fair share of the financial burdens.
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R The'Committée'sfnextlméeting will‘fake:place}in'The‘Hagué nékt
- November, to coincide 'with the 10Cth anniversary of Jean Monnet,

. 7 At the récépticns held during the Paris'meeting,'both;
President Mitterand and Prime Minister Jacques Chirac congratulated the
Committee for its courage and initiative which they welcomed and

supported. This certainly augurs well for its chances of success.

Astrid Lulling
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Maintaining Security in a

Changing World

Excerpts from " STATEMENT ON THE DEFENCE ESTIMATES 1988"-.

( London Her Majesty's stationery office )
THE DUAL APPROACH

101, The last year has seen continued improvement in

the atmosphere of East-West relations and imponant
achievements:for NATO's strategy for peace. At the end
of 1987, the ‘'™wo efements of the Alliance’s balanced
security policy — strength in deflence and readiness for
dialogue — brought about the first ever negotiated
reduction in nuclear weapons. At their summit meeting in
Brussels in March this year. NATO Heads of State and
Government reaffirmed the validity of this dual approach.
and reasserted the vital imporance of the Alliance’s
strategy of deterrence as the guaraniee of our collective
secunty. It was thus a successful year for NATO and for
British defence policy. confirming our policies on the
course that we and our allies must follow to maintain
security in a changing world.

102, A vear of unprecedenied progress in arms control
discussions between the Uniited States and the Soviet
Union culminated in the signature. in December 1987 at
the Washingion summit between President Reagan and
Mr Gorbachev. of the historic treaty eliminating US and
Soviet ground-launched intermediate-range nuclear (INF)
missiles, As the NATO summit agreed. this is a milestone
in the Alliance’s efforts 1o achieve a more secure peace.
and the result of the potitical courage, realism and unity of
its members. Soviet leaders were brought to the conference
table because NATO deploved. in the face of much
opposition. limited numbers of INF missile svstems
comparable to those already deploved by the Soviet
Union. Unilateral gestures could néver have achieved the
same result. Indeed. had such gestures been made. we
would face today the increased threat from Soviet missiles.
with no countervailing force on the Western side.

103, The last vear also saw the successful introduction
of the confidence~ and security-building measures agreed

-al the Stockholm Conference of 1986, And there was

encouraging progress in oiher areas of arms control
including. particularly. US-Soviet negotiations on strategic
nuclear weapons, where there is now the prospect of

agreement on'a treary reducing superpower armounes by

50%. Further details are given in Chapter 2.

‘There is such a horror of war in the great
nations who passed through Armageddon that
any declaration or public speech against
armaments, although it consisted only of
platitudes and unrealities, has always been
applauded; and any speech or assertion that set
forth the blunt truth has been incontinently

relegated to the category of ‘war monger' ....
The cause of disarmament will not be obiained
by Mush, Slush and Gush. [t will be advanced
steadily by the harassing expense of fleets and
armies, and by the growth in confidence in a
leng peace.’

Winston Churchiil,
1932

Developments in the Soviet Union

104,  We are now at last beginning 10 see signs of change
in the Soviet Union. reflected elsewhere in Eastern
Europe. Athome. Mr Gorbachev has setintrain a senies of
wide-ranging reforms. Abroad. he has argued the need for
"new political thinking” in the nuclear and space age. and
has laid stress on the growing interdependence of the
countries of the world communiry. This ‘new thinking’
acknowledges that there is more to security than military
might and that Soviet securify cannot be maintained on
terms that inevitably mean insecunty for others.

105.  The British Government has welcomed the reforms
that are taking place in the Soviet Union. More open
internal policies. which bring the Soviet people more
information about their own country and the world
outside. are self-evidently desirable. And more pragmatic,
less aggressive. external policies ought to make the Soviet
Union a less uncomforiable neighbour. Certainly. as the
Prime Minister’s meeting with Mr Gorbachev at RAF
Brize Norton in December 1957 again showed. we are now
ableto pursue our bilateral dealings with the Soviet Union
in an atmosphere that is more open and constructive than
before.

106. Although it would be imprudent to rely on a
sustained change in Soviet attitudes. the prospect of 1ts
taking place is a challenge thai the West must accept. The
willingness of the present Soviet leadership to iake partin
the mutual concessions necessary to achieve an INF
agreement is 2 good sign. Butthese are early days and we
shull be looking for hard evidence. in the form of actions
rather than words. that the ‘new thinking represents a
genuine and lasting shift in Soviet policy towards the
West. and not merely a new approach to the presentation
and execution of old palicies. Progress in arms control has
not yet;been matched by comparable steps over 1ssues
such as human rights. equally important for the creation
of lasting confidence between East and West. Soviet
preparedrniess to withdraw from Afghanistan is a welcome
step. but it is too early to tell whether this heralds a new
Soviet approach to regional cenflicts.
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107, Nor has there been any let-up in the Soviet Union’s
military modemisanon programmes, described in Chapter 6.
By the mid-1990s virtually the entire Soviet strategic
nuctear force in place in the mid-1980s will have been
replaced by new or modernised systems. And the Soviet
U'nion is continuing to modernise its theatre nuclear
forces in Europe, where even after the INF Treaty is
implemented it will continue ™ enjoy a huge numerical
advantage: improvements tuclude the introduction of
more accurate shorter-range nuclear missiles and the
deployment of more advanced nuclear-capable aircraft.
which will. soon carry new nuclear-capable stand-off
missiles. The Soviet Union continues to enjoy very
substantial advantages in conventionil forces, and is
updating them so effectively that in kev areas. such as
atrcraft and armour. the West's technological lead is being
eroded (see page 30 ). Soviet capabilities for chemical
-warfare (see page 69) far outstrip those of the West and
canno! be justified by any comparable threat from NATO.
These Soviet forces are deployed and structured in such a
way as to give them a capability for offence and surprise
{se¢ page §).

e
%

108, There is no reason to believe that Soviet leaders
want war in Europe. But the Soviet Union has not. in the
past. been reluctant to exploit the threat or use of force 1o
achieve its political ends. And its avowed aim of removing
all nuclear weapons from Europe would expose the
countries of Western Europe to the intimidating power of
Soviet superioniry in conventional and chemical forces,
which couid be used in anempts to impose Soviet will.

‘Reflecting upon almosi four decades of common
endeavour and sacrifice and upon - the resuits
achieved, we are confident that the principles
and purposes of our Ailiance remain valid 1oday
and lor the future. We are united in our efforts
to ensure a world of more secure peace and
greater freedom. We wili meet the opportunities
and challenges ahead with imagination and hope,
as well as with firmness and vigilance. We owe
no less to our peoples.’

The Declaration of the Heads of State and
Government particlpating in the meeting
of the North Atlantic Councll,

Brussels, 3 March 1388

. The NATO Response

109. It was against this background that NATO leaders

met in Brussels in March to take stock of the situation

facing the Alliance and to set guidelines for future action.
. At that meeting they reaffirmed that

—  thelink berween the European and North Amencan |

allies was vital to the secunty of each (see
‘paragraph 112):

—  NATOdelences should remain strong. recognising
the crucial role of the nuclear deterrence provided
not just by the United States strategic deterrent but
also by the presence of eftective and up-to-date
nuclear weapons in Europe {see below):

—  they were willing to seek dialogue with the
countries of the Warsaw Pact and further arms
control agreements (see Chapter 2). based on tharr
confidence in a sure defence.

In particular. all the NATO leaders agreed that, for the
foresecable future, there was no alternative 10 the
Alliance’s policy of deterrence based on an appropriate
mix of adequate and effective nuclear and conventional
tforces, and expressed their resolve to keep them up to date
where necessary.

I10.  NATO's deterrent policy 1s carried out through the
strategy of forward defence (see page 15) and flexible
response. Effective conventional forces will remain an
important element in this strategy: but. howesver strong,
they cannot achieve deterrence alone. So long as the West
faces an adversarv armed with nuclear weapons. it is seff-
evident that we must retain a similar capability to deter
him from using or threatening to use them. More
fundamentally, the need for the nuclear element in
deterrencerests on the imperative to avoid any further war
in Europe. convennonal or otherwise; for even conventional
weapons, of the power now available, would bring
destruction on an unprecedented scale. The achievement
of conventional parity would make an imporant
contributionto enhancing international securiry. But
even if an equal balance of conventional forces were to be
reached. it could not be relied on o prevent aggression.
Hiswory offers many examples of attacks launched against
the odds: for example. when Hitler invaded the Soviet
Unton in 1941 his forces were substantiatly outnumbered.
For the foreseeable furure. only nuclear weapons will be
able 1o confront a potential aggressor with nsks so
unacceptable that aggression is no longer a rational
option.

111.  This reality is recognised in the arms control
priorities endorsed at the NATO summit. and in parnicular
in the reaffirmation by NATO leaders that further
reductions in nuc¢lear weapons. after the reduction in US
and Soviet strategic arms now under negotiation, would
come about only in conjunction with the establishment of
convertional ‘balance and the global elimination of
chemical weapens.
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MAINTAINING SECURITY IN A CHANGING WORLD

Nuclear Forces in Europe

1, The INF Agreement will remove NATO's
Pershing Il and ground-launched cruise misslles, but

© will not affect the validity or credibility of the strategy

of flexible response. Even atter the agreement I8 .
implemented, substantial numbers of nuclear-capabie
delivery systems will still be assigned to NATO's
Supreme Aiflied Commander Europe (SACEUR).

2. These remaining systems will have to be
structured effectively to ensure that they remain a
balanced and survivable force. There will also continue
to be & need, articulated in the decisions of the NATO
Nuclear Planning Group meeting In Montebelio in 1983
and reaffirmed et the NATO summit in March 1988, 1o

"keep these forces up to date, 50 that the West can
maintain deterrence with the minimum number of
warheads.

3. There is nothing new In &ll this; it circumvents
nelther the letter nor the spirit of the INF Agreement
— a fact clearly recognised by the Soviet Union in its
own modernisation programme {see Chapter €). nor
Is it Inconsistent with reducing the number of nuclear
weapons in Europe, which is already 2,400 less than
in 1879, Rt is rather part of the normal, continuing

" process of review and, if necessary, adjustment to

- ensure that NATO's forces remain effective and credible.
As in the pasi, the United Kingdom will play its full
part in this process.

. %
Figure 1 Land-Based Theatre Nuclear Systems Remaining
in Eurcpe after Implementation of the INF Treaty ¢
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Total Aircraft anc Artillery, numbers assigned a nuclear role not known
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4 MAINTAINING SECURITY IN A CHANGING WORLD

THE EUROPEAN PILLAR .

112, A strong and stable partnership between the two
sides of the Atlantic. resting on shared values and
interests. lies at the heart of our security. As we explained
“in last year's Statement. neither North America nor
Western Europe could carry the full burden alone. The
" presence in Europe of the conventional and nuclear
forces of the United States plays an irreplaceable partin
the defence of Europe and provides the essential linkage
with the US strategic deterrent. Conversely, the credibility
of allied defence cannot be maintained without a major
European contribution.

113, That European contribution is substantial. The
defence expenditure of European NATO countries has
steadily increased. and is now around one-third higherin
real terms than it was in the early 1970s. enabling Europe
10 improve the qualiny of its forces. The European nations
provide some 9% of;the manpower, 8§5% of the tanks, 95%
of the artillerv. and 80% of the combat aircraft stationed in
Europe. as well as 70% of the major warships readily
available in the event of 2 conflict. European standing
forces currently comprise over 3.5 million men and
women, compared with US forces totalling 350.000 in
Europe and 2.3 million world-wide. The active duty
reserves of ihe European countnes total 3.2 million men,
compared with a USotal of 1.7 million. Europe’s aim 15 to
make better use of the subsiantial resources it already
devotes to the Allidnce by more effective cooperation in
Jdefence and security matrters: a more cohesive European
effortcan make a zreatercontribution to the Alliance than
the sum total of our individual national efforts.

114, There has been extensive activity in the field of
European security cooperation dunnyg the last year. The
potential of the reviialised Western European Union
{WEL!) was demonstraied by a series of meetings, under
its auspices. which helped to concernt contributions by
member states to mine-clearance operations in the Gulf
{see page 33). Although it has no role in either operational
Jdeployments or force planning, the WEU can provide a
vajuable forum for coordinaling policy on such out-of-
area 1ssues.

115.  The WEU also mettwice in 1987 at Ministerial level,
in Luxembourg in April and in The Hague in October.
These opportunities for both Defence and Foreign
Ministers jointly to discuss European security issues area
untque feature of the WEU. The meeting in October was
marked by the publication of the Pluiform on European
Security Interests, which set out how the seven member
states intend to contahute 10 NATO's furure security. Tt
included their commitment to maintain credible and
effective deterrence, based on both nuclear and conventional
defenves, and t© pursue an active arms control policy
aimed at enhancing secunty and fostering stability and
cooperation in the whole of Europe. The platform will
provide a basis for the development of the WEU as a
forum for harmonising Western Europe’s defence effortin
suppor of the Alliance. The United Kingdom will continue
10 contnbute constructively to this work when we take on
the Presidency of the WEU in July this year.

‘We are each determined to carry our share of
‘the common defence in both the conventional
:nd the nuclear field, in accordance with the
| rinciples of risk- and burden-sharing, which
are fundamental to allled ¢cohesion .... We remain
determined to pursue European integration
. including security and defence and to make a
more eftective contribution to the common
defence of the West.
The Common Platform on
European Securfly interests,
WEU Ministerial Counch,
27 October 1387.

116. The two meetings of Eurogroup Ministers in 1987
provided an opportunity for informal discussion of
defence planning issues from a European perspective.
The progress of the Independent European Programme
Group (IEPG} in purmsuing European armaments
cooperation is described in paragraphs 408-411.

117. The European allies continue to strengthen their
already close bilateral defence relations. At the Anglo-
French summit in January 1988 a number of proposals
for greater bilateral military cooperation were discussed,
their purpose being ta strengthen the coliective defence

arrangements of the Alliance. These include the further

development of existing plans for wartime reinforcement
that involve the use of French facilities, and the scope for
closer French invelvemnent in the forward defence of the
Federal Republic of Germany. In addition. we have reached
agreement with France on defence of the Channel fixed
link and set up arrangements for obtairing better value
for money in procurement (see paragraph 415). The
Government welcomes bilateral arrangements that
contribute 10 the collective defence of NATO, and will
continue to seek such opportunities wherever they anise.
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EXTRAIT DU DISCOURS PRONONCE AU 'SENAT PAR LE MINISTRE
DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES, MONSIEUR GIULIO ANDREOTTI, . SUR
LES PERSFECTIVES DE LA DETENTE.INTERNATIONALE '

 (16.6.1988) |
u Il me semble également oppotiun de m'arréter:
fsur 1e réle de 1'Europe. :‘ ' ' |

11 n'y a pas de dcute que 1 Eurooe Occidentale
ne puisse, avant tout, se. soustraire -4 la contribution
indispensable au maintien des équilibres militaires
qui’ représentent la condition de sécurité ainsi que
de progré&s dans le contrlle des armements. A l'cccasion
du dernier Conseil Atlantique de fMadrid,‘;les alliés
se socnt accordés sur la fécessité d'un diélogue‘ avec,
1'Est dans le nminiien lnaltere du cad*e de la sécurité
commune. Ceci est 4’ autant' plus necessalre dans un
moment ou, face a tant ‘de cnangements qui nous prenneht,
nous pouvens le dire, au moins ‘en partie au dépcﬁrvu.
il nous semble nécessaire jde renfércer ‘la soiidarité
‘atlaniique au lieu de l'affaiblir.‘,Et ce renfércement
ne peut pas ée faire seulement avec des communiqués
et des déclarations. ‘11 faut amarrer cette sclidarité
34 des bases slres qui permettent de faveriser, par
des «compertements appropriés,. 1'évolution des autres
vers des’ pbsitions de plus grande tclérance, d 'une
coﬁpréhension accrue. et d'une ihferdépendanca harme-

nieuse.
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Le " Gouvernement italien ne peut pas ne .pas . °,
tenir compte de ces exigences et il l'a démentré ces
derniers jours avec la décision d'accepter le redéploie-
ment en Italie des F 16 qui quittercnt la base espagnole

- ., de Torrejon. Nocus ne pouvens pas fonder notre sécurité

!
2l

"

d'aujourd'hui sur 'ce que sont encore les attentes
d'un lendemain meilleur. C'est la une exigence morale
bien pius que pelitique. Elle fait appel & la responsabi-~
‘11té de la chose publique qui, en matiére de défense,

, - impese. aux gouvernants, pour reprendre les . parcles

du Document Conciliaire "Gaudium et spes”, "le<devoir
de sauvegarder le salut des peuples qui leur ont été
confiés en traitant avec un sens élevé des respensabilités
les cheses d'une si'gfande importance”. Ll est également
écrit- dans le livre ae la Sagesse que, je cile;}"nptre
force soit la régle dé la justice car la fa{biesse
apparaft inutile”. ' - |

Les éléments éveolutifs qui ressortent des

négociations en cours encouragent & espérer en un

rapprochement vers des cbjectifs d'une plus grande .-

sécurité, a4 des. niveaux de. forces plus bas. Pans cette

phase annonciatricé d'espoir$s nous ne devens pas g&cher

il

les perspectives positives en anticipant le résultat

d'un precessus dont ncus ne pouvens, pour le moment,
que pressentir les débouchés, Nous devens denc concilier
les diverses exigences, pés nécessairement cpﬁtradic—
tcires, eéen procédaht avec réalisme, en nous abstenant
d'illusions faciles mais en cultivant, au contraire,

les graines susceptibles de donner des fruits. Veila

o/o
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pourquei nous ne devons pas décevelr les attentes
de notre opinion publique qui- réclame la censolidation
et " 1'élargissement du processus de désarmement sur
les traces du premier résultat obtenu avec 1'accord
sur les Forces Nucléaires Intermédiaires. Mals - nous
* e devens pas non plus ‘oublier la sauvegarde des équili-
bres essentiels politice-militaires, dans le cadre
d'une stabilité er d'une sécurité renforcées en Europe.
A Je wveux ici répéter que notre Gouvernement,
comme ceux qui 1'ent précédé, constate le caractére
" constructif de la doctrine de 1' Alliance Atlantique qui
posé comme préliminaire & toute lueur de dialegue
en matieére de réducticns le maintien d'un potentiel
approprié tendant a assurer d‘équilibre des forces.

Peour avanéer avec succés dans la construction
d'une -société pacifique, inspirée des oprincipes ‘de
la justice et du respect récipreque, nous devens peuvoir:
négocier en partant de positieons qul ne scient ni
de supériorité,"mais non plus “de faiblesse. Dans le
secteur des armes conventionnelles dans lequel 1’Union
Soviétique et ses alliés du Pacte de Varscvie maintiennent
intact leur avantage, 1! n'est certes pas- possible

"de renconcer a une composante défensive 1mpertante,
en particulier pour la sécurité de la partie Sud de
1'Alliance, représentée par les F 16 aujourd'hui basés
en-territoire'espagnoP.l _ |

. Sur ce point il convient d'étre clairs et,
surteut, il ne faut pas denner prise a doutes oulspéCu-
lations qui: désorientent: le déplacement des F 16

n'a aucune connexien avec. -l'accord sur les forces

.
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nucléaires intermédiaires qui concerne d'autres systémes.
"Dans 'le cas des F- 16 nous scmmes en présence d'une:
‘mesure A caractére logistique, dictée patr - la nécessité.
d'éviter une réduction de .la .partie déji. en pbsition

d'infériorité.

R

Nous n'augmentons pas, avec le redéploiement
g

A

des F 16 sur notre territcire, le potentiel militaire

© de 1'Alliance. J'a1 déja eu 1 'cccasion de souligner
& la Chambre des Députés - que les préliminaires de.
notre décision sont & rechercher dans le démantélement
d'une des quatre bases américaines existantes en Espagne.-

Le redéploiement‘n'augﬁente pas notre peotentiel militaire
‘mais le maintieht inaltéré dans un contexte qui voit

actuellement le Pacte de’ Varsovie nettement supérieur,

- I sur le plan conventionnel, & I'Alliance Atlantique,

-~
-

Mensieur le Président, Messieurs les Sénateurs,

Dans les rapperts est-cuest il reste beaucoup

‘4 faire et le résultat d'une négociat1on'qui s'annonce.
~lengue et difficile peur augmenter la détente et réduire
les armements dépend également .de la. cchésieon de_l'Occi;

dent et de la.capacité des alliés & empé&cher un désarme ~

ment unilatéral qui ne peut gu'8tre contre-productif.

Précisément & Washingten, au début de celte

semaine, i1l.a €été une fois encere confirmé gque 1'ltalie

a donné- par sa fermeté, .a travérs le déploiement des

eurcmissiles,; une’ contribution .en faveur ﬁé la paix .

dont seulemeht maintenant il est pessible de recueillir

.
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les - résultats. Nocus avens coffert une démonstration,
pour . reprendre les pardles‘ du Président _américain,

vdu sérieux de 1'Italie, de 1a.'volonté de partager

les risques et les avantages de 1'Alliance".

. L'Europe occcidentale ne doit pas seulement
contribuer au. maintien des équilibres: c'est & elle

' . - L ‘ s
qu'incombe une action cohérente et ~coordennee pour

"élargir et approfondir dans toules ses formes le dialogue

avec 1'Est. C'est & que 1'Eurcpe peut p}ojeter,‘ sur
le plan de 1'éccnemie comme de la culture, les lignes
de sa ‘"défense avancée', .en profitanl  précisément,
avec mesure et réalisme, des perspectives qui s'cuvrent
a 1'Est. Je ne croié pas que les démocraties liBres
de | 'Eurcpe deivent se limiter 4 attendre qu'une phase
plus avancée de dégél et des démarches, plus concrétes
de 1ibéralisation'oufredt de nouvelles étientes; L'Europe

devra continuer a eoffrir une contribution active aqut,

en augmentant les garanties de sécurité réciproque,

ocuvre la route & la multiplication des échanges.

L'Eurcpe communautaire devra denc donner
un soutien-efficacg 4 la recherche des sclutiens négocia-
bles aussi bien en ce qui concerne les crices régionales
que .ppur abréger, dans le secteur du contrdle des
armements, la route qui resfe a pércourir sur la voie
du comproﬁis. ' Pour pouveir .le faire efficacement,
pour qu'elle puisse s'acquitter- des tdches aﬁkqueiles
elle ne peut se soustraire aussi bien enversrsés propres
citoyens qu'envers les peuples de toutes les :parties

du monde, l*'Eurcope deit aller au-dela sur le chemin

de 1'unité politique. L'année prochaine se dérculeront




les élections pour le Parlement Eurcpéen: nous devrons

en faire une occasion de réflexion sur cette nécessité,
méme dans les perspectives d'un rappert plus stable
Est-Ouest péur. lequel  nous continuons ‘passionnéméqt
i travailler, certains de pouvelr continuer a compter,
dans neotre action, sur le éoutien des forces parlementai-

res.
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TOPIC III : DISARMAMENT NEGOTIATIONS AND EUJROPEAN SECURITY
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Excerpts from "Strategique", n°® 37, first quarter 1988.

Conventional arms control : the future agenda, by ‘Kar] KAISER
Excerpts from "The World today" - February ]988.

Towards an enlargement of the East-West dialogue,
by Pierre HARMEL, Minister of State.
Excerpts from "Studia diplomatica" - 16th march 1988.

Intervention of Mr Hans VAN DEN BROEK, Minister "of Foreign Affairs l

of the Netherlands, in front of the Netherlands Atlantic Commission -
LA HAYE - 9th october 1987. :

Increased Secunty through Conventlonal Disarmament - the Western -

Concept,
by Hans-Dietrich FENSCHER Mm1ster for Foreign Affairs of the
Federal Republic of Germany - 25th iuly 1988.

Interview with Herr Hans-Dietrich GENSCHER, Minister for Foreign -

Affairs of the Federal Repubhc of Germany, on dlsarmament and
European affairs

" Excerpts from "Welt am Sonntag" on 21th august 1988.

'Abstract from an interview with the Italian Foreign Minister

G. ANDREOTTI, by P. OSTELLINO, published on the quarterly review
"Relazioni internazionali" - January 1988.
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Excerpts from "STRATEGIQUE", No. 37, first quarter 1988

EUROPE AFTER THE SIGNING OF THE AGREEMENT
TO DISMANTLE THE INF

. *
" by Alain BELLAMAL

Without a doubt, Europe has never talked so much about defence
-~ her own defence. The incompleteness of the European institutions and
the inadequacy of a political and eccnomic Europe with twelve members
(EEC) and a military Europe with seven members (WEU) has, never, perhaps
beert so obvicus.

The Soviet disarmament initiatives and also the lack of
confidence concerning protective America were the causes of this
realisation which had not been clearly expressed untill then.

Incapable of speaking with one voice and playing the rdle she
ought to be playing in negotiations between the two superpowers, Europe
has been worried since the agreement signed in Washington on ) :
8th December 1987, to dismantle the Euromissiles. Without rejecting the
indispensable help of the United States cr her membership of NATO,
Europe is concerned about the conseqhences of 'this agreement and,
without any supranational political body.and with relative indifference
on the part of the public, is looking for ways of coordindting the
development and production of armaments and even of working out a common
strategy which would include the nuclear field.™

‘The unassertive and ambiguocus rdle of Europe in the origins of the
agreement.

The contents of the discussions between Reagan and Gorbachev
at the Reykjavik summit on 1lth and 12th October 1286 and the near-
signing of an agreement to dismantle Euromissiles was a big surprise for
the Eurcpeans who were annoyed at not having been previously consulted.
The failure of the talks had brought a feeling of relief in the varous
capitals although the bitierness towards Washington remained.

The Soviet propesals put forward on 28th February 1987 revived
the subject. Mr. Gorbachev proposed to eliminate, within five years
the INF in Europe (in reality the LRNF, "Long-Range Intermediate Nuclear
Forces" with a range of 1000 to 5500 km) and to leave in the United
States and the eastern part of Russia 1C0 nuclear warheads (i.e. 33
SS 20 with three warheads in Russia and 100 single-warhead Pershing II
or cruise missiles in the United States). He also voliced the Soviet
intention to start discussions on vectors with a range of 500 to .

1000 km, the SRINF "Short-Range Intermediate Nuclear Forces" and to
remove (but not destreoy} the SS 22s and SS 23s, the Scud and Scaleboard
in Czecheslovakia and in the GDR as soon as an agreement had been
concluded on the LRINF. Lastly, the Soviets had agreed to dissociate
the negotiations on strategic armaments and Eurcomissiles and had

* Pen name.

it
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abandoned the idea of asking the Americans to give up SDI. For this
reason, the Americans had agreed to discuss INF in Geneva. On 16th
June 1987, they proposed the "double zero" option, i.e. the. total
elimination of LRINF and SRINF, which was accepted by the Soviets on
22nd July. However, the latter also demanded the destruction of 72
West German Pershing ‘1A, the nuclear warheads of which were under
American control. Bonn gave in to these demands on 256th August. The
main obstacles were thus removed. ' - )

— faft 2"

The talks begun after Reykjavik had given the Americans time
" to consult their Eurcpean allies, particularly in NATO. The Europeans
were pleased that concertation had been renewed, but did they really
speak with one voice? .

iy

.

. As a general rule, all the European countries had welcomed the
Soviet revival of the issue. They were obliged both by the wish they
had expressed in 1981 to achieve such dismantling and also by the more
or less heavy pressure of public opinion. Public opinien, te a varying
extent, all seems to favour disarmament, especially in the Scandinavian
countries where there is widespread pacifism, but also in the Federal
Republic of Germany, Spain, Italy and Greece.

. According to a poll carried_oﬁt by the weekly magazine "Stern”
seventy-~-five per cent of the German population took "Mr. Gorbachev's:

- proposals very seriously". Another copinion poll, carried cut from .
. November 1986 to January 1987 (i.e. immediately after the Reykjavik R o
- summit) in France, Italy, the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of '
Germany, -showed the latent wish of the population to eliminate nuclear

weapons. Seventy per cent of the Italians, thirty-five per cent of the
British.and twenty-five per cent of the French td whom the question was

put thought that it would be possible to have a common European defnnce

based soclely on conventlonal forces.

The European Parliament had echoed the positions taken by the =
EEC countrles. On 12th March 1987, it approved, with a small majority,
the opening of the American-Soviet discussions on the INF, takingl
account of the Soviet intention to reach an agreement later on a
reduction of shorter range nuclear missiles and conventional and
chemical weapons. More and more contacts were made between leading
politicians and heads of States and governments. The President of the
EEC Commission (a bedy without competence in the field of defence) went
so far as to propose, albeit in vain, that a European council should be
. convened to discuss the INF problem. The Strasbourg Assembly also
asked for a special meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the twelve !
Common Market countries in order to reach a joint position.

WEU, the only Eurcpean organlsatlon with competence in defence
matters, had also attempted to do this at the meeting of Foreign and
Defence Ministers in Luxembourg at the end of April. The seven Member
Countries were either nuclear powers {France and the United Kingdem) cr
countries which had, or should have had, American Euromissiles on their
territory (the United Kingdom, Belgium, the Netherlands, the Federal .
Republic of Germany and Italy).




, In reality, Europe.did not react as such. The countries'
. off1c1al and unanimous approval of the American-Soviet talks hid deep
disagreements. Europe spoke with many voices, some. of which wers gven
discorgant. ’ : \ :

Three countries holding Euromissiles, Belgium, Italy and
especially the FRG, which was more in favour of overtures towards the
Eastern countries, called for a successful outcome to the negotiations.
Belgium pestponed the installation of missiles which had not yet been
delivered, The Netherlands were optimistic about a possible
non-deployment although they felt obliged to continue with work on
infrastructures. Italy zlone agreed to complete the siting of these
weapons.
The Soviet propesals caused some concern in Belgium, Italy,
the FRG and the Netherlands but it was chlefly France together with the
United Kingdom which expressed the greatest reservations, with a
relative consensus of the political fermations.

' Conversely and completely apart from the rest of Europe,
Mr. Papandreou had appealed to his European allies and partners to
accept the Soviet proposals unconditicnally. Moreover, he had stated
that his government would ask for the removal of the American non-INF
nuclear weapons located in Greece, even if the project to denuclearlse
‘the Balkans failed.

The Washington agreement and its consequences fpr Europe

The Washington agreement, 51gned on 8th December 1987,
provides for the dismantling of all LRINF and SRINF weapons within three
years (excepting nuclear warheads and electronic systems). At first
sight this seems to be an advantage for the West since 1500 Soviet
warheads would be destroyed as compared with 400 American ones.

In reality, the disappearance of the INF {(which represent less
than five per cent of the nuclear arsenal) leaves the Soviet Union in a
dominant position on our centinent, even without counting her strategic
weapons, because of the number and size of her shert-range nuclear
weapons (less than 500 km) and her chemical and conventional armaments.
The FRCG and, even more, the SS 21s stationed in the Soviet satellite
countries can reach targets in the FRG. The Commander-in-Chiel of the
NATO forces and most, if not all, of the national Staffs share the same
concern.

The dlsmantllng of the Euromissiles leads to decoupling
between the United States and Europe. A cenventional attack by the
Warsaw Pact could no longer lead to a nuclear response from NATO against
Soviet territory apart from marginal effects from on-board systems and
especially those from central systems which are chiefly American but

“also British and possibly French; which would be disproportionate in the
latter case to start with. Since the European countries are no longer
launching platforms for nuclear weapons against the USSR as far as the
United States are concerned, their strategic value is thereby lessened.




. Accordlng to NATO's "flexible response”, a breakthrough by the
conveqtlonal forces of the Warsaw Pact would be countered by using
nuclear arms, not only against the first enemy echelon in the form of
short-range vectors but also against the rear areas including Soviet
territory. The elimination of Pershing II and cruise missiles makes
the doctrine less credible. An important link of deterrence
disappears. : ‘ :

The momentum of the agreemen~ on the INF may lead the United.
States to a unilateral withdrawal of part of their forces stationed in
Europe. Several other factors act in the same way; the realisation
that the United.States pay more than their share; 'the lassitude caused
by the attitude of certain countries such as Denmark, Spain and Greece,
which want to reduce or even eliminate the American military presence;
the idea of a possible Eurcpean shock-awakening in the case of American
disengagement; the unpeopularity of Europe which is accused of
protectionism and illegal commercial practices and, finally, the need to
make savings. The subject of withdrawal will doubtless play a rdle in
the forthcoming presidential campaign.

European propesals are still indecisive.

Europe must be prepared for this eventuwality which is
dangerous for her security since the coupling would be even more
tenuous. She must therefore try to convince the United States not teo
make a unilateral reduction of their troops staticned on the old
continent but at least to link a possible withdrawal to an identical
disengagement of Soviet troops in the framework of the CSCE for-
“instance, rather than that of the MBFR. She must dencunce the
" connections between American supporters of isolationism, West German f‘
“greens" and West European pacifists. '

The fact that the Americans have all too often expressed their
intention of reducing their troops in Europe is scarcely an encourage-
ment to the Scviets to negotiate on this issye. However, a bilateral
withdrawal would meet both the wishes expressed by the USSR in the

negotiations on the MBFR and the deep feelings of the peoples of Eastern.

Europe who would certainly be pleased to see some of the Soviet troops
stadtioned on their territory returning home. ~Certain satellite
countries, although unable to voice their opinion in international fora,
could bring pressure to bear on Mgcscow to reach a partial and simul-
taneous withdrawal of American and Soviet forces by pointing out, for
example, the advantages likely to accrue from détente in commercial
exchanges and technology transfers. A country such as Hungary would
certainly work towards this end. : '

. The Americans, like the European allies {at least the most
important ones), have now realised that they should not confine them-
selves to eliminating just the INF but should pursue negotiations on
conventional and chemical weapons. The Soviets hope to make progress
and they propose a third zero option regarding nuclear rockets or ‘
missiles with a range of less than 500 km, such as FROG and the SS 21 in
the East, Lance, Pluten and subsequently Hades in the West (sometimes
known as "Short Nuclear Force" SNF) and even . nuclear artillery. The
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FRG, which is exposed to these attacks together with Italy, Belgium and
the Netherlands, is in favour. Conversely, the second echelon and the
nuclear European countries, France and the United Kingdom, are afraid of
a total denuclearisation of Eurcope which would leave them at the mercy
of the conventional and chemical weapons of the Warsaw Pact.

) Discussions on a possible third zero option would no lenger be
confined to the two superpowers. For the first time, they would
involve France, which has its own fully independent system, and the
United Kingdom which uses national warheads placed on American vectors.
This country's dependence on the United States (to a certain extent the
opposite of that of the FRG with regard to the Pershing 1 A missiles if
itﬁis assumed that the Lance vectors, of American design and manu-—
fadture, belong fully to the Bundeswehr) gives the USSR a further
reason to announce new negotiations. The Soviets could, in fact,
accuse the Americans of getting round the INF agreement in this way.
The pressure they have successfully exerted for the withdrawal of the
West German Pershing 1 A missiles, although the warheads were American,
encourage them to follow this line.

This fundamental opposition between the four main European
powers {the FRG and Italy cn, the one hand, France and the United
Kingdom on the other) was brought fully into the open at the last WEU
meeting in The Hague on 26th and 27th October 1987. The FRG and Italy
are in favour of conventional weapons, believing that the so-called
smart weapons have or will socn have the same destructive power as

“"small" tactical or pre-strategic nuclear weapens. They believe that
in this way the gap btetween.conventional and nuclear weapons, {rom the
point of view of effectiveness, has disappeared or is disappearing. The
inherent power of smart weapons, together with their accuracy, fill the
gap, as far as destructive capability is concerned, between the ordinary
“"conventional" and the "conventional nuclear" or, even more, the
"neutronic nuclear". This doctrinal standpoint also hides the refusal
to give France and the United Kingdom the major rdle in European.
defence. Without denying the advantage of the new conventional weapon
systems which they alsoc hope to develop, Paris and London clearly state
that the defence of Europe can only be based on nuclear deterrence.

They believe it is essential to keep a psychological gap between
conventional and nuclear weapons. This concept has prevailed since all
the WEU member countries have officially reaffirmed the nzed to maintain

" nuclear deterrence. However, divisions still remain, with Belgium and

Luxembourg more in suppcrt of the Franco-3ritish point of view and the

Netherlands expressing solidarity with the Federal Republic of Germany.

The other Eurcpean member countries of NATQ, but nct of WEU, seem to be

just as divided. Denmark and Spain prefer to give up nuclear weapons
in favour of modernised conventional arms.

In order to give renewed credibility to the response and to
prevent the ccmplete denuclearisation of Western Eurcpe, the third zero
option should be refused and short-range nuclear weapons should be
modernised and increased in number to bring them up to the quantitative
level of similar Soviet systems. The increase in their range up %o
500 km {the limit allowed by the INF agreement) would make it possible
to apply the threat beyond the two Germanies to a certain extent, which
would perhaps lessen Bonn's reservations. The effectiveness of these
weapons - American, French and British - would be increased by setting
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up neutron warheads, the destructive effect of which is well-known
against armoured formations. Such a solution does not fit in with the
spirit of the negotiations between the two superpowers; it goes against
public opinion and does not correspond to the present United-States'
trend to withdraw into itself. In addition, the USSR would refuse it
since it wishes, on the contrary, to obtain a denuclearisation of the
European continent.

Another option would be to demand a reduction in the number of
Soviet short-range nuclear weapons to bring them dowr: to parity with the
Western missiles. This would have the disadvantage of preventing the
Alliance from increasing the number of its own missiles and would there-
forg deprive it of useful nuclear means on a lower than strategic level.
Howéver, it would have the advantage of stopping the process of
denuclearising Europe and wculd also be closer to the wishes of the
people.

The West could thus increase its nuclear means capable of
reaching Soviet territery from the sea and air. Such a development
assumes that SSMR (air-to-surface medium-range) missiles will be fitted
to bombers and cruise missiles also (ALCM: Air Launched Cruise Missile)
and at the same time that they will be carried on surface ships and
submarines (SLCM: Submarine Launched Cruise Missile). The increased
numbers of these Forward Based Systems (FBS)} in the sea and air space
adjacent to the USSR would give great importance to NATO's flanks in the
Mediterranean and even more in northern areas, in the Baltic and
ESpeciélly in the Barents Sea. A naval aviation doctrine, somewhat
similar to that of the United States in Asia, would replace the ground
doctrime of non-strategic nuclear strikes against,Soviet territory.

‘This would involve the use of air and sea bases in the Netherlands.and:f

especially in the United Kingdom and even in Norway. In order to
escape such a threat, Mr. Gorbachev proposed, on lst October 1987 in
Murmansk, the denuclearisation of Northern Europe (an old idea) and a
reduction of military activity in the adjacent sea and air space. In
this way he hoped to attract the attention of public opinion and back
the refusal of the Norwegian Government and the reservations of the
Netherlands and even British Governments who do not wish to be the only
ones concerned by a possible change in the nuclear doctrine of the
Alliance. On the Southern flank, the American bases in Spain and
Greece are becoming more important at the very time that Madrid and
Athens are asking for them to be reduced or even eliminated. The
Soviets are all the more anxious to avoid this circumvention of the INF
agreement as the fact that they have no bases hinders them from bringing
a similar threat to bear on Western Europe although it does not
altogether prevent it. ’ '

The Washington agreement, concluded as a result of direct
American-Soviet negotiations, concerns the whole: of Europe, both East
and West, where the ;RINF and SRINF are stationed. it provides for
stringent controls of the sites {cperational or not) where the missiles
are located (in the United Kingdom, Belgium, the Netherlands, the FRG
and Italy but also in Poland, the GDR and Czechoslovakia) together with
" a control of the places where the weapons are manufactured, stored and
destrqyed. i.e. in the United States and the USSR.
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Strictly from the point of view of international law, the:'i
absence of European countries from the negotiztions is consideéred to be7ﬂ
an anomaly because the agreement provides for inspections on their :
territories.. The USSR seems to have been more aware of this than the
United States since, with a remarkable sense of timing, she invited a
delegation from WEU (which includes the West Eurcpean countries
concerned) for the first time to Moscow from 6th to 12th April 1987,
with a remarkable sense of timing. As far as the USSr is concerned,

WEU can be a further means of decoupling between Europe and the United’
. States. Although the USSR is against European unificaticn, she may
find it advantageous, at least for the time being, to give it an
international dimension which it does not yet have. The United States
merely held bilateral discussions in NATO with the countries concerned
without the least consideration for European sensitivity. The US finds
it difficult tor accept the idea of Eurcpeans discussing defence problems
amongst themselves. The signing of the agreement of 8th December has
forced them to conclude supplementary agreements with the five Europezn
allies concerned in order to lay down the conditions for Sov1et
inspections.

Although Europe is also absent from the discussions on the
reduction of strategic weepons, she ftakes part in the Geneva talks on
chemical weapons in the UN framework. She has even helped in the work
of the CSCE in Vienna and will continue to voice her views at the next
.conference on stability which is due to-take place in 1988. Certain
European countries {but not France) take part in the MBFR nngotlatlona
in Vienna although the usefulness of these discussions is no lenger
manifest due to the lack of results, the small number of part1c1pants
and the reduced area of application. The idea of disarmament from the
‘Atlantic to the Urals nust replace that of.dlsarmamenq in Central
Europe.

Towards European defence?

The conclusion of an agreement on the INF was foreseeable.
The pressure of public opinjion, both American and European, was added to
the two leaders' urgent desire o succeed. Reagan needed to succeed in
" order to leave the political scene as an apostle of peace and Gorbachev
needed to prove that his international peolicy was well founded, calm
his domestic opponents and devote mecre resources to the economy.

Since Eurcmissiles are destined to disappear, NATO must
strengthen its conventional forces. Certain circles in the United
States envisage, on the contrary, a reduction of the number of American
troops in Europe. The Europeans would have to bear the burden alone.
For financial reasons (especially for the United Kingdom and France who
are permanently obliged to modernise their nuclear. forces), for demo-
graphic reasons {the FRG in particular) and for psychologlcal reasons,
they are unable to do so. The increased length of wmilitary service in
the FRG and Belgium will not be able to offset the lack of manpower
resources. These factors could lead the allies to ask France to fill
certain front-line "séctors". The inadequate number of short-range
nuclear missiles capable of dealing with targets in Czechoslovakia and
the FRCG could incite them, ‘for the same reason, to call for Pluton and
consequently Hades missiles to be set up in the Federal Republic. In -
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compensation, the FRG could make a financial contribution towards the
cost of keeping allied troops on her territory. However, in addition
to the problem caused by France's intention not to integrate her forces
in an interallied command, the engagement of her troops at the East
German and Czechoslovakian frontiers would deprive NATO of reserves.

The Reyirjavik discussions-and the signing of the Washingtoen
agreement have actad as a catalyser. The Europeans have realised their
precarious situaticn between the two superpowers. 0f course, public
opinion does not react very strongly because the medias and the teaching
programmes do not pay enough attention to Eurcopean affairs. However,
governments are feeling an ever stronger need to study the implications
to0f the strategic dialogue between Washington and Moscow. The great
amount of consideration given to the defence of Europe after the
Reykjavik talks has only just begun. As President Mitterand said, "Let
us finally prepare for the time when Europe, provided with a central
political authority, will take her own decisions with regard to her
security". It is high time that Eurcpe provided herself with the means
of ensuring her own defence.

The single Eurcpean act, which was ratified by the national
parliaments in 1986, will enable the Community to“study security
questions from the point of view of their political, economic and
financial implications. The Strasbourg Parliament is already %taking an
interest in defence but as yet there is ne forum which zllows Heads of
State and governments to take joint decisions in this field.

WEU, which was set up even earlier than the EEC and which was
reactivated and reorganised in 1984, remains the -only Eurcpean organi-
‘'sation with competence in defence matters. The Washington agreement on
the dismantling of INF, together with doubts concerning the perpetuity
of the American defence effort on our continent, incited the seven
member States to reconsider European defence on the basis of the charter
.defined by Mr. Chirac at the WEU Assembly on 2nd December 1%2EG. The
Ministerial meeting in The Hague at the end of Octobver 1987, enabled
them for the first time to state officially on behalf of Europe the
need to keep a credible nuclear deterrent and thus to stress the
-"irreplaceable importance of the nuclear factor which alecne is "capable
of confronting a potential aggressor with an unacceptable risk'".

Spain, Portugal and even Greece and Denmark seem to wish to join WEU.
The organisation should accept these candidates , bringing to eleven the
number of its memhers and extending its field of activity to the:
Mediterranean. Only one member country of the EEC would not be a
member of WEU: Ireland, which is neutral, The momentum effect could
come into operation and bring the number of member States up to twelve.
However, the United Kingdom and the Nethérlands are still zgainst an
extension of WEU; they stress the need to complete the current
restructuring which consists of c¢ollocating the various sections of the
Organisation. Without extension there can be no real complementarity
between the EEC which, although it dezls with economic questicons, is
also deveoting more and more time  to political issues, and WEU, the
defence forum. : - : : -
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. European identity would assert itself more strongly if WEU had
‘more members, was able to speak on behalf of the whole Community and

represented the European pillar, the firm counterpart of the United
States in the Atlantic Alliance.

In order to be more effective, the various sections of WEU
should collocate, not in Brussels as certain people would like, but in
Strasbourg, the headquarters of the European Parliament and the Coyncil
of Europe, to avoid absorption by NATO or confusion with the EEC
which would be awkward fer certain States. Ministerial meetings should
include not only Foreign and Defence Ministers, as is the case at
present, but also Ministers of Finance. Like the EEC, WEU should also
provide for meetlngs of Heads of State and Prime Ministers: in this way
th® relations between the EEC and WEU would be facilitated. In order
to strengthen real complementarity, no new EEC candidates should be
accepted unless they join WEU.at the sazme time.

The setting up of a2n institute for advanced European defence
studies, modelled on the NATO Defence College in Rome or on scme other

‘example, would make'it possible to bring teachings into line and

strengthen relations between national bodies and thus consolidate the
splrlt of defence. Exchanges of trainee-officers between colleges and
fighting units should become more general, which implies appropriate
languzge training.

In addition to increasing the defence budgets, the development
of modern weapon systems rieeds coordination between financial resources.
and research. A united Eurcpe has the means of taking up the
technological challenge and equipping herself with the nuclear and
conventlonal weapons she needs (including the so-called smart weapons
capable of compensating, to some extent, the imbalance with respect to
the Warsaw Pact even if the USSR is carrying out research to counter
this threat). With the encouragement of France, but also that of the
FRG, the United Kingdom and Spain, she should extend her remarkable
achievement in space to the military field by launching cbservation
satellites for a closer perception of the threats. The Italian {(and
perhaps the Spanish) participation in the French military satellie
project Helios offsets the refusal of - the United Kingdom and West
Germany. Certain peliticians, even British ones, have no hesitation in
promoting the joint development of a cruise - and a ballistic missile by

the "four great European States" (FRG, France, Great Britain and Italy).

The possibility that the Americans will give up the Trident programme
could force the United Kingdom to turn even more to France in order to
modernise her strike feorce.

Mrs. Thatcher, who is not generally Community-minded even if
she admits the need for European cooperation, is more so where defence
is concerned. French and British industrialists now meet from time to
timg in order to harmonise their research and productien. Is there
perhaps a movement (with the cooperation of several cther countries})
towards an increasing number of bilateral and multilateral agreements,
towards a military Eureka at the capital deadline of 19927

* The parliamentarians of the WEU Assembly are selected from the
national representatives to the Council of Europe. ~ Thig is an added
argument. - ‘
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The public submitting of tenders by the administrations of the
member countries should logically apply to the Ministries of Defence as
it does to other ministries when a true common market is set up in 1992.
Even if there are strong reservations, everything should be done to
remove the traces of ostracism with regard to military administrations.
In addition, considering the strong economic effect of the independent
European Programme Group responsible for coordinating the development
and production of armaments in Europe, certain politicians advocate its
attachment to the EEC before the deadline of 1892 at the latest.

The use of similar equipment will result-in a strengthening of the
links in the operational field. Technological cooperation will lead to
more fruitful contacts between General Staffs, in order to work out
ioint operational concepts, and between fighting units to verify how
these concepts are put to work. This would facilitate the setting up
of logical European machinery, standardised for lack of integration
under a single command structure. The recent creation of a
Franco-German defence council and a Franco-German brigade has great
value as a symbol and these will be the starting point of a European
defence framework, which should preferably be set up in WEU s¢ as not to
increase the number of responsible bodies.

_ Already some pecple's thoughts are turning to a subject which
was consjdered taboo not long age: the setting up of a European
deterrent force, i.e. a Franco-British one, that would serve the whole

of twelve-power Europe and firstly Germany which cannot become a nuclear

power by wirtue of internatibnal_agreeménts. .The hearmonisation of the
patrol schedules of the SSBM, the refit periods and the target
distribution represent real progress. Discussions are proceeding in .
political formations and in certain military Staffs to enlarge the idea
of naticnal sanctuaries, which is the particular wish of the German-
Defence Minister, the future Secretary-General of NATO. There would
then be coupling between the nuclear core made up of the French and
British nuclear forces {(which would be even more precious with the
elimination of American Euromissiles) and the conventiecnal units,
particularly the Bundeswehr. A European deterrent force, the
components of which would be modernised round about 1995 (with the
introduction of the Trident II missile for the British and the M §
missile for the French) would have, according to certain studies, a
greater destructive capability than 100 million .men and, particularly,
than that of almost the whole of Soviet production. With such a
destructive capacity, it would be a further factor of indecision for the
- Soviets, like the deterrent of Communist China. A nuclear response
from Europe or from the Pecople's Republic of China could lead to a
Soviet counter-strike, but the USSR would have to keep weapons ready to
be used against the United States. There is, however, the problem of
the British modernised nuclear force. According to certain political -
cbservers, the Trident missiles would be rented tc the United States and
the maintenance would be done on the other side of the Atlantic.

There is also- the problem of a possible production of
intermediate missiles by Europe. In reality, the pressure of public
opinion forbids such a programme which the Soviets would consider as a
way of getting round the INF agreement. '
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The setting up of a European task force by the member
countries of WEU, which would be capéblg of operating both inside and
outside the NATO zcne, is even supported by British politicians working
together in a study circle called the "Bow Group", some of whom belong
to Mrs. Thatcher's cabinet. The European military projection in the
Persian Gulf gives a certain topicality to these bold reflections.

The strengthening of the Paris-London axis must not harm the
special relations between Paris and Bonn and push the FRG towards
neutralism. The action of the other countries, particularly Italy with
her essential Mediterranean rdle, must converge towards a unification of
doctrines. France, in fact, has just 'signed. agreements with Italy in
crder to interconnect radar networks and organise joint air and naval
patrols in the Mediterranean {in particular with AWACS aircraft which
will shortly be delivered by the United States) and Spain could also
take part. Such. a development in European defence concepts will
doubtless depend on establishing a supranational political power.

Public opinion lags behind the intergovernmental discussions.
Accorrding to variocus polls carried cut early in 1987, only 19 per cent
in Germany and 35 per cent in France want a European defence which is
independent of the United States; 13 per cent of the British population
and 8 per cent of the French are in favour of setting up a Franco-
British nuclear force. However, other and more recent pells give much
higher percentages in support of European defence.

'
<

Sy her iniative,\the USSR has brought the negotiations ¢n the
INF out of the impasse in which she herself had put them and has led the
Western ccuntries td define. their position. The signing of an
American-Soviet agreement, which will soon be ratified by the Amerlcan :
Senate, forces the Europeans to take a new look at the defence of
Europe.

Europe was invelved in the decision to site Euromissiles but
she found herself excluded from negotiations between the two
superpowers on their dismantling which engaged her future. Deprived
of cruise and Pershing II missiles but still threatened by an impressive
array of intercontinental vectors, short-range nuclear weapons (1400
warheads compared with the 88 of NATQ), chemical and conventional weapon
systems, Europe must find a response in a better coordination of arms
production and in the harmenisation of concepts concerning the use of
forces, which doubtless implies increasing the power of European organi-
sations. . The affirmation of her identity must, however, go together
with the consolidation of the Atlantic Alliance.

The better the performance of the French and British deterrent
forces is, the greater the Soviet pressure will bé to have them taken
into account in disarmament negotiations, especially if the USSR herself
has to reduce her strategic nuclear weapons as the result of an _
agreement of the START type with the United States. The modernisaticn
of the two deterrent forces, French and British, and even more so the
possible and hypothetical creaticn of a real European ‘deterrent force
could lead, sooner or later, to constraints imposed by a treaty.

cid e
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Like his predecessors, Gorbachev is trying to decouple Europe
from the United States. to disarm Western Europe, to prevent Eurcpean -
unification and to convince the West of his desire for peace in order to
" trade with them and especially to facilitate the technology transfers
'which the USSR so-badly needs. The CSCE could provide her with an
opportunity to reach her aim., In the short term Europe (like the
United States) would find this an advantage by “eveloping her exports to
this immense market, but in the long term she would mortgage her
independence vis-&-vis a nelghbour who would not 2nly be powerful from
the military point of view but also from the ecoromic¢ one. Since they
have not been able to take part in the Eureka project, the USSR and her
East European satellites are trying to get rid of the coercive COCOM
regulations or to have them made less stringent and declare their
willingness to rebalance commercial exchanges (when they are in their
favour) by increasing their high technology imports.

Gorbachev can wait for an auspicious time to put forward new
disarmament proposals: a drifting of Germany towards '"national

neutralism" {(facilitated by a political and military withdrawal of the ..

US and a standstill in the building of Europe), a change of alliance in.
this country which would associate Mr. Genscher's party with the
Social-Democrats or, even better in a few years' time, an electoral-
victory of the British Labour Party, a large fraction of which is still
in favour of unilateral nuclear disarmament. The non-Communist
European left, influenced by the pacifist ideas of Central and Northern
_Europe, might one day enable Gorbachev, who is an excellent strategist,
to make a new decisive pawn move on the European chess board.

The proposals set out in Murmansk by. the Secbetary—General of -

thée CPSU, on 1st October 1987, were intended to impress public opinion-
and to avoid a new air/sea deployment of NATQ's medium-range nuclear -
Weapons. '

Disarmament negotiations are continuing in international
conferences (the MBEFR and the CSCE in Vienna and strategic and chemlcal
weapons in the UN in Geneva). Negotiations on conventional
disarmament, which will continue in 1988, ‘may lead to a certain balance
being established again between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The Soviets

-may well accept-asymetrical reductions as they did for the dismantling
of the INF. '

However, with pressure from the "Germans, there will be a great
risk of agreeing to eliminate short-range nuclear weapcns, which would
be a decisive step towards the denuclearisation of Europe: this would
only be desirable if there were a real balance between the two blocs as
far as conventional and chemical forces are concerned.
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Cconventional arms control: the fuiure
| - agenda |

Karl Kaiser

The political context

After the succeasful conclusion of the negotiations on an agree-
ment on intermediate nuclear forces (INF) at the American-
Soviet summit in Decemnber 1987 the focus of attention has
shifted to the field of conventionzl arms control. Thisis an area
ir. which negotiations have so far failed to produce any result
and which is going to become increasingly important as east and
west reduce their nuclear weapons arsenal.

Many elements will come into play aseast and west attemnpt to
improve conventional stability in Europe and to cut the cost of
armament for bath sides in a new round of negotiations: the
improvernent of the west's conventional lorce structure, the
future of NATQ's doctrine of flexible response, the internal
structure of west European cooperation, the Franco-German
relationship, the role of the Soviet Union within the Warzaw
Pact and hence the internal structure of the socialist bloc, the
esizblishment of new links between castern and weste rn Europe
ac weli 2s the future of Mikhail Gorbazhev's reform policy
within the Soviet Union. More than ever, western policy on

Excerpts from

"THE WORLD TODAY™
FEBRUARY 4088

arms contro!l will have to consider the wider political and
sccurity implications of actions in the field of conventional 2rms
control. Politicians and experts will, therefore, face 2 difficult
problem. On the one hand, they must not let the complexity of
the problems paralyse their capacity for concrete action; on the
other hand, they must constantly consider the wider implica-
tions of their sieps and explain them 1o their public at homne.
In the course of the post-war period arms control negotiations
have tended to take on an increasingly public character. To a
growing exteni. the secret diplomacy of the negotiating tabie
has been complemented by public discussion, meant to put
pressure on other governments by mobilising public opinion
and parlizments. The most recent and most intensive form of

“such an interaction of diplomacy and public debate could be

observed from the time NATQ took its ‘double-track’ decision
in 1979 right up to its most recent evolution into the ‘double
zero” solution. The next round of negotiations on conventional
disarmament is likely to give further impetus to this trend
towards increasingly ‘public’ arms control negotiations, be-

\ﬁ Taust it numierous inks with various pohtical areas are ikely o

produce much mobilisation and public articulation of divergent
interests. Moreover, Gorbazhev's new and dynamic style is

characierised by a significant shift towarde public diplomacy

calcuiated te maximise support both in his own home con-
siituency and in the west.

- The next round ol conventional arms control negotiations
will be a complicated process likely 1o fast a number of years.
The complexity of the problems will make partial solutions
casier and grand solutions highly unlikely. Progressin this area
will conceivably take the form of isolated sieps in cerain sectors
which will, it is to be hoped, form a mosaic of change that
increases stability in Europe and reduces the cost of armament.

In carher years, attemnpts in cast and west to influence each
vther's public opinion were asymmetric in structure. The
" governmen:s of the Soviet Union and its aliles were able to use
the media in the west to mobilise individual groups or parties
within the plurahstic structure of western democracies in favour
ol its arguments and initiatives. Given the closed character of
socialist countries, their monoelithic political structures and state
control of the media, western countrics did not have the same
instrumenté at their disposal in trying to influence the east.
Howsver, new developments have increasingly upset this
asymmetry. Public communication is no longer 2 onec-way
siree: from east to west. The socicties of eastern Europe are
undergoing changes resulting in an increasingly lively dis-
cussion of dillerent points of view. In particular within the
Soviet Union, the beginnings of genuine debate can be ob-
served. However, glamost not only represents the goa! of
Gorbathev's policy but also the more or less incvitabie con-
sequence of technological and social changes in eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union. Given the growing volume of facts and
information relaved through television, radio, printed mediz or
direct broadcasting satellites, a process of public discussion of
facts and arguments on arms controt and disarmament is likely

10 evolve even within socialist socizties.

Conventional disarmament negotiations are likely to last for
many years. In that time further technological developments
and breakthroughs are likely further to iniensily communica-
tion botween east and west, Hois, iherelore, probable that in the
course of this process the dynarmics of mutual inlluencing in
a public process. of communication will intensify and will
tharacierise the futurc conventional arms control negotiations.
Such 2 growing parallelism between diplomacy at the negotiat-
ing table and public process of mutual influencing and com-
munication is nothing new for the wesi, but the increasing
participation of cast European countries will offer western
democracics a growing chance thatthey can use creatively inthe
forthcoming round of conventiona! arms control.

Nuclear conditions of conventional
disarmament

Within NATO's sirategy of flexible response, nuclear and
conventional weapons form an organised whole with each
component pccupying a clearly defined place in relation 1o the
other.! This system of interaction will cause changes in the
conventional scctor to spill back into the nuclear sector. Put
sitnply, this means that changes of the conventional balance to
the west's disadvantage will increase the relevance of its nuclear
weapons. This is also applicable to the forthcoming negotiations
on conventinnal weapons and would, in fact, work agzinst the
tendency in many western countrics 1o reduce the refevance
of nuciear weapons. Converscly, a reduction of the nuclear
component in Nexible response would increase the refevance of
the conventional sector. In the hypothetical case of nuclear
disarmament at the cxpense of the west, the conventinnal
superiority of the Warsaw Pact would become an even greater




threat 1o £uropca.n stability than it is today In such a case, o

change of the conventional force ratio in. ftvour of the west

would become even more urgent.

Nuclear arms control and disarmament, therefore, circum-
scribe “he conditions for conventional disarmament. Thc sepa-
ration 3f the two areas, sometimes propagated by politicians
and experts, could have fatal consequences. if NATO govern-

ments [ail to recognise this close interaction and neglect the

nuclear component, wrong moves or inaction within the nuc-
Jear area could worsen the condmons for conventional disar-
mament.

A western policy of conventional disarmament must takc inta
account several problems of the nuclear component of flexible
resoonse and act accordingly:

1. v ithin the Unied States one can observe a growing malaise
abou: the nuclear commitments involved in extended deter-
rence 1o protect western Europe. Since limited conflicts can lead
to nu.ear escalation and potentially reach the United States,
the desire to create guaraniees or constraints 1o avoid the use
‘of tactical nuclear weapons is growing there. The proposal for
an cas:-west agreement on no first use of nuclear weapons
formulated in the Unitcd States and widely supported in
~ Europe, would create a zone of guaranteed non-nuciear war-
fighting. Consequently, the risks of a conventiona! war would
become relatively calculable and the likelihood of war would
increase. Since conventional war continues to be, if not the
only, then the most impontant likely trigger of nuclear war, a no-
first-use preposal would, in fact, increase the probability of
nudlear war which it claimsto reduce. A total removal of tactical
nuciear \htEp‘Dl’?S or the aCCEpfﬂnCC of a nD'ﬁTS('uSC pOSlU]'C
would threaten European siability and turn conventional
disparity into an even greater problem of conventiona! arms
control policy. '
2. The de- lcgmmtsanon of nuclear deterrence has been going
on for several years. The political forces working in this
direction span the entire political spectrum and range from
President Ronald Reagan (m_‘usuf\ ing SDI) and the Catholic
bishops of Amenca to the anti- -nuclear protest movements of
‘western Europe. A reversal of priorities is involved here: the
priority of war prevention as a consequence of the incalculable
risk of nuciear weapons is replaced by the prionity of damage-
hmitation diciated by the enormous destructiveness of modern
nuclezr weapons. And so, a more probable conventional war
becomes more accepiable than an improbable nuclear war.
There is a lesson here for the policy of conventional arms
conurol: de-legitimisation of nuclear deterrence makes conven-

tional disarmament decisive for stability in Europe—the very

arca where the west 1s at a structural dlsadsamagc For this
rezson such 2 de-legitimisation is not in the west's interests.

3. NATO’s theoretical option—to fespond to the Warsaw
Pact's conventional superiority by using tactical weapons in
case of aggression—can be cancelied by the Warzaw Pact at the
beginning of a conflict if by supcrior conventional means
it succeeds in destroying the tactical nuclear potential of
NATO. Such a scenario is constantly taught 2t Warsaw Pact
manoeuvres. If successful, such an action would reduce 2
nuclear response to strategic means which the United Statescan
“hardly use for limited conflicts. The strategy of flexible response
would be rendered ineffective. To be sure, this is only a
theoretical danger, but it must be taken seriously. The con-
ctusion from all this is thar western conventional arms control
policy must avoid agreements which increase the capability of
the Warsaw Pact 1o undermine flexible response at the tactical
nuclear level; and beuér siill, must try to reduce the existing
conventional superiority of the Warsaw Pact.

4. A funther problem of flexible response derives from the
considerabie superiority of Soviet tactical nuclear weapons

with & reach of less than 500 kilometres which will l:tm!i:n

after the double zero agreement on INF weapons has been 3§

implernented: 8 Warsaw Pact superiority of roughly 10:1;
remains in the field of short-range missiles. In view of this
supcriority, western decision-makers are likely to suffer from
*sclf-deterrence’ since they will face the prospect ol triggering an
immensely destructive strike with superior tactical weapons if |
they make the first escalatory step. I their reluctance to escalate
were to become a reasonable certainty, & zone of non-nuciear
war-fighting would be created which would aliow the Warsaw
Paci 1o bring its conventional superiority into play and in which
relatively calculable risks would make war more probable. This
meansthat, given the disparity of tactical nuclear weapons witha 3
reach of less than 300 kilomnetres, both conventional reductions
with the aim of parity of options and the creation of abalance of
ground-based tactical weapons are of ctucial relevance for
Europcan stability. .
5. Since the 1950s, it hasbeen western policy not to try to match
the conventional armarnent of the Warsaw Pact. As aresult, the
east managed 1o achieve conventional military superiority over
the west while remaining relatively poorer. The west, however,
relied on the deterrence value of nuclear weapons and thereby
bought social and economit progress. The western dependence
on nuclear weapons for maintaining stability has, therefore,
always remained considerable. That dependence is actually
increasing as western military budgets stagnate or diminish and 1
because the conventional share is indeed being reduced in the
case of the nuclear powers. Throughout the 1970s and 1980s 1
NATO arms production of decisive weapons systems rep: |
resented only a fraction of the Warsaw Pact production, e.g.
atl of NAT'O produced only 40 per cent of main battle tanks of |
the Warsaw Pact between 1984 and 1986. The deployment of
Speznaz troops for offensive purposes goeson. The westerniead i
intechnology and the growing unreliability of the military forces
of the Soviet Union’s allies for zggressive purposes only mode- §
rate, but do not offset this disadvantageousirend for the west.
The simple fact remains that, as a consequence of the new ;
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INF agreement, nuclear weapons are being climinated at the
very moment when the west's rehance on nuclear weapons hiats
increased as a resuh of the doerioration of the esnventional §
balance. Contrary to the public prcscmauon of ﬂ—xlbl-£
responss, :
NATO and its member governments has put a growing stress ¥

prl

such a reliance is real. The prevailing rheloric of

on no- carl) -use of nuclcar weapons. This is not malchcd-as -

growing conventional opnons to repel aggression b} non- '
nuclear means but is simply a political response to increasing
anti-nuclear feelings in Europe and a grewing malaisz in the §
United States about being implicated early in tactical nutlear
war. »
The obvious conclusion to be drawn here inthat, 2s NATO
prepares 2 new round of conventional arms control, it must
undertake concomitant steps to preserve and improve the §
minimum structure of flexible response. Without such policies, 3
conventional arms control will cither be rendercd extremely §
difficult or could even undermine stability. ]
i

The most important condition for the maintenance of mini-§
mum deterrence i€ to prevent the current disarmament processy
from turning into a ‘triple zero’: total denuclearisation of;
ceptral and western Europe. The double zero agreement on
INF weapons does not end flexible response as some argue, but 8
it could endanger the strategy if verious pressures combine 1o}
produce atotal denuclearisation. To some extent, such pressure]
may result from the momentum that could evolve from ag
desirable solution 10 achicve balance in the field of nuclcary.
weapons under the 500-kilometre range. 1tis highly likely that;
now that the INF agreement hat been concluded, cenaing:
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political forces in West Germeny will argue that this country
alone carries the nuclear risk of tactical nuclear warfare. To
‘be sure. this argument is incorrect since other European
countries {Norway, Denmark, Britain, Benelux, France, Italy,
Greece. Turkey) are within reach of Soviet tactieal nurlear
weapons, and #t European countries ean be hit by Sovict .
sirategic weapons in & tactical mode. Neventheless, such an
srgument couid easily reinforce the existing anti-nuciear
sentiments and create pressure in favour of total elimination of
all nuciear weapons from central Evrope. This course would
command the support of those Americans who feel uncasy
about extended deterrence 2nd would like to confine the
American nuclear posture to a purely strategic one. Naturally,
such an outcome would be vigorously promaoted and supported
by the Sovie: Union whose s rategic goal has always been to
climinate nucizar weapons from central and western Europe.
Understandab',, because that would enable it to maximise it
conventional su1eriority and ¢ "opolitical advantage without i
any way dimir’shing the role of its own strategic nucieas
weapons which can be targeted (evenin a tactical mode) to any
point in western Europe. A triple zero solution would, there-
fore. fundamentally undgrmine west European security.

On the eve of the new round of conventional arms contro!
negotiations and in the midst of successful anempts at nuclear
disarmament. the west must now define the ‘bottom-line” of
flexible response. Such an attempt could consist of three ele-
ments’ .

1. A vigorous effort should be inade te convince the publicinthe
demncratic western countries that, even under conditions of
ruclezr and conventional disarmament. a minimum deterrence
remains imperative. To be sure, successful conventinnal dis-
armament would reduce dependence on the use of nuclear
weapons but, contrary to certain assertions being made in the
current political debate in Europe, even a conventional balance
does not eliminate the need for.nudlear dvierrence. The
Junction of nuctear deterrence is te prevent war whereas a
purely conventional consiellation makes war more likely be-
cause of & relatively calculable risk. The disappsarance of puc-
fear deterrence is imaginabie only where the political conflict
has been resolved at its root.

9. The min:mum elements of a tactica! posture in Europe should
be defined now and pursued in future decisions on procure-
ment and modernisation' an adequate aircralt capacity with
sufficient range and modern penctration technology in com-
bination with stand-off weapons that can reach targets within
the Soviet Union, the assignment of sea-bassd systems 1o
SACEUR and a sufficient number of short-range nuclear
missilzs with a range below 500 kilometres (possibly in a2
packag= comnbining total elimination of alt nudlear artillery with
a modernisation of the Lance missile in numbers roughly equal
to ite Soviet counterparts at present wesiern levels).

3. A stronger cooperation between the British and French nuc-
Jear de:errents in combination with a European consultation
process (but without shared decision’ rould strengthen the role
of these nuclcar forcee in a Europear 'node.

The ceniral problems of
conventional arms control

1. East-west asymmetries. Four asymmetries will have to
be dezlt with in the forthcoming round of arms control
necatiations.? The first is an asynunctry of military doctrine.
NATO's military doctrine is defensive Loth in inention and
capabiiities. The basic philosophy of the NATOQ Treaty s
defensive )
None of the participating demotracics underwrite any!hm.;;
Lut a defensive policy (West Genmany has cven statced this
purpose as 2 principle inits Constitstion). The miliiary posture

of the Alliance is built on the principle of forju-d Befence in
Europe designed to prevent an atiack against western territory.
Though NATO has 2 limited tactical ability 1o move forward a
few kilometres or to rnake selective strikes deep into the territory
of an agyressor, it has no vapacity to move forward inie, and
hoid the aggressor’s territory, Its military incapacity to avtack is
complemented by a political inability to attack, since NATO as
an alliance of democracies would never agree to it even in the
unlikely event of a member trying to find suppont for such a
policy. : :

The military doctrine of the Warsaw Pact, on the other hand,
is defensive in intention but offensive in capability, Swarting
from the premise that a war must be fought on the territorv of an
apgeressor, the Wamsaw Pact procliiims uself to be defensive in
purpuse but capable ol luunching un atack into the wrritory
of the aggressor. In line with this, it has acquired a massive
capacity o move into wesiernterritory and to hold iteven under
conditions of short warning and/or limited reinforcement. And
so East Germany isdefended by fighting in West Germany. The
force siructure (with its emphasis on a combination of mobility
and fire-power), the training of officers and soldiers as well as the
constant praciice of manoeuvres prepare the Warsaw Pact for
offence incase of war. The moment the offensive capability ts no
longer consirained by a defensive intent (as under the present
Sovietlcadership), the western alliance would be threatened.

A second problem consists of the asymmetry of options
between the two pacts. This asymmetry derives {rom the
diffcrences in doctrine. In along process of arms procurement
and training the Soviet Union has acquired options of attack
with a relatively short warning and a capacity to invade. Thesc
options are due to signilicant inequalities of forces In areas
crucial for offence, such as main baule tanks, armoured
vehicles, setl-propelied antillery, bridging equipment, multiple
rocket-launchers, or special units such as Speznaz troops.
Depending on how one counts, the west would face inequalities
in an order of magnitude of around 1:2 and 1:3.

A third problem lies in the asymmetry of geography.
Whereas the Sovier Union is a superpower located in Europe
and therefore able 1o bring in reinflorcemenis from a relatively
fimited disiance, the United States is situated across the Atlanic
and has toc move s reinforcements across the Atlantic. Stabi-

“lity can, therefore, be achieved only by compensaiing this in-

equaliny. Moreover, the pacis are not comparable with regard
to their hinterland as long as France remains outside NATO
intcgration and projects that posiure into conventional arms
control measures.

The founh inequality is due to the asymmetrnic share o
American and Soviet forces within their respective alliances
Whereas American troops representonly 11 percent(1€percen
without Spain and Turkey)of NATO land forces (army and ai
force) in Europe. the Sovict share of Warsaw Pact forces west o
the Uralsis 46 per cent. Froma western perspective. Soviet [orce
represent the primary threat. Consequently, attempts t
increase szability would have to deal primarily with them.

The criteria for conventional arms control on which westen
consensus is beginning to evolve reflect one of the lessons of th
so-called Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR ) talk
in Vicnna over the recent years. It is that reductions per s
should not be the goal of western policy. Since stability 15 th
yardstick, the main target of arms control must be 1o reduc
existing capacities for shori-warning antack and invasion. Suc
2 goal can be pursued through a variety of methods. Thes

-range from increased transparency (which increases warnin

time} 10 changes of the structure of the armed forces (e g
remnoval of oflensive clernents or changes in the state of combs
readiness), reductions with ensuing destructions of weapons ¢ -
redeplovment of units or weapons to rear areas,
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po}iiic;l forces in West Germany will argue that this country’

_slont -cartics the nudear risk of tactical nuclear warfare. To

be sure. this argument is incorrect since other European
countries (Norway, Denmark, Britain, Benelux, France, Italy,
Creere, Turkey) afe within rrach of Soviet tactical nuclear
weapons, and all Europcan countrics can be hit by Sovial
strategic weapons in a wactical mode. ch:nhclcss.‘ such an
argument’ could easily reinforce the existing anti-nuclear
sentiments and create pressure in favour ol total eliminaiion of
all nuclcar weapons from central Europe. This course would
command the support of those Americans who feel uncasy
about extended deterrence 2nd would like to confine the
American nuciear posture to 2 purely strategic one. Naturally.
such an outcome would be vigorously promoted and supported
by the Soviet Union whose s'rategic goal has always been to
eliminate nuclear weapons fro m central and western Europe.
Understandably, because that would enable it to maximise it

conventional superiority and g sopolitical advantage without i

any way diminishing the role of its own strategic nucleai
weapons which can be targeted (even in a tactical mode) to any
point in western Europe. A triple zero solution woui.d. there-
fore. fundamentally undgrmine west European security.

On the eve of the new reund of conventiona! arms control
negotiations and in the midst of successful attempts at nuclear
disarmament, the west must now define the ‘bottom-line” of
flexible response. Such an attempt could consist of three ele-
ments: ) .

1. A vigorous effon should be made to convince the pubhicin the
democratic western countries that, even under conditions of
nuclear and conventional disarmament, a minimurm deierrence
remains imperative. Te be sure, successful conventinnal dis-
armament would reduce dependence on the use of nuciear
weapons but, contrary to certain assertions being made in the
current political debate in Europe, even a conventional balance
does not eliminate the need for nudlear deterrence. The
function of nuclear delerrence is 1o prevent war whereas a
purely tonventional consizllatien makes war more likely be-
cause of a relatively calculable risk. The disappearance of nuc-
Jear deterrence is imaginabie only where the political conflict
has been resolved a its root.

2. The minimum elemnents of 2 tactical posture in Europe shouid
be defined now znd putsued in future decisions on procure:
ment and modsrnisation- an adequate aircraft capasity with
sufficient range and modern penctration technology in com-
bination with stand-ofl weapons that can reach targets within
the Soviet Union, the assignment of sea-based systems to
SACEUR and a sufficient number of short-range puclear
missites with a range bclow 500 kilometres (possihly in a
packags counbiring wotal elimination of all nuclear artiliery with
2 modernisation of the Lance missile in numbers roughly equa!
10 its Soviet counterparts at present western levels).

3. A stronger cooperation between the British and French nuc-
Jezar deierrentt in combination with 2 European consuliztion
process (but without shared decision” vould strengther the role
of these nuclear forees in a Europear mode.

The centiral problems of
conventional arms conlrol

1. East-west asymmetries. Four asymmetries will have to
be dezlt with in the forthcoming round of arms control
necotiations.? The first is an asymmetry ol miliary doctrine.
NATO's military doctrine is defensive both in itention and
capabiiities. The basic philesophy of the NATO Treaty is
defensive , ) ) .
None of the participating demotracies underwrnile anylhm_;;
bint a defensive policy (West Genmariy has cven statedd thas
purpost 25 a principle in its Constitution). The military posiure

" ,
of the Alliance is built on the principle of for;v)lrd dc?d\tt in
Europe designed to prevent an attack against western territory.
Though NATO has a limited tactical ability to move forward a
few kilometres or to make selective strikes deep into the terntory,

of an aguressor, it has no capacity to move forward into, and |
hold the aggressor'sterritory. his military incapacity to atzack is -
complemented by a political inability to atack, since NATO as i

an alliance of democracies would never agree to it even in the
unlikely event of a member trying to find support for such &
pohicy. : ;

- The military doctrine of the Warsaw Pact, on the other hand,
is defensive in intention but offensive in czpabiliry. Staning
from the premise that a war must be foughi on the territory of an
aggressor, the Warsaw Pact proclaims itsell 1o be defensive in
purpose bt capable ol luunching an atack into the territory
of the aggressor. In line with this, it hat acquired a mass' ¢
capacity te move into westernterritory and to hold iteven und- -
conditions of short warning and/or imited reinforcement. Ans
so East Germany isdelended by lighting in West Germany. The
force structure (with its emphasis on a combination of mobiluty
and fire-power), thetraining of officers and soldiers as well asthe
consiant practice of manoeuvres prepare the Warsaw Pact for
offence in case of war. The moment the offensive capability is ne
longer consirained by a deflensive intent (as under the present
Sovietlcadership), the western alliance would be threatened.

A second problem consists of the asymmetry of options
between the two pacts This asymmetry derives from the
differences in doctrine. In along process of arms procuremeni
and training the Sovier Union has acquired options of attack
with a relatively short warning and a capacuty to invads. These
ofuions are due to signilicant inequalities of forees in areas
crucial for effence, such as main battle tanks, armoured
vehicles, self-propelled artillery, bridging equipment, multiple
rocket-launchers, or special units such as Speznaz troops.
Drepending on how one counis, the west would face inequaliiies
in an order of magnitude ofaround §:2 and 1:3. '

A third problem lies in the asymmetry of geogrzphy.
Whereas the Sovier Union is-a superpower located in Europe
and therefore able to bring in reinflorezinents from a relatively
limited distance. the United States is situated across the Atlantic
and hat to move its reinforcements acrost the Atlantic. Stabi-
hity can, therefore. be achieved only by compensaiing this in-
equalily. Moreover, the pacts are not comparable with regard
10 their hinteriand as long as France remains outside NATO
integration and projects that posture inte conventional arms
control measures. - .

The founth ineguality is duc to-the asymmeinc share o
American and Soviet forces within their respective alliances
Whereas Amencaniroeps r:prcscm__qrr:'i;y I perceni{16percen
without Spain and Turkey}of NATO land forces (army and at
force)in Europe. the Sovict share of Warsaw Pact forces west o
the Uralsis46 per cent. Froma wesiern perspective, Sovietforce
represent the primary threar. Consequently, aitempis U
increase stability would have to deal primarily with them.

~ The criteria for conventional arms control on which wester
consensus is beginning 10 evolve reflect one of the lessons of th
so-called Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR ) talk
in Vienna over the recent years. It is that reductions per s
should not be the goal of western policy. Since siability is th
yardstick, the main 1arget of armsato‘mrol must be to reduc
existing capacities for s]mrl~wurniwl'g:i;;:nck and invasion. Suc
a goal can be pursued through a’vidticty of methods. Thes
range from increased transparency {which increases warnin
time) to changes of the structuré ol e armed forees (e g
remnoval of offensive elements or chidnges in the stawc of consbi
readiness), reductions with c:;suihr e
redeployment of units or weapons |
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- Given the substantial conventional superiority of the Warzaw

Pact in central Europe, reductions would have to be asymmet-

" rical. According 10 a Rand study,? s 3:1 reduction in division
equivalents in favour of NATO would still substantially worsen
NATO's situation, and only a reduction of 4:1 would slightly
improve i . These strikingly unequal ratios are no surprise since
they reflect the long years of Soviet arms buildup which led
to a significant superiority in & number of fields. In all likeli-
hood, the Soviet Union will denounce such ratios as unfair or
excessive, sometimes even quoting from wesiern studies that
might support its case. An obvious conclusion 10 be drawn for a
negotiating strategy would be to avoid ratios when discussing
reductions and 10 return to the concept of common ceilings
which are a well established and aceeplable eoncept, though
they ruquire uncqual reductions in cast of asymmetries.

Whe . 5er the Soviet Union will aceept sufliciently asymmetri-

cal reduitions remains to be seen. Though the principle has
been acu: pred by Mr Gorbachev in a speech on 10 April 1987
and atthe. Warsaw Pact summit in May 1987, the long history of
MBFR talks gives no clue whatsoever asie Soviet willingness to
proceed in that direction in practice. What reasons could induce
the Soviet Union to give up its present significant military and
political advantage? The list is only moderately commcmg
First, such asymmetric reductions would lead to savings of
resources, but that is only true in the very Jong run, since
initialiy conventional disarmament will absorbadditional funds
for the re-direction of personnel as well as investments for the
conversion of the armaments indusiry. Second, such a move
would no doubt have a positive impact on ths world and
improve the standing of the Soviet Union. Third, such
asvmmetric reductions could be pursued in connection with
western concessions in the ficld of economic relations and a
freeze on conventional technology. The first could by no means
be excluded, but would be diflicult to implement. A freeze on
conventional technology is highly problematical since it would
deprive the west of the most important means for tackling its
growing manpower problems and the existing east-west in-
eguzlities.
2. Intra-western problems. Intra-western disagreements over
the negotiating method, i.e., the problem of the inter-Alliance
and the Conference on Schunt) and Coopceration in Europe
(CSCE) iramework of negotiations, are likely to appear trivial
in comparison with the divergencies which are likely 10 emerge
once NATO moves beyond the present agreement on general
principles. such as stability, invasion capacity and so on, and
atiempts 10 work out practical propesals which translate them
into reductions, force redeployments, geographical zones, veri-
fication and so on.*

Dificrences of opinion could qmckly come into thc open if the
Soviet Union were 1o seize the initiative and present proposals
before the west has worked out a practicable negotiating
strategy. In such a case a superficially auractive offer witk an
asymmetric reduction which is presented as fair and possibly
cven accepled as such by many groups in the west could reduce
the chances for working out sensible solutions that could
.increase siability.

Consensus on reducing the invasion capacity of the Warsaw
Pact has 1o be translated into agreement on what types of
weapons should be reduced first and in what order of priority.
Even the castern side has agreed to the principle that defence
should be "non-offensive’ but the packages 10 ~orked out
have to combine many differen: clements: quantity and quality
of weapons, training, combat readiness and so on. Many
weapons can be used both for offence and defence, and whether
they can be used in one or the other mode depends on numerous
-other faclors that have 1o be taken into account, .

The disaggregation in geographic zones will no doubt

"far one should goisby nomeans an east-west problemalone, but

"arcas. Within the west, views difler on many important issues.
It can, therefore, be predicted with reasonable cemtainty that it
will 1zke a long time before the first substantial agreements can’

represent another difficult probiem. Such a disaggrcga%ioﬁ is1

prerequisite for restructuring the military postures of both sides . ;
acording to sgreed criteria in order to maintain adequate..’j
dezfence without providing capacities for offence and invasion. -

But any grographic disaggregation creates dilferences in status

of these zones and therelore raises delicate political problems, -

¢.g., for a country that has to reduce {like West Germany), and--
countries that have to receive redeployed units or material (flike
the Benelux or France).

Verification will be 2nother difficult problem. Since the for-"
mulas of reduction. restructuring or redeployment of forces will
inevitably be complex, they require an intensity of verification
that will be without precedentin the history ofarmscontrol. How

will have to be sertled first Among western countries.
France will have the special problcrn ofbcmg forced to make

up its mind about the status of its territory if redeployment

schemnes in negotiations require the availability of French

territory for units or weapons. Moreover, both France and 2

West Germany will no doubt want to ensure that measures in
the ficld of conventional arms control do not impede their efforts
10 build a stronger mutual security relationship. |

3. Intra-castern problems. Soviet troops have always had 2
double function in tastern Europs. They have been a factor of
defence and effence opposing the forcesof NATO and, sccond,
a policing factor guarantceing Soviet influence in Germany.
Significant reductions which are bound 1o affect Soviet troops
more than those of its allies are likely to affect the internal
policing role. While the west has an interest in seeing that role

reduced, this factor cannot be introduced explicitly into the -~

cast-west arms control negotiations. The evolution of the

internal structure of the Warsaw Pact will greatly determine the

relevance of this guestion. Moreover, as the 1881 Polish cnisis

has shown, Sovict troops can play their hegemonial role within -

the Warsaw Pact system without being inside the territory of

the country in question. In the last analysis, the relevance of
this factor in forthcoming negotiations on conventional arms |

control can only be decided by the Soviet Union itseldl,

Towards a feasible approachio
conventional arms control

Even a superficial Jook at the issues of the forthcorning round of

conventionzl arms conirol reveals the extraordinary complexity ™|
of the issues to be negotiated, even if they are broken down into
smaller components of negotiation, such as reduction packages, :

verification measures, thmnmg out moves and so on. Morc-
over, each item is interconnected with manv other sensitive |

be concluded betwesn east and west in this field. The question,

therefore, arises whether one could not organise an approach to.
negotiations aceording to feasibility and practicability of pro-.

gress and proceed accordingly in succeeding phases.
1. A discussion of military doctrine A first phase of nego-

tiations could consist of a thorough discussion of the military§

doctrines of both alliances. Several practical reasons suggest

such an approach First, such a round in which both seidiers]

and diplomats take part, could lay the groundwork for later,
negotiations on specifics by analysing thoroughly which threats;
cach side perceives with regard to the military posture, pro-
cedures and doctrine of the other. By identifving the central]
clements of threats, tmportant criteria and priorities for the
ensuing .negotiations could be identificd. Such discussions

:
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can, third, be started without being forced to overcome the
numerous divergencies of views within the west and can)
therefore, begin reasonably soon. -
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Morecover, such discussions would have emincntly political
reasons. First, they would have an impact on the western public
hesides clarifving the issuesat the negotiating table. A reviewof
the military doctrine would provide an opportunity to bring intn
reliel the striking disparity between the defensive claim of the
warsaw Pact’s docirine and the offensive reality of its force
ratios, force structure, training and readiness. A review of these
issues would lay the ground for a better understanding by the
western public—not only of the general issues but also of the
need for asymmetric reductions. .

Second, 2 discussion would have 2nimpact onthe cast as well,
Some of the public arguments carried into the east could well
have a moderate though not insignificant impact. Even more
important, the participating Sovict elites will be expesed 1o a
critical analysis of their own doctrine and posture. Conceivably,
such a process may help those forces in the Soviet bureaucracy
willing to challenge military orthodoxy and its tremendous
political and economic burden for the Sovict Union.

Some argue against such a discussion of doctrine on the
grounds that it will either be used by Soviet propaganda to
denounce NATO's policies. or that it will result in a con-
frontation of irreconcilable views on military data worse than
thatexperienced during the MBFR talks. However. NATOhas
nothing to fear from such a debate. By now the Alliance is used
to controversy about its policies which, after all, enjoy clear
political support by the participating countries. NATO has a
good case when it comes to comparing eastern and western
military doctrine. Finally, only a test will show whetherornot a
discussion will get bogged down in disagreements on data and
whether or not Gorbachev's glasnest policy will have its impact
here as well. -

2. The priority of confidence-building. Even if east-west
measures on military hardware or troops prove difficult and
time-consurning to agree upon, a lack of success in this area
need not prevent progress in the realm of confidence-building.

“New measures of confidenec-building couvld superimpose

greater transparency on the existing military setup in east and
west with all its asvmmetries o that both sides can become
confident not 1o become the object of surprise moves or dis-
advaniagcous changes in military strength .
Such confidence-building measures could consist of a further
intensification in scope of the measures agreed upon at the

_Stéckholm Conlerence in1986 by creating a dense network of

obzervation on bath sides of the east-west bordér, roably in
ceniral Europe. Such measures could cover both manoceuvres
and all movements of troops and material. Moreover, they
would have to include the perhaps most important element that
the Stockholm Agreement failed to cover: alert exercises of
military units. From the point of view of crisis stability, such
excreises deserve prior notification and some degree of obser-
vation even more than manoeuvres do.

Confidence-building mcasures as an opening of a new round
of conventional arms control in Europe would have the net
effect of increasing stability even without reductions; would lay
the groundwork for the relatively dense network of verification
that has to accompany later reductions or redeployment
measures; and would, it is hoped  create a political atmosphere
conducive to more far-reaching incasures ol conventional ariis
control.

3. An agreement on equal levels of arms production.
Agreement on military data. not to mention reduction and
redeployment formulas, will be difficult and time-consuming.
I the asymmetries which the west is rightly concerned about
cannot be reduced quickly, one can at least try to prevent them

_from getting worse in a parallel action.

Taking the average of 1984-6 production of bothalliancesin
military equipment particularly relevant for the conventional

L3
r

. pnsfurc in Europe and thereflore for stability, ‘thc_ following
 pictere emerges: .
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An agreement to reduce—possibly 'in phases—the pro-
ducticn of military equipment to roughly equal levels would
circumvent the inevitably controversial discussion on what
forces exist and where (though that has 10 take place when
recdluctions and redeployments are negotiated) and instead
focus on future outcomes. Verification is relatively easy since it
need not cover large areasbut only the exit pointsof preduction.

The Tact that it is Soviel production that has to go down
substantially not only underscores the western point about
excessive military over-insurance of the Soviet Union in the past
but may be attractive to those forces in the Soviet eliter who
wan! 10 liberate themsclves from the tremendous economic cost
ol that unnccessary over-insurance. '

4. Key measures. A discussion of military doctrine, new con-
fidence-building measures, and an agreement to scale down
asymmetries in production could be the elements of a first
phase of conventional arms control to be followed by carefully
warked out and inevitably comgplex packages of reductions,
redeployments and so on. Nevertheless, an attempt could be
made (o identify approaches that are simple, feasible, and aflcet
conventional stability favourably. Such measures could be
initiated refatively early. They could include proposals, such

as that by Senator Sam Nunn to reduce cqual percentages of
American and Soviet troops in- Germany or Phil Karber's

suggestions to phase out tanks to roughly equal levels in the -

central front area.?

Conclusion

As the west enters a new phase of conventional arms control
it will have 10 reconcile its activities in three compicx areas:
the preservation and, possibly, restructuring of the nuclear
prerequisites for conventional arms control; the pursuit of
conventional arms control proper starting with a debate on
military doctrine and confidence-bullding measures; and,
finally, the improvement of its own force structure and internal
alliance arrangements. Even some progress in conventional
arms control will not remove the necessity to engage in such
improvements, in strengthening the European pillar of NATO
and in preserving the American-European Jinks. Needless o
say, western policy should encourage-reform and change of
military policies in the Soviet Union. But wesiern concessions
that would further reduce its already inadequate conventional
posture can only come as a consequence of significant Soviet
moves, NOt as its precursor. Nevertheless, many signs in the
Soviet Union suggest that for the first time there is a genuine
chance to pursue success{ul conventional arms control beiween
cast and west. L
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EXcerpts from "STUDIA DIPLOMATICA" of 16th March 1988

: . K ' »
TOWARDS AN ENLARGEMENT OF THE EAST-WEST DIALOGUE

Pierre HARMEL
Minister of State

We have come a long way since Lenin's "inescapable" war, the
period of thaw under Krushchev when "war was no longer inevitable" and
the joint declaration by President Reagan and Secretary-General
Gorbachev on 1%9th and 21st November in Geneva: '"A nuclear war could
nevér be won and must never take place!". The language of the Soviet
leaders has evolved, there has been a2 progressive change towards
another choice, a transition from the cold war tec acceptance of
"coexistences" to ward off the inevitability of conflict.

This eveolution corresponds to the position and unchanging
wishes of the West. In 1946, President Eisenhower made a real offer of
peace to Stalin. As soon as the Atlentic Council was formed, it made a
similar declaration; and from 1955 to 1964, at all the meetings of the
Council of the Alliance, careful studies of the causes of tension and
proposals for adequate means of reducing them were included in the
communiqués published at the end of its sessions. It is certain that
during these first ten years little was aCCompllshed to create détente
except for the opening up of the pclltlcal field and the increasing
attempts to seek bilateral contacts. between the Eastern States and
Western Europe. ’ -

During the next ten years, from 1864 to 1975, this process -
developed considerably. In 1964, it led .to the proposal by the Polish
Foreipn Minister, Mr, Rapacki, for a meeting of a "European Conference
on Security”. In December 1965 and Cecember 1966, the Alliance noted
officially the development of contacts and made known its desire to
establish better relations with the East in the political, eccnomic,
social, scientific and cultural fields.  The Atlantic Council, meeting
at Reykjavik in June 1968, decided to "give priority to a study of the
possibility of balanced force reductions for East and West,
particularly in Central Europe".

" The decision taken in December 1966 to carry cut a joint
study of the future tasks of the Alliance was a further example of this
continuing process. Work on this study, proposed by the Belgian
Government, was immediately begun. The resulting report will be twenty
years old on 16th December next. I do not intend to comment cn it
anew. I should merely like to stress that it was not a turning point
in the policy of the Alliance, but a timely, formal and unanimous ‘
confirmation of the two axes, always complementary, of its aims: a
sclid defence ensured by the Allies and détente.

* Address on the occasion of the présentation of the 1987 Atlantic prize
by Lord Carrington, Secretary-General of NATO, on 25th November 1987.
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Twenty years.after this report, I should like to put forward
five different pqints for consideration.

1. The continuance of Alliance policy, linked to its two axes,
defence and détente, has been marked, since 1967, by moments of
strength, periods of profound crisis and by a rerarkable revival, I
shall briefly recall these events.

2. It must be loyally admitted - and public opinion must be made
aware of this ~ that these ambitious projects for détente bring to light
the complex problems of firstly, the balance between the Alliance forces
and those of the Warsaw Pact and of another balance, that of the

responsibilities of each of the pillars of the Alliance, on both sides
of the Atlantlc.

3. The third component of East-West relations is that for forty
years the philosophies have remained unaltered, but society has changed,
both in the East and West. This movement has prompted the evolution of
political and economic attitudes in the East and the West and it must
influence the relations. between groups of States with different
political systems.

4, 1Anothen change. During the last forty years, the East-West
debate. has been a dominant factor, at least in the Northern Hemisphere.
It will continue to be a crucial factor in the future. But elsewhere

enormous masses of people, countless numbers of rising generatlons are
" fighting for survival. Incre351ng influences are making themselves

felt, those of the new great natlons, those of numbers and necessity and‘

those of mystical passions: they are disturbing, the fraglle balance cf
a mutlipolar world. :

5. How could the internal dialogue within the Alliance and its
-external dialogue with the Eastern countries not be influenced and
changed by these multiple components of the future?

These are the questions on which I should like to dwell for a
noment without providing the qualified developments they call for in
the limited time available. But each one of you devotes your life and
constant thoughts to these questlons and I know you w111 complete my
paper as necessary.
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1. FROM 1967 TO 1987: PERIODS OF STRENGTH PROFOUND CRISIS, REMARKABLE

REVIVAL

When one looks at the past twenty years, it is not easy to try to
make & global appreciation of the efforts to reduce tension and it is
dangerous to sum the situation up in three stages. Monetheless;

- on the credit Slde progreys is greater than one generally
imagines;

- there has been much that is negative, leading in the years
1982-1983 to the policy of détente being called into question;

" — this being so however, since 1985 the revival has beern

-surpr151ngly dynamic.

Oddly enough, the positive sum of détente actions is rarely
established and to this day there is ' no proof that it has been the
subject of strictly scientific and complete publications.

Amcng the international acts on arms limitations, the most
important are undoubtedly the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons in 1267, followed by the agreements on the limitation of
strategic weapons (SALT I), the Treaty on antimissile ballistic systems
. ABM (1872) and the SALT II Agreements (187%}).

Amongst the political acts of great significance were the signing
in 1970 of the Treaty of the Federal Republlc of Germany with the USSR
and Poland, ’

the signing of the Feour-Power Agreement on Berlin in June 1972,

the signing of the Treaty on relations between the two German

States in December 1872,

the adoption of the Final Act of the Helsxnkl Conference in 1975,

the important final texts of the Madrid and Stockholm conferences,

~and finally, in the economic, commercial, scientific and cultural
fields, the numercus bilateral agreements between States with.
different régzimes, the summits, state visits and working visits
which have strengthened diplomatic and intergovernmental relations,
as well as the public declarations made on these occasions.

I think that the legal description, analysis and synthesis of all
these actions should be undertaken and carried through to a successful
conclusion by one or several university teams. Such & study would be
useful in all countries to those with the same goal in view.

However, at the same'time during these twenty years, acticns
contrary to détente were accumulating. In both camps, the growth of
nuclear forces was not brought under control. The military occupation
of Czechoslovakia in 1968 by Warsaw Pact drmies, the pressure brought to

. bear on Poland in 1982, the measures carried out by the U3S3R in

Afghanistan, and the support given to revolutionary movements in Africa
all served to increase tension. At the szme time a growing fear was

felt within the Alliance, clearly expressed in 1982, by the Foreign
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Minister of the FRG, Mr. Genscher: "The danger now is obviously not
primarily an attack on Europe in the form of a Great War. Instead the
danger lies in a gradual shift in the balance of power in the world.
At the end of such a process the Western democracies, and above all the

’ Eurqpeah ones, would then be forced into compliance and subjugation by

the Soviet Union demonstrating its overwhelming military superiority and

‘by its control of sea lanes and Third World regions that are of vital

importance for energy and raw material Supnlles to the West." (I). I
‘also share this fear.

In 1977, tension was further increased by the stepping-up of
medium-range nuclear weapons aimed in their hundreds by the USSR ax:
West European targets. In 1979-80, when the Alliance offered not to
retaliate by installing compareble weapons on condition that an agree-
men} on the total elimination of these weapons in both camps could be
drawn up, the USSR refused negotiations on this subject. A1l this
led, in 1983, to a freezing of East-West dialogue and communicaticns and
engendered increasing scepticism in the Alliance on the possibilities of
real agreement on arms limitation. .

At that time, some people in the West considered that the policy of
reducing tension had failed. In both camps, those who had never been
convinced spoke up again. Even so, a2t its meeting on 8th and
9th December 1983, the Atlantic Council managed to overcome its
deception and confirmed its two-fold wish for firmness in defence and an
opening up of dialogue and cooperation. - In my opinion, the Belgian
Foreign Minister, Mr. Tindsmans, greatly helped by proposing to the
Council a joint evaluation, adapted to the prevailing circumstances, of
the 1967 report on the future of the Alliance with a view to achieving
a more constructive East-West dialogue. Six months later, the
Permanent Representatives had completed their task and the Atlantic
Council published the Washington declaration of 31st May 1984, renewing
its support for the balanced approach in the 1967 report: maintenance
of military strength, political solidarity between Allies, the pursuit
of a more stable relationship between Eastern and Western countries.-

The Washington declaration concluded: "Experience points to the
continuing need for a full, consistent and reallstlc 1mplenentatlon of
the two main tasks of the Allxance."

The 1984 declaration zalso contains positive phrases regarding a
"more constructive dialcogue": cooperation, mutual understanding,
identification of joint interests, enlarging areas ¢f agreement,
eliminating or isclating areas of dlscord economic exchanges and
cooperation.

During this time, from 1982 to 1985, there were four successive
Secretaries-General of the USSR Communist Party: Leonid Brezhnev died
in November 1882, Yuri Andropov (died 1984}, Constantin Tchernenko (died
March 1985), and Michael Gorbachev, the present holder of this post.

After six long years, President Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev were able
to resume Summit contacts. The first meeting tock place from 19th to
21st November 1985 at Geneva and both praised the conclusions which
outlined anew the themes of possible dialogue and improved exchanges.

oo/
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i &s early as 15th January 1986, Gorbachev, the new Secretary-
' General, proposed the elimination of 2ll nuclear weapons before the year .

2000. The sequel to these talks is well-known, the sudden Summit in
Reykjavik in October 1986, the agreements and disagreements expressed
there, and today the forthcoming signing by the two Heads of State, in
Washington, of the Treaty on the verified elimination of' intermediate
nuclear weapons. ‘

W T RS
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In my réle of witness, I am impressed by the boldness of ths
projects which have been considered cver the last two years, by the.
depth of creativeness which has followed a long silence, but alsc by the
prudence of the approaches made during the real agreements.

Bpae AR WGy

2. ﬂINCREASINGLY DIFFICULT PROBLEMS OF DETENTE

Getting down to facts, it can be seen that for two years in both
the Eastern and Western camps, totzl disarmament has not been asked
for; no-one is ready for unilateral disarmament. However, the declared
objectives present a common goal: no reduction of security, setting it
nonetheless at a lower level, on a cooperative basis, with a constant
search for balance.

The Atlantic Alliance cannot stop reaffirming its desire to defend
itself by maintaining the securlty of allied territory through adequate
and balanced deterrent nach nery.

The Warsaw Pact, whose existence has just been extended for thirty
~years (2), set out its own military doctrine for defence in 1987 (3):

a level which will enable them to counter all attacks against any member
country of the Treaty from the outside". ‘ ' .

On these clearly defined terms, one must welcome all attempis at
de- esca‘atlor and the first stages proposed in both camps at the same
time

. = the elimination of 1ntermed1ate nuclear weapons which will no doubt be
achieved in a few days;
. - a further fifty per cent reduction of the strategic nuclear forces of
each camp; i '
- the limited but significant propcsal made by the Atlantic nations at
Vienna on Sth December 1985, regarding more than symbolic reductions to
conventional armed forces in Europe. The Warsaw Pact replied with a
counter—-proposition on 1llth January 1986. Since then, the members of
both Alliances have undertaken to establish a mandate for new negoti-
ations, geographically and materially more extensive, and aimed in
particular at reducing the offensive caoac1t1es of opposing arr;es in
Europe. . . . -

"... the obligation to maintain its armed forces, in such a state and at
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These three projects, which form the beginning of the movement to
reduce armaments, have the advantage of not calling into question the
general strategy of the Alliance - security and deterrence - otherwise
they could not have been made! Furthermore, the existing links in the
strategy between nuclear and conventional weapcns should be clearly
explained to public opinion in our countries. A reduction in cne or
other of these defence systems calls for a preliminary questicen in a
series of questions concerning, successively, three kinds of armaments.

On chemical weapons — so horrible - the Geneva Disarmament
Conference continues to work for their overall ban, but a world-wide
treaty along the lines of the non-proliferaticn of nuclear weapons will
be necessary.

» On the total elimination of nuclear weapons envisaged by the
‘superpowers, the hundred cr more States, signatories of the Treaty for
the non-preliferation of atomic weapons, should be informed how they
will be defended by the superpowers against a threat or a nuclear attack
' by a State which breaks the clauses of the Treaty, a non-signatory
nation or some anonymous and violent aggressor.

In order to bring this zbout, the five States possessing nuclear
power, &1l members of the United Nations Security Counc1l must be party
to a unanimous progeft of denuclearisation.

] Finally, it would be necessary for all the member States of the -
Atlantic Alliance and the Warsaw Pact to support a preoject whereby,
wlthout strategic or short-range nuclear arms, the same security through
deterrence as that of the last forty years would be achieved.

It may be noted moreover that, in the absence of nuclear weapens,’
the reduction ¢f conventional weapons for the defence of the Atlantic.
zone will bring many probems.

What type and what level of defensive conventional weapon should be
maintained or installed so that, on land, sea and in the air, our
population can be defended agalnst warlike acts by a mecderate system of
deterrence’

How could the balance of power on both sides be established, in
view of the very different geo-political conditions existing in the Wes*t
and in the East?

Mr. Tindemans was right a year ago “to propese that the Alliance
consider all the problems which would result from conventional
disarmament. - And at the NATO Ministerial meeting at Halifax, a
decisicn was taken to set up a high-level working group.on the centrol
of c¢conventional armaments. The Atlantic Council informed this group on
11th and 12th June 1987, at Reykjavik that their task was "to achieve a
global and stable balance of conventicnal forces, at a lower and
‘controllable level®. (&)
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~ On the other hand, we should no doubt be encouraged by the
position adopted at the Summit Conference of the Consultative Political
Committee of the Warsaw Pact Treaty on 29th May 1287 in Berlin when the
following declaration was made:

"The process for reducing military confrontation in Europe must be
continuous. It should guarantee at each stage, a balance of
forces at the lowest possible level. Because of the asymetry of
the armed forces.in the two blccs in Eurcpe, due to historical,
geographical and other factors, the Conference declares itself
ready to eliminate, during these reductions, the disparities
between one or another factor, working from the lowest level
upwards."

“Whatever the original convergent elements, for which we must be

-glad, one cannct hide from public opinion that this great task will be

complicated and arduous. It can only be completed with openness and
transparency, as well as imagination. In addition, it musi be
remenbered that even greater cohesion will be needed within the Alliance
if a fair share of tasks and unity of views on the aims to be achieved
are to be maintained among the Allies,

3. IMMUTABILITY OF DOCTRINES AND CHANGES IN SOCIETY

" The third component of current East-West relations is the least

‘easy to describe 'in a few words. ‘How carn changes in soc1ety over the

last forty years affect the developgment of political régimes or
influence the relatlons between countries with contradictery doctrines?

As a start to this. line of theought, I should like to quote a
well-known text and recall a memory. :

The text is that issued by Pope John XXIII in April 1963 entitled
"Pacem in terris". It says: "Once laid down, philosophical dectrines
do not change, whereas the historical movements based on these doctrines
for economic, social, cultural or political reasons are aimed at
specific and changing conditions of life. These movements can be
considerably influenced by such changes. As a result, meetings between
the supporters of differing philoscophies can present real or promising
future advantages on the practical level." (5),

In discussions between both Eastern and Western governments, I
noticed several times that this text, which speaks of relations between
countries with different régimes and opposing doctrines, carried
considerable weight and often inf luerced behaviour.

Now, a memory. As soon as the war was over, a race for knowledge
started gradually in the developed countries, The USSR was justly
proud of being first into space. But from then on we believed the time
would come where changes resulting from this race for knowledge would

"bring the socialist countries closer to more open societies. The first

signs came in 1956, during the Budapest revolt, when we heard that in
the university community of Leningrad, teachers and students were
angered because the news of the Hungarian uprising had not come to them

el
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i direftly and were horrified because there was no mention of it in their -

news;apers. We thought it was impoésible‘to start and maintain a guest
for truth and scientific or technical creation among the most giftecd and
dedicated of our youth if they were deprived both of knowledge of what
.was happening in the world and the privilege of communication.

I will not say more about festructuring, transparency and demo-
cratisation, which have recently become key werds in the USSR, Poland
and China, except that they must be of interest. to us, that they must
reise prudent hopes throughout mankind and that such refeorms must be
foilowed with understanding.

We do not know whether these tendencies can be called
"liberalisation", because they will not alter Marxist-Leninist
doctrines. Perhaps we should only say to cur Eastern partners that our
doctrines in the West have remained immutable for the last forty years:
-all fMan's political, social, moral and religious life under our régimes
is still based on the freedom of esach individual and his responsibility
for his decisions and acts. But, at the same time, there have been
changes in our society. What the East continues to call the
“capitalism" of the West has been mutualised, sccialised, has shared out
nearly half of cur national revenues and our so-called "market"
economies have been transformed into mixed economies.

Discussion of these subjects between the various reglmes may
perhaps become less difficult in the future.

4. WIDENING THE DISCUSSION

A further aspect of present East~dest relatlons must undoubtedlj be |

added to the above.

Changes net only affect the northern hemisphere or the highly
industrialised countries. There have been considerable alterations
elsewhere in the last twenty years: they already affect the present and
future of highly developed societies in their relations with those of
what is still called the Third World. The feollewing seem to me to be
the most important of these aspects.

- Two- huge countries, soon to make up forty per cent of the world's
population - Communist Chinz and India, with its pluralist dermocracy
status - have, after courageous efforts and considerable bio-vegetable
- research, covercome their populations' basic food problems: by
increasing agricultural productivity they have become self-supperting
‘and India now exports rice.

— These, and many other courntries, especially S.E. Asia whose
mercantile capacities are well-known, have enormous reserves of young
people from which to select the scientific and technical é&lites who are
helping them to emerge rapidly.

../.7
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- As the world's most populated areas are able to meet their own
food requirements &nd start to export agricultural and industrial
products, traditional producers wxll lose thell prlvxleged positicns,
which are already endangered

- At the same time, in a number of desolate countries anotheér third
of the world's population grows unceasingly. Some are tragically
cdesperate, others develop uncontrollable mystic passions. Soon the
old, 1ndustr1allsed and privileged world of East and West 'will only
contain one-sixth of the world's pepulation.

- Lastly, no responsible persons anywhere can ignore these
continuing events as, in under less than thirty years, the stratosphere
has been inhabited by man's inventions in communications and obser=-

| vatipn,7to menticon only these. Man-controlled space around the world
has doubled. Data processing, data bhanks and telecommunication systems

have spun a net for the instant transmission of ideas and events around
the world, which is s¢ vast and dense that cultural and political
interpenetration can no longer be avoided. As Ambassador Cassiers said
recently, Theilard de Chardin's "noosphere", a world community of the
mind, is becoming a reality. No one, and rno political régime can today
remain isolated and closed. ' ‘

It has been noted with joy that both Mr. Shultz and
Mr. Gorbachev have mentioned this unification and multipelarisation of
the world in their recent speeches. Such new attitudes may socon widen
political summit talks to include, and also go beyond, the technical and
mainly- military aspects of East-Vest relations: It would influence new
world balances. Iceally, discussions between two superpcwers would
lead %owards greater ccricertation, and the need for a new economic and
social order would lead to the search for the béginnings of a world
authority.

I have never forgotten the words of a Swiss journalist, René Payot,
published forty years ago, in 1947, Speaking of the antagonism between

the Allies at that time, he concluded: '"the giving of new themes to
Soviet-American discussions ..... will be decisive for pacifying the
universe.". (6) We are now in 1987 and perhaps the hour for this new

discussion is about te ring.

In this way, the recommendations of the Atlantic Council, made in
Washington in 1984, which I quoted earlier, would achieve their full
value. "Finding common interests", “"cooperation", "widening of areas
of entente" would become counsels heavy with meaning. :

.
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5. SOLIDARITY WITHIN THE ALLIANCE

‘It would be a paradox if, while a great effort it being made to
reduce tensions, public opinion lost interest in the permanent_safe—
guarding of the joint interests of lNorth America and Europe and the
maintenance of the special solidarity existing between the allied
countries on either side of the Atlantic. Such convergence is more
important than ever in a time of economic, monetary and commercial
unrest, even more so as the time for political union in the EEC
approaches and when WEU airns to develop a "more coherent identity of
‘European defence" (7). :

I hope that a short reminder of our reciprocal behaviour since the
beginning of the Alliance will help to strengthen our future ties. We
must remember that none of the initial stages in the constiruction of
Eurdpe could be separated from defence problems: ‘each of these major
events came about with the support and encouragement of American and
allied governments. .

It must not be forgotten that the first jeoint defence effort after
the war was made by France and Great Britain when they signed the
Dunkirk Treaty in 1847: a year later, on 17th March 1848, the Benelux
countries and the two allies signed the Brussels Treaty of "Economic,
Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-Defence".
‘Ambassador André de Staerke, who was present at the treaty‘s signing,
recalls that, at that mcment, the telephone rang in P.H. Spaak's office.
Mr. Truman, President of the United States, was calling the Belgian

' Foreign Minister to congratulate him, adding: "Now that five European
countries have united for their defence, the United States will also be
able to participate.". . Thus, the North Atlantic Treaty,.signed on

th April 1949, was born. ‘

‘We must not forget the speech made by Winston Churchill in
Strasbourg on 1llth Adgust 1950. It was the beginning of the Alliance
and he suggested that a European army should be set up within it. This
speech was immediately seconded by Secretary of State Dean Acheson.

Neither must we forget that as soon as the European Coal and Steel
Community was established in 1952, the Foreign Ministers of the member
countries set up an ad hoc committee to draft a Eurcpean Joint Policy
Treaty to cover the Eurcpean Defence Community Treaty, signed on
27th May 1952. Paul van Zeeland, at that time Belgian Foreign
Minister, was touched by Dean Achescn's satisfaction at Belgium's
support of the European Defernce Community. When it broke down in 1954
and the Brussels Treaty was extended to include the Federal Republic of
Germany in a collective system, WEU, intended to cement the building of
Europe, was again supported by the United States.

Lastly, we must remember that the proposal to gradually balance the
- Alliance by setting up two pillars - of which the European pillar
remained to be built - was made in 1961 by President Kennedy and that it

was approved by the then President of the European Commissicn,
Mr. Hallstein.
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All these memories became highly significant when, some days ago, .

on 27th October, the Defence Ministers of the seven WEU countries
published in The Hague their platform for European security to
strengthen the European pillar of the Alliance and to make a greater
contribution to Western security as a whole. (7) President Reagan's.
reply came at once. On 4th November, he approved such a partnership.
“Equal relations will not reduce our ties", he said, "but will
strengthen them. They will not weaken our potential, but extend it.".

. Recent events have confirmed the logic of our common history.
There are still defence problems, but they have gone much further.
They will improve European and Alliance solidarities, if the United
States, Canada and the European NATO countries are certain that efforts
madg within a smaller circle form part of our collective security and
that of our joint approach to discussions with the Eastern countries.

That the United States, Canada, the seven WEU countries, Spain,
Portugal, Turkey, Greece and the Scandinavian countries should be
~concerned with their own situation and have their own problems to settle
should never come as a surprise and we must show understanding friend-
ship to them all. But the interests of the Atlantic collectivity '
should always come before domestic interests. If future peace and
security depénd on new world balances, these latter will stem more and
more from cohesion in the Alliance. - '

a~

We have considered the Alliance and its duration as a continuocus
movement towards peace. Perhaps it is going through a hopeful but
dgifficult period. At such times great men are important.

Will you allow me, Lord Carringten, Mr. Secretary-General, o
express publicly my satisfaction in seeing you bring the matchless
diplomatic traditions of your great country, augmented by ycur own
talent, to the Alliance. :

- In you, every Head of State or Government, every Foreign and

" Defence Minister, each Permanent Representative of the sixteen Allied
Countries has found a wise counsellor and guide. I am sure that the
Eastern countries feel the same respect for you as we do here. To.the
difficult game of international relations we know you have brought a
"higher vision of common interests_by looking at essentials and, when
necessary, by cutting through the knots that hinder their advance.

If the horizon of East-West relations has grown clearer, it is
because you have helped to lighten it. As a simple citizen, allow me
to thank you. '
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Mr. HANS VAN DEN BROEK, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Netheﬂands

Let me. stari Mr. Chalrman by thankmg you, and of course the Netherlands Atlantic
Comrmss;on and the Institute for Forelgn Policy Analys:s for inviting me to this véry
1rnpress;_ve meetmg. Past experience of these meetings suggests that they can be extremely
stimulating for.t_he political and public debate within our Alliance. 1 have no doubt that this

~ will hold espécially true for this meeting, attended as it is by such an august list of

prominént and experienced individuals,

1 be]@éve it was prudent of the organizers of this conference not to' extend the scope of this
exercise ‘in forward-looking and reflection about East-West relations beyond the mnineties,
since it 1s qune nerve-racking enough trying to produce a reliable assessment of what
exactly is gomg on in the eighties. No-one can deny that only two years ago our outlook on

the prospects of East-West relations was quite a different one and, as far as I am concerned,

certainly a less hopeful one than today.

The significant progress in arms control ié, of course, a case in point: double zero INF, 50%
START,' ban on chemical weapons, talks on conventional stability, talks about nuclear
testing. Are we moving too fast? Are we surrendering to a comfortable form of madness or
a dangerous form of sanity? 1 do not think so. I believe it is rather a question of carefully
selecting cpportunities to enhance security and stability at lower levels of armaments. And it
is Certainly my feeling that, we should look for "all weather agreements”, which can
effectiv;.-ly withstand the changes - for better or for worse - that might take place in the
Soviet Union or other East European countries. They should in fact meet the standard of

enhancing security and stability under all circumstances.

The ments of the INF double zero agreement, I know, are being disputed in some Alliance

quarters but I believe that these critics take too d:m a view of the Alliance. The security of

r the West does not depend on one particular weapon system, but on a satisfactory mix of
nuclear and conventional forces, based on 2 realistic threat assessment. I do not feel that our
strategy of credible deterrence is endangered by an agreement that significantly reduces the
threat to Western Europe by eliminating warheads on a three to one basis in our favor.
Certain]y, further nuclear reductions, specifically in Furope, are undesirable without first -
completing our homework on a comprehensive concept of arms control, effectively .

clarifving the requirements of Alliance security and its strategy of deterrence. But let there

be no iﬁisunderstanding. Regarding INF, 1 thoug’ht that the Alliance had already made its

posmon clear towards the Soviet Union as far back as 198).

Lt

Obviously much more can be said about the arms control aspect of East-West policies, but

before I unduly upset NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington, who will be address:ng this

meetmg afler me and who is undoubtedly much more competent in this field than 1 am, let

. . -1 -
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me turn to another po:nt Allow me to make a few observanons on some other developments
in East-West relat:ons, on the outcome of which I be! ieve the West probably has far less

influence, but which are extrernely 1mportant for the fu:ure of East-West relations.

. In the first place T am thinking of the restructuring of the economies not only. of the Soviet
Union, but also of other East ‘European countries. It is remarkable to note that in the wake |

of reforms in the Soviet Union rather drastic economic reforms are now bemg successively
announced in other countries as well: not only in Hungary, whose economy was already
more liberalized than that of the Soviet Umon, ‘but .lso in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and,

notably, Poland.

I feel the most intriguing question which this reform poses is not in the first place whether
it is going to succeed. Of course that is important, but what is much more intriguing is the
questio;i of  whether this reform will in fact leave the political'systerﬁ, as such, intact. 1
believe we can all safely assume that Secretary General Gorbachev and all the other party

leaders in Eastern Europe are dedicated Marxist communists, convinced of their ideology.

If the economic reform plans that have been announced should materialize, however, it is
hard to envisage how these could be implemented without certain political adjustments also
being made. 1 do- not know whether };ou share this experience, but my experience in
contacts with East European leaders including Soviet leaders is that aithough they begin by
stating quite- clearly that the political system is there to stay, that the monopoly and

supremacy of the Communist Party in that socialist system are there to stay,.as the debate

Z-continues and .focuses on 1ssues such as increased f]ex:b:l'ity in the economic systems, on

decemrahzmg the economic systern on rnodern management in a modern economy etc ¢
becomes hard to..imagine that in the longer run all this will be compatible with preserwng

the foundations of the present political structure.

What the outcome of such a confrontation will be, of course, remains to be seen. My feeling
is that, in spite of the fact that we can only, at most, have a limited influence on the course

of developments we should encourage the process of "perestroika” wherever possible.
P

Iri other words, 1 am not one of those who -feel that an economically str:onger and more
prosperous Soviet Union would automatically pose a greater military threat to the West, for
the simple reason that I do not believe that it will be possible for these economic reforms to

materialize unléss further internal liberalization occurs.

Frankly, I do not know, Mr. Chairman, whether we are now tajking about East-West.
relations in the nineties, because the process may well take longer. On the other hand it
might well be that this process wil come to an end sooner, although in that case ] think the

outcome- for the West would probably be less positive. If Gorbachev fails, my feeling is that
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the only forces in the Soviet Union which will be 'éerved'\i;iil be those which are hostile to

Ty

. . 3
Western interests. - 3 . ‘ Nt

[
PR
L

Under these circumstances trying to capitalize constructively on the new opportunities being i
-opened up by the Soviet Union should be one of our prime po]icy goals. We should pursue i
‘hthis goal not with a lack of self—cdgﬁdence, which I feel we in Europe, at least, sometimes

suffer from, but on the contrary with 2 large dose of self-confidence based not only on‘our

strong economic position but also, and more particularly, on the virtues aﬁd values of our

basic democratic systems, We should certainly not fear the confrontation with Eastern

Europe in this respect.

‘Mr. Chairman, it may be difficult to influence economic developfnents in the Soviet Union :
directly. The gquestion is whether we can have a more significant influence on another
important issue of East-West relations, that of respect for human rights. I think that the
Western _coumries have by now made it quite clear to the Soviét Union that in improving

East-West relations in the longer term a proper balance must be struck between arms

control issues, economic co-operation and, last but not least, the human dimension.

B In saying. this I have unfolded befqre you thé road-map which we feel provides such
effective orientation for future East-West relations, the road-map in fact of the Helsinki
Final Act, the contents of which are by now well-known. And 1 note at this point that
where in the past, and even as recently as two or three years ago, it was absolutely
impossi'ble' to have any kind of discussion on human rights with the Soviet U_nion‘ or other
Eastern European countries, this issue is now at least being djscussed, not only in the form

of exchange of monologues but indeed by exchanges of views, real discussions. although

these clearly reveal the rather fundamenta! differences of interpretation which still remain

2 as to the terminology of the Helsinki Final Act.

Then there remains, 1 think, the important test for the West, of whether we are also
, ‘ prepared and determined.enough to make it absolutely clear to the Soviet Union that respect
4 for human rights and liberalization in that sense is an essential prerequisite for a further

improvement of East-West relations, that we are not only seeking arms control agreements as

such, but that the question of human rights is inextricably connected with Western policy in
that field. We will be put to the test shortly in Vienna, where we will have to show whether
we are serious on this point and whether we are prepared to adhere to the Western proposals
made at the CSCE f"oliou;—up meeting with respect to the human dimension of the Helsinki .

process.

Mr Chairman, ladies and gentlemen. There are, of course, numerous topics in East-West
relations on which one could dwell, one of which is whether the new leadership in Moscow

is really introducing changes in Soviet foreign policy in general. Looking at a number of
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incidents | do .indeed. have the i‘eehng Ihat the Ley i1ssue in the Sov:et Umon at present is
consohdauon rather than expans:on "And, when I see the developments m Afghamstan my
-feeling is that progress is indeed being made and that within a year or so this subject may

. d:sappear from the internationa! agenda altogether. T hope I am not overly optimistic, but I

would not be at all surpnsed

When 1 look at what the Soviet Union is now prepared to do, for instance in terms of
co-operation in the UN framework, 1 see something that has not been seen for many years,

if ever. Moscow is even starting to pay its contribution, That may not be something to boast

about, I admit, but nevertheless it does indicate that the SU is taking a closer interest in this

forum than it has done in ;hé past. And when I concider the conclusions which the Security
Council arrived at on the 20th of July with respect to the Gulf region, I feel certain that
this also has something to do with an attitude in Moscow, which was less likely as recently

as fwo years ago. In other words, all kinds of changes are taking place.

T am not trying to be, and could never really be a illusionist. We shall (without a doubt)
have to see the deeds that follow the words. rThe' only plea I am in fact making, is that we
should stop contending that nothing has changed until, and unless, all our demands have
been fulfilled; or all our criteria have been met. .‘There is a process going on at present
“which we should monitor very carefully. Moreover, if we want the outcome of this process
to be 'a positive one, we should, as I argued before, show more assertiveness and
self-confidence. But at the same time we must not overlook the fact that there are still a
number of very intriguing qﬁestions which call for a constructive solution in West-West
relations and which can also strengthen our own posture, thereby helpmg 10 produce a more

convincing stance in East-West re]auons

Touching now on the subject of the WEU, which was mentioned by the Chairman earlier, I

think that he and 1 both feel that to judge by its results the revitalization process of WEU is
clearly showing progress. In particular I am referring to the decisions taken by five of the
seven WEU member states to show that they will cooperate in defending vital Western
interests in the Persian Gulf. "Out of area” problems, which even within NATO often
provoke a lengthy and sometimes difficult discussion, have, I feel, for the. moment been
dealt with by the WEU in a most constructive wéy. And as president of the WEU until the

middle of next year, we certainly wish to continue to boost the position of WEU and to

strengthen its standing.

'L:;t_ there be no misunderstaﬁding; close consultations with other partnérs and notably the
‘United States remain- essential, also as far as WEU is concerned. Speaking on behalf of the
Netherlands government, we hold the firm conviction that further integration of Europe,
further revitalization of the WEU where military policies are concerned, will prove to be to

the benefit of the-Alliance as a whole. And we cgrtainly wish to continue along these lines.

-
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The limits to such co- operanon of course, are very clear: 1f it does not serve to s:rengthen .

‘the Alliance as a whole we would in fact be undermining our own mterests That .is exactly.

where the limit lies.

Mr. Chairman, I think my time is up; 1 have used too miich of your patience alrgady. I
would like to c¢onclude by saying how much I welcome the fact that this Eonference 1s
taking place, how much we are also looking forward to the results of these discussion;, and
hoping that they will at least provide us with some more guidelines on how to determine
and shape our future policies regarding East-West re!anons Clear-cut answers may not be

readﬂy available. But a brain-storm can help us in seeing how, in future stab:hty betv-een

‘West and East can be enhanced and improved.

And talking of clear-cut answers not being expected, this reminds me of a story which itself
illustrates the extremely good contacts that exist between the allies, since it in fact
originated in the United States and reached me Vi.a Denmark and, I believe, Greece: it is
about a balloon that got lost in the clouds above Washington. All of a sudden the clouds

parted and the desperate crew in the basket saw some people standing on top of a high

building. "Where are we?" they velled. And the reply from the roof waé: "You are in a-

balloon!" Weill, that sort of answer is absolutely correct but entirefy useless. What we hope

will emerge from this meeting is food for further reflection. Nobody has all the answers on

" these subjects. 1 wish vou a very rewarding conference and | hope to welcome you tonight -

at the reception. Thank you very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1 thank the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands for this

‘weléoming address. Before giving the floor to NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington I

suspend for one minute in order to let the late-comers in.

1 now give the floor to the Secretary General of NATO, Lord Carrington.

R T
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‘Con_ventional stability, the central issue of Edrobean security, is righﬂy

~ _moving more and more to the fore of West-East disarmament efforts. Together
 with my French counterpart, Roland Dumas, ! éppeale'd on 28 Japuary 1986
~at, the Stockholm Conference on Confidence-building and Disarmament in
-Europe that Europe's security problems be tackled at their roots. Even then
we.poinkted out that the conventional imbalance is the key prbb!em of military
security in Europe. The observation that we made then 'is just as valid
today: If we are to achieve a far-reaching improvement in Europe, we must

devote just as much ‘attention to conventional stability: as to the nuclear
balance.

There; is surely no country that has a greater interest than the Fedsral
Republic of Germany in the establishment of lasting stability on our continent

in respect of conventional forces. The oVerriding goal of our security policy,

that of reliably and effectively preventing war waged with any kind of

weapons on our continent, requires that conventional arms control be accord-
ed due priority in the arms control process.

In the declaration on conventional arms control édopted at the -Warsaw sum-

mit, the. Warsaw Pact also stated that the West-East arms control dialogue

must now focu_s‘on the establishment of conventional stability as a matter of
priority. On important issues the East has moved towards the positions on

conventional arms control devé!oped“ by the Western Alliance since theln'jeet-
ing of foreign ministers at Halifax in May 1986. '

At that meeting the foreign ministers of the Alliance advocated, on a
Franco-German initiative, bold new steps in the conventional sector and set
up a high-level _task force to elaborate a common Western concept of conven-

tional arms control. On the basis of this group's report, the ministers adopt-

ed at Brussels in December 1986 the Deciaration on Conventional Arms

Control, which defined the objective of establishing conventional stability and

proposed West-East discussions at the Vienna CSCE follow-up meeting on a
mandate for negotiations to that end.

- At the latest meeting of NATO Heads of State or Government in March 1988,
the Alliance gave further substanceé to its common concept for negotiations on

conventional arms control and set out its position in a separate declaration.
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The views held by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany

- Shaée‘dﬁ the Aliance's concept to a considerable extent. Our objectives are:
. . the establishment of a secure and stable balance of conventional forces
at lower levels, ' '
as a matter of high priority,

o the elimination of the capability for Iaunchlng surprise attack and for

|n|t1at1ng Iarge scale offenslve action
Our proposals for the coming negotiations are.aimed at a situation in which
the forces of both sides in Europe are, in terms of their structure, number

and deployment; no longer capable of surprise attack and large-scale offen-

i sive operations, as 'is already the case in the West. This requires more than
3 merely numerical reductions and limitations of conventional forces. Their
structure and especially their equipment, deployment and readiness must aiso

be changed.

forces with h;gh fire power and rnoblllty They prlmarlly take the form of
armoured or mgchamzed formations with major equipment comprising ma:n
battle tanks, armoured infantry fighting vehicles and artillery.

The concept of equal ceilings has proved a valuable instrument in arms
control for e!iminating destabilizing disparities. It is the underlying concept

of the INF Treaty, too: Whoever has more weapons must scrap more.

Equal ceilings for majof“ e_quipmen't in the whole of Europe would constitute

considerable progress compared.with the existing situation. However, they

the option of deploying and concentrating at random the residual forces is

ic Ilmltatlons on the statlomng of forces outs;de one's own territory.
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Do . - the elimination of disparities prejudicial to stability and security and,

F Decisive 'For the capacity to seize foreign terrltory are superior conventional

: are not sufficient on their own to attain the increased stability we desire if

not simultanecusly restricted. Particular importance _éttaches in this respect -
to forces that are stationed on foreign territory and are kept at a high level

of readiness. The Western negotiating proposals will therefore include specif-
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An- arms control agreement aimed at conventional stability must limit not only

~the strength of conventional forces but also their emp[oymen_t options. This

calls for accords that reinforce and bolster the impact of the agreed reduc-
tions and limitations by subjecting the residual forces to additional obliga-
tions. Stabilizing measures are therefore needed to restrict the deployment,

activities, readiness and peace-time presence of the residual forces and of

. the equipment needed for offensive operations. These measures must be of

such a2 nature that they do not reduce the defender's capab%lity to react,
but hamper surprise attack by an aggressor by obliging him to make exten-
sivg preparations, The stabilizing measures must also be designed in such a

way that no zones with different degrees of security are created in Europe.

in the field of arms control and disarmament, the Soviet Union demonstrated
its readiness to accept Western ideas by concluding the INF- Treaty. The
declaration entitled "Negotiations on the reduction of forces and conventional

arms in Europe” adopted in Warsaw shows that the Warsaw Pact is also

prepared to ‘rethink its position in the conventional sector. The current .

movement by. the Warsaw Pact- towards Western positions is. all the more

remarkable if one recalls the proposals that the East made only two years

-~

The notion of equal reducticns on both sides, which was the basis of thel

proposals contained in the Budapest Appeal of June 1986; has now been
replaced by the suggestion that the process of conventional arms control

should start with the elimination of existing disparities.

With its readiness to exchange data and to allow the latter to be monitored
by on-site inspections, the East has altered its position in a remarkable

manner.” At the CDE talks in Stockholm, the Eastern negotiétors still rejected

. the proposal made by NATO countries to excha_nge information annually on

the composition and geographical deployment of ground and air forces

throughout Europe. The readiness for more openness now signalled by the

Warsaw Pact is a favourable sign for the coming negotiations;'

It will be necessary, however, to draw the right conclusions from the unpro-

ductive data discussion that occurred at the MBFR talks for many years. It

would not be. of use to anyone if we were to deal exclusively with data
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during the next few years To avoid such a development, the ma‘irriz."-airn -in'
the forthcoming negotlatlons shou!d be to discuss constructtve prOposais
with the re!evant force data being exchanged concomitantly. In thls connec-
tion it is important to note that the Warsaw Pact document a!so refers to the

exchange of starting data needed for the negotiations.

Negotiations on conventional stebility' in the whole of Europe relate to more
than the reduction of individua!l weapon systems; they relate to the gradual
development of co-operative structures that are based on a common percep-
tion of the role of armed forces. We therefore welcome the fact that in its _-
declarition the Warsaw Pact responded favourably to the Western demand
that forces on both sides should exelusively have a defence capability and

not be capable of launching surprise attack or offensive operations. As early

- as December 1986, the Western Alliance enunciated the philosophy underlying

its endeavours towards conventional stability: "Military forces. should exist to
prevent war and to ensure self-defence, not for the purpose of initiating

aggression and not for purposes of political or military intimidation.”

We, too, consider it important to discuss military doctrines in order to reach
agreement on an exclusively defensive mission of forces and to derive crite-
ria from that for the establishment of conventional stability. The renunciation
of an offensive capability must be visibly reflected in the strength, equip-

ment, deployment and command principles of the forces.

This rapprochement of both sides' ideas is partilcularly important because it
creates a favourable starting situation for the future negotiations. The

Eastern side, too, is increasingly striving for conventional disarmament. The

‘ responSIbllsty for peace borne by all the parties concerned requires thsat

advantage be taken of the opportunities afforded by the changed West- East

" relationship and that a negotiating process 'be initiated in which all the

parties seek to attain structures in Europe that ensure lasti‘ng peai:e and

replace confrontation by co-operation in all fields. .
. . A

© The paramount task at present is to do our utmost so that negotiations on
conventional stability can start before the end of the year. Together with

Roland Dumas | appealed at the Vienna follow-up meeting on_'l July of this

year that all the participating countries make a joint effort to bring the
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m‘eeting to a successful conclusion now. It is pleas:ng to note that the par-t

ticipants in the Warsaw Pact .summit also expressed thelr ‘intention to com-
plete the Vsenna meeting as soon as possible through the adoption of &
substantwe and balanced document This determination rnust now be translat-

ed into concrete decisions at the conference table.

It is essential not to waste any tlme at this stage and to dlrect all resources
towards settlihg the unresolved issues at the mandate dlscussmns and <o-

wards achieving balanced overall results at the Vienna meeting.

?'The demand for inclreased momentum of disarrﬁament measures in all fields, as
expressed in the Western disarmament concept enunciated  at Revykjavik in
June 1987, is in line with the logic of our security thinking enshrined in the
Harmel Report adopted by the Western Alliance in 1967: Disarmament and

arms control are integral parts of Western security poliéy.

We need substantive progress in all areas of the CSCE for the sake of
far-reaching improvements in West-East relations and the intensification of
co-operation in Europe. This will paveé the way for the commencement of
negoti-ations on conventional stability _and furthe'r"_'“r{ confidence- and
seﬁurity-bui!ding measures. Everyohe concerned must now live up- to his own
responsibility for ensurrng that resolute use is made of the exlstlng opportu-
nities for a decssnve improvement in West-East relations. and seelng to it that
the central problem of European security is tackled.. '




“{nterview

with Herr Hans-Dietrich Genscher,

Minister for Foreign Affairs

LY

] : o of the Federal Republic of Germany,
on disarmament and European affairs,

published in "Welt am Sonntag"
on 21 August 1988 .




Whilst on holiday in Bavaria, !‘oreign MNinister Hans-Dietrich Genscher gave

the following interview to WELT "AM SONHTAG:

WELT AM SONNTAG: In a speech on 1 February 1987, when Mikhail

Gorbachov had béen in office for just under two vyears, ydu said that he

should be taken seriously'ahd‘held.to ais word. Me.anwhi'le the INF Treaty

has been concluded, a US-Soviet ‘agre:ment on halving st.rategic nuclear
weapons .is in the offing, ‘the withdrawal of the Russians from Afghanistan is
uhder way, peace in Angola is Leing negotiated, the Warsaw Pact is offering
conventional disarmament and admits that, to obtain the equal ceilings it
suggests, asymmetrical disarmament on its part may be necessary. In other
\vo'rds, the situation: has improved dramatically. However, in this situation
the Government -of the Federal Republic of Germany still states that we need
a comﬁrehensive security concept within NATO. Would it not have been
possible, indeed necessary, to develop such a concept during the last one
and a half years? | '

GENSCHER: ‘We have a compfehensive concept of disarmament, which embrac-

- es strategic arms, chemical weapons and conventional disarmament. We must

now incorporate missiles with ranges under 500 kilometres into this compre-
hensive concept. - _ A .-

To ensure lasting peace in Europe, it is essential for us to tackle as a
matter of priority the central problem of European security, in other words

to seek ‘conventi_onal‘ stability through the elimination of Eastern superiority

‘and capability of attack. For the purposes of durable stability in Eurdpe it

. is not sufficient merely to create equilibrium at a lower level. What we need

is a system of co-operative security in Europe, which in turn would not be

sufficient on its' own to safeguard peace if it were not accompanied in the

" political, economic, cultural and 'technoiogical sectors by- stabilizing struc--

tures achieved _fhr.ough the creation of positive interdependence and _through_

confidence-building fostered by co-operation.

Mankind is today able to destroy itself by taking the wrong decisions not.
only politically and militarily - but alsercolo_gicaI‘ly. This gives rise to a new . .

dimension of responsibility reaching into the future and determining the

de'stiny and freedom of all future generations. It calls for co-operation for
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the sake.of man's surviul. This. must. be the paramount >bjective of. all
political efforts today. | |

- But we must, of course, take account of these new developments in our

defence efforts as well, Ncbody can pursue disarmament, while at the same
time pretending that in_the defence sector nothing has changed. This re-

quires conceptual work and Jecisions by the- Alliance.

WELT AM SONNTAG: What 1o you have in mind when you spesk of conceptu-
al work and decisions in the defence sector" ,

GENSCHER: The West's security policy is geared exclusively towardsl de-
fence. Our strategy is designed to prevent war, Its requirements must be
decided in ‘the light of changing conditions. Today's decisions cannot, of

course, be based on hopes for tomorrow. |t is therefore essential to discuss, .

as demanded by NATO, the military doctrines of NATO and the Warsaw Pact
and to draw the necessary conclusions as regards weapons, equipment,

deployment, readiness and structures.

WELT AM SONNTAG: It is not quite clear to me what you mean by the need
to-change military doctrines. After all, already at ‘this stage the Bundeswehr
and NATO do not have the capability to launch surprise attacks or mlttate

- large-scale offensive operatlons

GENSCHER: That is true, we are not able to launch surprise attacks or
large-scale offensives. But further disarmament steps naturally have an

impact on our defence. Let me cite an example: NATO's two-track decision

involved the deployment of Cruise Missiles and Pershing Ils, with the

modernization of Pershing IAs also being envisaged. Owing to the Soviet

Union's readiness to eliminate its intermediate-range missiles worldwide, these

elements: of the Western defence posture have become superfluous. This
means that the structure of Western defence is influenced by the structure
of Eastern military "efforts. One can therefore rightly state that the West is
already ﬁnable to initiate large-scale offensive action and that nonetheless,
with changing - mlhtary str‘uctures in the East, our structures will .also
change. '
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~ WELT AM SONNTAG: You said that we still need a concept for rmssz[es with o

'WELT AM SONNTAG: General Galvin assumes at any rate:;::as he stated

_WELT AM SONNTAG: In a keynété speech'oné and a

B
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ranges under 500 kilometres. What do you envasage”

GENSCHER: It is clear that in the field of short-range missiles the East
enjoys considerable 'superiority. It therefore serves the Wes_tern security

interests- to achieve cailings in this sector, just as we séc_ak: them in the

~conventional domain. Defaying the negotiations in this field means that we .

have to live longer with the Soviet superiority.

WELT AM SONNTAG: By next year at the latest the question df modernizing
the' short-range nuclear systems -will- be up for .discussion.. US General
Galvin,. Supreme . Allied Commander in Europe, says that he has been in-
structed to submit by the end of this year a quantitative analysis on the

future structure of this arsenal.

GENSCHER: The -presentation of analyses is the task of the milifary.

during an interview with WELT AM SONNTAG,. that a political decision on

modernization is due, : R

. - . -

I

b

GENSCHER: The action to be taken in respect of short—rénge'missilés has to
be decided on in the context of the comprehensive concept. We are by no .

means under pressure of time. We are talking of short- réﬁgé missiles which

bl b

will be decommissioned in 1995 at the earliest. Adequate nuclear weapons are

needed under the ex|st|ng c1|~Cumstances, they are not wea :ns for waging

war, but ones for preventing it. As a deterrent against war, short-range

weapons are the least significant.

Moreover, it is worthwhile considering - irrespective of the short- range
missiles - the philosophy underlying the NATO two- track declsmn and the
INF Treaty. The INF Treaty has produced more, and nof

Europe. For this. reason, there is no need for new mﬂ:tary

$s securtty in o
rts to offset =
any loss of securlty |

stated that Europe must-at last be made an efficient unit
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means of ensurmg the polltlcal _econ:mic. and techno!oglcol self-assertion of

our continent in the world of tomorow. And. you also ald that France-

German co-operation is, so to speak, the card:ac muscle of such unlflcatnor

What do you mean by that? .

GENSCHER: European ynification of the Twelve is a matter of. politioat and

economic urgency. The Eur‘opean Community must become fully capable of

~ political action. By creating a single market it has the opportunity of becom-

ing the driving force of world’ eccnomic growth Close S~ranco- German co-

operatlon is indispensable in this context.

Europe has started to move in two respects: Firstly, there is the process of

European unification, and secondly, parallel to the improvement of relations
between the United States and the Soviet Union an improvement in West- East
relations is occurring in Europe. .Some people wonder whether European
upification and improved West-East relations are mutually tncompat:ble
European unlflcatlon is at present the most advanced form of integration of
sovereign countries, which is particularly important on account of the under-
Iylng common values. But this does not preclude efforts aimed at 1mprovmg
the' relations of the 'EC countries with their neighbours in the East. This
endeavour is even mdlspensab!e if one views Europe as- a who!e Further-
more, it should not be forgotten that the momentum of the process of unifi—
cation within the European Community is also attractlve to our Eastern

neighbours who want to co-operate with us economically.

WELT AM SONNTAG: How is this European house to come about?

'GENSCHER in the post-war period, the European identity seemead lost for 2
long time due to the Cold War and ideological animosity. This European

identity -was also neglected intellectually. . In the East, |deo|ogy took prece-

dence over the European identity, and in the West, there were E_uropeahs ‘

who equated Western Europe with the whole of Europe. This pheee now lies

behind us. The awareness of Europe’s |dent1ty- is growing ever stronger in

" both West and East. This constitutes a very strong force for shaping Eu-

rope's .future,‘ notwithstanding the different systemslof values existing here

and in the East.
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WELT AM SONNTAG You have said that we Germans in both States bear‘
spemal responsnblhty What do you mean by this?

GENSCHER: We Germans have a specizl role to play because We live in the
centre of Europe. Our desire for -West-Fast rapprochement is today consonant
with the interests, wishes and aspirations of our neighbours in West and.

East. This has not always been so in German history.

No other nation's destiny is so closely bound up with Europe's. destiny as is

that of the Germans. Al the problems today besetting Europe are concen-

trated on German soil. The separation of Europe into two ideological systems’

separates the Germans - no other nation. Other nations belong completely to
either one or the other system. The same holds true of the two military
alliances. They face each other on German so:l, ‘and the .h|ghest concentra-

tion of all kinds of weapons exists on German soil.

WELT AM SONNTAG: Let us reflect on the risks of this development.

'GENSCHER: In this nuclear “age, confrontation is the greatest l“lSk Every

step towards co- operation serves to reduce this risk.

-~

: WELT AM SONNTAG What is the mtended goal of the development outlined
by you?

GENSCHER: The goal is obviou-s_: A peaceful order in Europ . as envisaged

in NATO's Harmel Report. Two grand designs for Europe s re are essen-

tial: firstly, unification within the European Commumty,_into which - the

Federa! Republic of Germany is just as firmly integrated a _,"

Alliance. The European Community is the only opportunltyr for Europe's
democracies to assert themselves politically and to hold theii own in competl-
tion ‘with the other major economic centres of the world, namely the United
States and Japan. ‘ |

The second grand Adesign is the Helsinki Finai Act.'fltr c s the course
towards a peaceful European order, to be achieved wi't”h’ rticipation of

the North American democracies.
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VWELT AM SONNTAG How is the German que:tion to be dealt with |n +h|s' B

dynamic process"

GENSCHER: Despite decades of. separafion, Europe has not become two

Europes, and the German nation has not become two nations. | speak of

separation, and not of division. Division is definitive, whereas separation

can be overcome. Everything that brings .Europeaﬁs cioser together likewise

brings Germans closer together. Our policy can thus be only a European -

- peace policy, Thls means we clear!y reject any solo natlonal efforts or han-

kermg after neutral:sm

vr
"

WELT AM SONNTAG: How do you in this connection view the US-Soviet,

US-European and European-Soviet relationships?

GENSCHER Soviet policy is naturally always geared to the- relatmnsh:p W'th

the United States because lmportant questlons can only be settied with the

United States. But the improvement of US-Soviet relations also has an impact °

on Europe. Moscow seeks good relations with the United States so that it has

_greater scope for developing -its relationship with the European allies of the .
. United States. This is also recognition of the firm links between the North

American and European democracies. This bond. cemented by the Western

Alllance is indispensable for Eurépean and American security.

WELT AM SONNTAG:. Can it not be assumed that in this process Europe is

increasingly acting as a political unity?

_GENSCHER: The process of political integration is naturally continuing. The

process of economic integration is demanding its due; it cannot be mastered
unless. followed by the political aspect. It is fortunate that in this decisive
phase the leader of France, President Mitterrand, holds the same position on
Europe's prospects as. we do. Like us, he feels there is a need for bold
steps- in the process of unification within the European Community. President
Mitterrand rightly urges that a European monetary area be created. In our

country much half-heartedness has still to be overcome in _this" respect.

WELT AM SON_NTAG: A cardinal e;uestion: How reliable are the new policies
of the Soviet Union? ' ' '
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_GENSCHER:‘ In 1967 the West made.'the-offer of esfabliShihg‘a peaceful order’

in Europe. In 1975 we agreed on the path feading to that goal in the Helsin-

ki Final Act. However, the radical improvement of West-East relations alsc

required that the Sovret Umon become more open.,

This shows how wrong it is to believe that the West lacks a concept. It took

_'a long time until the Soviet Union responded to this concept in its policies.

Gorbachov is doing that. He deserves credit for ‘making the Soviet Union . .

capable of co- operating in a far-reaching change in West-East relations - by

pursuing a policy of opening up the country both inwardly and outwardly.

]
£
»

But this process would not have been possible without the foundations laid
for it: the Harmel Report, the Helsinki Final Act and the Federal Republic of
Germanys policy of concludmg treaties with its Eastern neighbours. The
latter was, as is well known, the prerequisite for the Helsinki Final Act.
This in turn shows that German policy .makes an indispensable contribution
to West-East relations. This is the special responsibility we Germans bear as
part of our European responsibility. German policy serves national interests
the more it pursues European interests. It would be all the more detmmental
to our national interests if it were Iess European and were geared to 50'0
efforts at the national Ievel

German-Sovie_t relations are of central importance for’ Europe or, as
Gorbachov puts it, play a key role in 'th'is respect. We live up to this re-
sponsibility as a reliable member of the European Community and the Western
Alliance. ‘

WELT AM SONNTAG: When Gorbachov went on holiday, Ligachov demanded
that Soviet foreign policy must retain the aspect of a class struggle. How do
you view this?

GENSCHER: In the past, the Soviet ‘Union .and its leaders appeared to be a
monolithic bloc. However, the more the Soviet leadership and society open
up, the more we shall be able to detect different views and objectives in the

Soviet Union. Seen from this angle, such remarks and the reactions to them

are but a Iog|cal element of this development.
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WELT- AM .1ONNTAG The dectswe questlon is whether the course followed
by Gorbachov can be consolldated N

GENSCHER: - | returned from Moscow convinced that, despite all the prob-

Iems, obstacles and time factors, the course followed by Gorbachov is in-

creasingly bemg consolidated. We in the West can help to. make this .

development irreversible by means of constructive conduct aimed at co-
operation. '

WELT AM SONNTAG: What do you expect from. Chancellor Kohls visit to
Moscow in October? ‘ .

GENSCHER The Chancel!ors VISIt is regarded by both the Soviet Ieaders

and ourseives as an outstanding event. With this wvisit and with

Mr Gorbachovs visit in return in the first half of 1989 we shall be taknng

important steps forward in German-Soviet relations. In other words, there is

a chance of aehieving a triad: With the Ostpolitik we paved the ‘way for the
Helsinki- Final -Act. By playing'an active part in bringing about the Helsinki

Final Act and in its further development we made a second’ |mportant contri-

-bution: Now, through a fundamental improvement in German- -Soviet relations

we can- make an enduring contribution towards a radical improvement in

- West-East relations and hence towards furthering the European cause.
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GIULIO ANDREQTTI, BY PIERO OSTELLINO. ?UBLISHED "ON  THE

"ITALY IN INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

ABSTRACT FROM AN INTERVIEW WITH THE ITALIAN_FOREIGN MINISTER

QUARTERLY REVIEW "RELAZIONI INTERNAZIONALI", JANUARY 1988.

Q. THe Atlantic Alliance seems to live permanently under

the contradiction between the jeint nature of its decision

making process and the US monopoly on nuclear arms and
its power of deterrence. These contradictions emerged
recently with 'the'.agreement between the US and the USSR
to ‘dismantle medium and short range euromissiles. How
do vyou believe  the situation' can be avoided  in which,
on one hand, the Europeans feel overpowered by‘the Ameficans
in terms of their own security,ﬁ and, on the other, the
Americans feel like hostages in Europe in terms of the

-~

security of the 0ld Continent?

A. We -should not forget that with this system (NATO)

we have kept the peace and reversed the threatening interna-

tional trend. I have already said that this relationship

between Eurcpe and the US 1is much more than it appears
to be on the surface. Do not forget that with the Helsinki
Lgreement all of EZurope parsicipated on an egual footing

wit the USA and Canacda in formulating its programme

for security and cooperation. Those lornging for a separation

- even if it is inspired by historically valic motives
and honest ‘concerns about the future - are dangerous.
e

Forty years ago it would have seemed unbelievable that
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—there could be the stable presence of hundreds of thousands

of North Amerlcan troops. Luckily it has' hgppened and

it is real. European defence debates (best if in the
headguarters of the Western European Unlon) should not
" ignore .this 1nte“nat10nal aspect - even if only to avoid

stimulating a US pOSlulon charac*eﬂlzed by tiredness.

' Q. ‘How have the role. and the nature of NATO changed,
if indeed they have, in the last twenty years, with the
arrival ‘of nuclear parity .between the US and the USSR,
the - economic development of Western Eurcpe and the conse-

gquent' and . growing demand for more poclitical-strategic

autonomy on the part of Europeans? How should the strategy
of the Alllance be reformed in the light of these develop-: '

ments?

A. The Allianoe has graduzally changed strategy.ﬁ'and i

have had the opportunity  to witness the various stages
(massive retaliation, flexible respoose. mixed detecrence
‘etc.). A reduction in Missiles implies global reflection,
but we must convince the East block to reduce their conven-
tional forces, so as not to obligate us to scale up to
rEQCh new parity. This is in te“ is of military strategy

but »hat is not everythlng

Q. In this respect what, in your opinion, might be the
most effective ‘and opportone political solution to give
a more European dlnen51on to the defence of Europe w1thou*

causing dlsturbances in the Atlantlc Alliance?
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A. If lower balances are achieved for the various forces

it should . not be difficult to resolve this delicatve problem.

It is essential to solve the problem of the role of the

two West European nuclear powers, if they wish to remaih
such, ; and to eventually get a commitment from each to
spend more, Kkeeping in mind that conventional weapons

are increasingly sophisticated and expensive.

Q. There are thcse who say'that a more‘”Eufopean” defence
policy ~ as in the past was said of a more integrated
commercial policy or a common currency - could be an

empirical- tecol for obtaining European political ' unity,

-which at the moment seems to have no concrete opportunities

~for realization. Are you in favour . of a step by step-

approach ({as has been taken for example in regards to

a common currency) or are you for identifying a preliminary

-

pelitical solution for each sectorial initiative? In
the framework of institutionzlized politics do you not
think an increase in the prerogatives and péwers of the
European Parliament could  create the setting ~for the

placement of individual sectorial initiatives?

A. In presenting such a pfedetermined course today we
would. risk a scenario like that of 1954 with the European

Defence <Community. I am very favourable towards giving

the Parliament in Strasbourg more powers, except for

military problems (e.g., Ireland's reservations and diffi-

culty . of mentioning specific aspects of security in the
Single Act). The lack of such an instrument for dialogue

and mediation weighs heavily on the Community and leaves

us trapped iﬁia system which is still too intergovernmental.

.
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Q. Italy is a regional mlddle power allied to 'a, global

suoerpower. It sometimes n;uoens that the reglonal interests
of the middle power do not entlrely c01nc1de with the
global  interests of the suﬁeroower ally (as in the case
‘of the Achille Lauro and, more recently, concerning the
Gulf). In your opinion, what are the best politic 1 aﬁd _
operative means available to our'country at the diplomatic
and military levels for playing our role as a middle
power without compromising our commitment of 'loyalty'

to our principal ally?

A. Besides general ones such as th UN, there are two
other external constraints adopted by the Italian Parliament:
the Atlantic Treaty and the European Community (thé two
"terms c¢f reference essential to- our foreign polidy”
as exoréssed by the Lower House in November 1977, p"oposed
by. that bocdy and even voted for by the Communists). Being
an ally or a community member does not, however, mean
blindly following a pne-way path. It involves discussions
whenever there are doubts or differences, without prejudice
and as far as possible without obvious ructions. _ ‘
To cite ‘Sigonella in a general context seems exaggerated
to me. It-&as only one of those summer storms which leave
the - sky bluer 'than ever. when we discoveréd that the
personf'conCérned had teen an NSC officer, who énded up
in the news over Irangate, the incidént was Turther blown
out ~of - proportions. When"I\ communicated to- Washington

that, beczuse of the unjust accusations against us (indeed,




w.

4

we saved all the pas:engers except,'unfoftunatelx,.one),
Italy would be absent from the summit of the Seven in

" New York, férm which France had already pulled out, Reagan

sent ;Whitehead, Shultz's assistant, to Rome and all the

*

differences were ironed out.

Q. 1Italy sometimes finds itself in similar situstions
with regards to her European allies: e.g., the recent
Italian ‘"perplexity" over the French proposal for an
ihtegratEd- European defence system to substitute for
the relative fmerican . disengagement following the agreement
on- European missiles. In this case as well, how is it
possible. to reCOncile' a line of national: interests with
a commiﬁment to loyalty to European allies with which

Italy is involved in a process of political integration?

A. Italy has never pulled out of discussions on European
defence, ~which are necessary, particulary at the WEU.
Yet, why should Italy always be the odd one out when

we reéd_that'Prance and Germany want_to build up a Jjoint

force which would be the - cornerstone of a new concept
of Europe? Let me add that in France there are two schools
of thought as to the role of this strike force: those
who see it as an exclusively— national one, and thcse

who see it as a common factor of European defence.

Q. What political and strategic -role do you see taly

playing in the desirable creation of a more European

defence of Europe?




A.. This is an open problem which needs to be elaborated
~and discusséd in a very calm and thorough manner‘," tak'ing
careité choose the right moment to explain our position.
It should not be seen as related to the USA~USSR nuclear
arms qagreement (or, better,_NATO-Waréaw Pact) and should

not ehcourage American disengagement.

Q. Still in reference to the strategic role of this country,
what is your opinion as to eventual "outer area" commitments
beyond the 1limits of the Mediterranean? Do you think
_ ,that'fhese“are_beyond the séope of Italian military policy?

A. ”Outef area" commitments do not follow any common
stratggy,'or function within any defined framework. However,
the§e  remains the harmonization on thé ppliticél and
‘economic ‘aspects Of security, in both the Atlantic and
European sheres. Until now it does not seem to me that
thgreﬂ have been any interventions which have induced
us fo__go, beyond the scope of Italian- military policy.
Parliament has never given - any general authorization
in this regard. Both the Lebanon and the Gulf are very
specific and motivated cases. The deployment df the navy
was for one reason only: the protection of the merchant
fleet. Other limited forms of intervention, either bj
. small _grpubs of natiohs or .under the auspices of the
UN, were to contribute to the stability of areas .which
are vital for us. With regard to this a healthy pragmatism

is also advisable.
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RATO'S FUTURE: CHANGE AND CONTINUITY .

When the Rector first invited me to speak to you, I

confess ‘that my reaction was one of profound apprehension. As a

British Secretary General of an Atlantic organisation addressing
an establishment with such impeccable European credentials, I was

only too well aware of a trenchant remark made by Helmut Schmidt. ‘

"Britain”", .he'.said, "is notorious for Governments, Labour or

Conservative, that think the Atlantic is narrower than the
Channel". .

But along with some others of my countrymen, I have been
taking geography lessons. And if North America still looms large
in my view of Western security, I hope that no-one would
seriously regard that as simply a matter of national prejudice or
narrow NATO bias. For there are really quite a lot of people who
still accept two simple propesitions: first that the Atlantic
Alliance iis a basic reality; secondly that it is so unlikely that
Europe would be able to assure its own defence in the foreseeable
future, that it would not be wise to waste time discussing it.
And if anyone thinks that last assertion is too blunt, then I
would ask them to apply to the President of the French republic,
because it was Frangols Mitterrand who said it, not me.

.. So I hope there will not be tooc much of a rush for the
exit 4f I reveal what might be taken as a lack of originality and
Eurcpean idealism in my approach and declare my colours from the
start. I propose to review the current security scene - which,
of course, in my limited world means politics and defence rather
than economics and ecology. I .shall go on to consider the
- prospects for an enhanced European r6le in security affairs, but

I confess at the outset that the réle I foresee will still take

place in continuing partnership with the United States and within

the framework cf the Atlantic Alliance. A predictable outcome,

I'm afraid. But if my interpretation will be orthodox, the plot
is by no means so dull.

Because we already live, as the Chinese say, in
interesting times. Many of the old "givens*® of the security
system which has been with us in Europe for 40 years are being
questioned and there is greater potential for uncertainty and
misunderstanding than has been the case for perhaps the last 20
years. There is the new climate of East-West relations; a
changed approach on the part of the Soviet leadership; the Warsaw
Pact is in flux; and intra-Alliance relations here in the west
are becoming increasingly complex. 'Above all, there has been a

change in popular perceptions of the nature of the threat and of
the prospects for the future.

wWhen I first became Secretary General less than ¢ Qears
ago, all arms control negotiation had been broken off.

. Afghanistan, Poland and the Euro-missile row had taken their toll;fb;‘

ané there was virtually nc dialogue whatever between East and
West. Public support for NATO had been damaged by those in
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Europ= who saw the Alliance as concerned only with arms
- prolireration; and support was growing for unilateral -
disarmament. All that has been transformed. Now we have the INF
~agreement. There are more radical and exciting prospects for
genuine arms control than ever before. - The threat from the

Soviet Union is popularly perceived to be receding under ,
_"Mr. Gorbachev's charismatic leadership. And many in Europe now
who worry seriously about defence are concerned not with the
problems of stagnation, but with the risk that events are moving
all too fast. One man's ‘window of opportunity for radical
disarmament and for a new relationship between the two’ halves of -
Europ€ is another man's 'iceberg', whose melting tip is
encouraging our navigators to discard their charts when the
threat to safety still looms large under the surface. In short,
we have new opportunities and new challenges.

% How you lock at the situation and strike the balance of
advantage at present depends in many ways on how you interpret
that new milestone for security in Europe - the INF agreement. I
will not tax you with a long litany of the agreement's benefits:
important though the event is in eliminating a2 complete category
of current nuclear weapons; good though I believe it to be for
western security; and potentially valuable as it should prove in
our future arms control effort through the precedents it sets for
asymmetrlc reductions and mandatory verification. Like most good
- things, the agreement has become the subject of a public )

. relations ‘'hype' and I do not feel partlcularly comfortable in
. the realms of hyperbole.

. There are three sets of questions_which the INF
agreement has brought into sharper focus.

The first are these. Is theragreement the result of
NATO's collective approach to security; is it, as some critics
claim, the result of an American preference, signalling an
historic decoupling or disengagement from Europe; or is it a
victory for those who wish to denuclearize Europe for whatever
reason? The answers to these are in fact easier than the critics
would claim. The agreement was originally proposed by the
Alliance; it was implicit in -the so-called "twin-track" decisien
taken in 1979; and, although put forward in negotiating form by
President’ Reagan, it was the subject of the most intensive -
Alliance consultation than I or anyone else can remember. It is
truly NATO's agreement, despite Mr. Gorbachev's clever attempts
to claim otherwise and turn it to propaganda ‘advantage. Of :
course there are benefits in it for the Soviet Union. That's how
you get balanced agreements. But NATO's Military Commanders have
assured us that their ability to carry out their military mission
remains,. despite the system we have given up. More generally,
the agreement conforms to NATO's broad policy objective. These

are all points which I am sure the US Senate will remember in the ;ﬁﬁv

ratificaion process. now underway
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What that NATO policy is - something on which you will
st1ll find me unsurprisingly ortiodox - is known in NATO circles
as. the Harmel Doctrine. It can be stated simply as follows. The
maintenance ‘of security and stability requires continuing effort
in both the political and military fields. 1In the political
field, because a military stand-off is not a desirable or'easily
sustainablé objective in itself; so that our defence efforts

should be regarded, not as a fence to hide behind but a basis on

which we can work for a safer and more constructive relatienship
with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and at lower levels of
military forces than before. And in the military field, because
we have little reason to believe that diplomacy and arms centrol
approaches will achieve our objective if we are not prepared to
malntain a sufficient counterweight to Soviet military power

But this brings me to the second slightly harder set of
question$ - what.is now a suff1c1ent military counterweight?

One or two general points have always been constant.
First of all, as a defensive Alliance, we don't need superiority
and are not seeking to achieve it. Neither do we need to match
the warsaw Pact weapon for weapon, man for man -~ which is just as
well, because we certainly don't. But neither can we define

military ‘sufficiency in terms of conventional forces alone;

; evén
if a balance did exist in that area. Because conventional forces

have never, in our quarrelsome history, been a deterrent to war.

And because. the Warsaw Pact still retains - and upgrades - a very .

considerable nuclear capability, despite all the peace rhetoric;
and there is no answer in purely conventiocnal terms to nuclear
threats or blackmail. The difficulty comes.over the next stage
in dec1dlng on what mix of conventional and nuclear forces
constitute enough to maintain the credibility of flexible
response.  Partly because technical experts have different

" opinons within the Alliance and partly because deterrent
sufficiency is not just a matter of technical capabilities.

There has indeed been a good deal of misunderstanding
about what this concept of flexible response does mean. This was
exposed in partlcular during the INF debate when there was :
concern expressed in some guarters that abandoning cruise and '
Pershing missiles would remove so-called rungs in the ladder of
escalation. But this was based on a fallacy - the myth that NATO

strategy ever envisaged some form of pre-determined war‘fighting: -

escalator, with, as it were, 99 steps to Armaggedon. NATO's '
forces,. both conventional and nuclear, are there for deterrence -’
a principle which depends on the uncertainty of how we might
respond to any .aggression rather than on the certainty of a
precise progression. But to remain credible, the Alliance needs
to retain a broad mix of capabilities, in terms of their
deployment, survivability and range, which could respond
appropriately to any threat against us

of a more damaging response to any aggressor should he persist.

T
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- Vague in a sense. But no-one should misunderstand that
the delibera‘e vagueness in certain areas about flexible response
.has led NATO to maintain more forces than really necessary. For
example, over the past 10 years, the Alliance has already made
major unilateral reductions in theatre miclear syStems; nearly
3,000 warheads have been removed from Europe. - One is entitled to
ponder why it is that the Soviet Union has not seen fit to take
similar unilateral steps of their own - for example, over the
short-range missiles which are of such concern to the Alliance as
well as to the Germans at present. To offer to place the matter
in arms conirol, when the imbalance in this area is of the order
of 15 to-1, is hardly an adequate answer to why such enormously

' superior potsntial needs to be maintained in the first place and
constantly upgraded.

None of what I have said about what constitutes-military
sufficiencdy for the Alliance gives a complete answer to the
problem of how much is enough, but it does, I hope, indicate some
of the difficulties of precision. '

This then brings us to the third most and difficult
question of all; not of how much, but of how best to go about it,
how indeed to follow up the INF agreement in the 'right' way.

. At centre stage will be the vigorous pursuit of arms
control possibilities, on a more radical basis than has
previously been thought possible. This search need not be
confined to the strategic, conventional and chemical areas R
already under discussion. The Alliance has the objective, as its '
foreign ministers have recently reaffirmed, .of developing 2 -
comprehensive concept to ensure that the arms control
possibilities in all areas are explored, that the L
interrelationship between various negotiations are considered ang
that the cumulative potential is kept in mind, always towards the
objective of security at the lowest possible level of forces.

Few would question such objectives. But the :
practicalities are another matter. ~I would judge that there is af
- real chance of securing a START agreement and 50% cuts in
strategic forces this year. But on chemical weapons, there are .-
formidable problems, given the extent of Soviet holdings and the
difficulties of all-important verification especially for a ban . - -
which has to be global in effect. Similarly in the conventlonal L
field the problems are enormously more complex that those- '
encountered in arms control so far and although I spoke earlier
about the importance of securing Soviet acceptance of the
principle of asymmetric reductions, it would be unwise to Ce
estimate the difficulties when the sheer quantitatlve superiority.

we -fdce in critical areas such as tanks. and artillery are of the-
order of 3 to 1.




To say that the arms control process will take time,
"should not imply any NATO foot-dragging on our part.  Of course’
this will be alleged, given the natural desire to wish to press
ahead with disarmament and the present state of East-West'
relations in general. But Mr. Gorbachev's achievements, though
welcome, have .to be kept in perspective. It is the Soviet system
which he is seeking to make more effective. The fact that, at
this stage, his domestic priorities coincide with an interest in
~better relations with the West does nct mean that the identity of
interest can be guaranteed to persist, or indeed that

"Gorbachev will himself endure. Conrmunism is not about to be -
abandoned and uncertainties about the future of the Soviet
system and the stability of Eastern Europe will be inescapable.
You do not have to be a2 reactionary hawk to see the commonsense
in a position which says that -all opportunities for dialogue and
creating trust should be explored, but that our consequent
actions should take into account continuing Soviet military
capability as well as stated intentions. Our attitude should
also take into account the outcome of the CSCE review meeting in
vienna where Soviet readiness for progress on a broad range of

East-West issues including profound concerns of human rights will
be put to the test.

_ In other words, we shall need to proceed in a balanced
way, and that will not be easy. - I have little doubt that anyone-
in Western Europe will underestimate the importance of working
politically to secure a more constructive political relationship

between East and West, or further measures of arms control. What

seems to me.to be likely is that they will underestimate tHe
extent to which the chances of achieving that depend on a

continuing determination to do. what is necessary by way of
defence.

The temptation to relax our effort is inherent in
healthy democracies where security is tooc easily seen as the .
antithesis of freedom rather than its essential foundation and
safeguard. But we shall need to remember that if we want arms
control of the right kind - that is balanced agreements which
maintain stability - we shall get them only by maintaining
credible and effective defences, and not by providing the
material for Soviet Embassies to report: "Comrades, they are

disarm*ng anyway, so we don't have to give up a thing we don't
want ‘to”

Even in the present improved East-West climate, the

Sov1et Union are bound to seek to advance the effort to seek our'_.

unilateral disarmament at a time when they are continuing to
modernize their own capabilities across the board, ‘or have just
done so. For example, the decoupling of Europe from the -
United States through a policy of denuclearization has long been
a Soviet objective and we will need to be ready to resist the

claim which will inevitably come,:that any modernization of our . ..

own nuclear forces, quite out51de the INF agreement will be
contrary to its SDlrlt or letter.
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“there is any evidence that the United States is becoming an

o This raises the more general gquestion of the -
transatlantic relationship. Now I do not happen t5 believe that’

unreliable ally which is moving into isolationism. Deeply shared
values and interets bind us together, still symbolised by over -

300,000 US troops in Europe and the continuing nuclear guarantee.’

But there is no doubt that budgetary pressure in the"

- United States together with the multiplicity of their other

- international responsibilities, may, if only involuntarily, call

for some reduction in resouces available to NATO. This will
require careful management to avoid the return of potentially

-divisive burden- sharlng debates within the All{anca.

Where then does this leave Europe? Some ideas one hears
as radical alternatives for Europe seem to me to be impracticable

- or literally indefensible. The dream, for example, that the

two halvés of Europe could live in peace, independent of both

" superpowers or under some sort of demilitarised guarantee, fails

.to answer the basic question of how to prevent Europe in those

circumstances from falling increasingly under Soviet influence.
Even if you stretch to the point of claiming that there is a

" moral equivalence between the United States and Soviet Uniocn, the

facts of geography cannot be twisted so easily.  And those who

" advocate a 'go it alone' strategy for Western Europe have to

.. overcome some not insignificant transitional objections - that

transferring sufficient resources from the civil to military

‘'sector could undermine the type of society which we seek to

 .defend in the first place; that the Soviet reaction to an

increased Western European capability would itself be de-
stabilising, that the arrangement would pre-suppose or encourage

2 far greater degree of isolationism on the part of the

United States than currently exists.

More telling and to the point perhaps, is the view on

both sides of the Atlantic, that the conditions which produced

the Alliance in its present form 40 years ago have changed; and
that Europe in particular could be expected to do much more for
its defence; both 2s a matter c¢f more equitable burdensharing

with the United States and on the basis that.a continent in which

B Europeans did more for their own security might actually find it
- easier to construct a satisfactory relationship with the

- Soviet Unilon. 1In many ways I suspect that this will become a

.. hecessity and not just an option, given US budgetary trends. And

1if Buropeans attach so much importance to NATO:as -they continue

to profess to do, it may not be unreasonable to suggest that

. their governments ought to do a little more than -they are at

present to keep it in good shape, particularly when one considers
the gifference between the share of resources which are allocated.

for defence from this side of the Atlantic, and the levels still
sustained by the United States.
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One option is of course for the European Community to
play a greater rdle, and I would be the first to agree with the
proposition that the construction of an integrated Europe will
remain incomplete as long as it does not include security and
defence. I am all for the strengthening of political
. co- operation and for the political aspects of security to be
‘included as part of it. Similarly I believe that the WEU has a
. real réle to play, even though it excludes not only the
United States and Canada, but also seven of the fourteen members
of NATO including the two that happen to share borders with the

Soviet Union. The WEU support for European naval deployments 1n; :

the Gulf has helped to counter the criticism, much of it
justified, that BEurope does far too little to assist in the
management of crises beyond its own backyard. There are also
bilateral examples of co-operation, notably the new Defence and
Security Council established by France and Germany which can also
be helpful in intensifying defence co-operation among the
European members of the Alliance.

But the only caveat I would make, and it is a :
fundamental one, at least in the present c1rcumstances is that .
the objective of such forms of co-operation should be to support
and strengthen the transatlantic partnership, simply because I
believe that it continues to provide the best basis for our
_security. And the corollary to that is that patterns of European
co-operation which tend towards exclusivity, cut across, or

duplicate alliance activity should be avoided. For example, what . .

that distinguished American diplomat Gecrge Vest called in a.

- different context the 'habit of co- operation’, has taken deep

' root in the jintegrated military structure of the Alliance as. one
of the strongest bonds between member states: and one.of the
 hardest for outsiders to assess.

If you look at European security from this point of -
view, it becomes a question not of new institutions or indeed _
strategies, but of how to ensure that what has worked well up to

.now should go on working well in the years ahead. And that means

not only that the Europeans should play an increasing part in the
task of ensuring their security, but that they should provide

constructive contributions on a number of fairly specific issues
at present.

First on resources. Anyone unlucky enough to be
familiar with my speeches will know that cne of my abiding themes
-has been the fact that most Europeans spend, on a GDP per capita
basis, only about half as much on defence as do Americans. Of

course, crude comparisons can be misleading. But we are unlikely

. to have the luxury of debating such points in the abstract as
‘congressional pressures get to work. Unfortunately we -are not
likely to have the luxury of sympathetic finance ministers
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either. This is why it is so impottant that we should at least
see to it that the resources that ¢re avajilable are used more
efficiently than they are at present. Whether you look from the
standpoint of European industrial integration or as a matter of
greater defence effectiveness, there is the same interest in a " .
better co- -ordinated approach to armaments planning and closer -
European collaboration in the research, development and
procurement of equipment. Much has- already been done, but the
impetus must be sustained both on an Alliance-wide basis and
within the Independent European Frogramme Group.

Secondly, the arms control process. This is now moving
into areas where the Eurocpean interest is central and a stronger
European voice needs to be heard. The single most worrying
factor in European security is the warsaw Pact preponderance in
conventipnal forces. We cannot credibly complain about our

defence tesource problems or, indeed, claim that this is a major

reason for needing to retain a broad up-to-date inventory of .
theatre nuclear forces if we do not, at the same time, take more

urgent action in arms contrel to redress conventional imbalances -

and eliminate current capabilities for attack on short warning
and large-scale offensive operations. We need to build upon
recent progress in developing a mandate for these negotiations
and’ secure agreement with the East to open discussions in the .
near future. Thére may be an historic opportunity in this fleld
which must not be missed.

ThirdI?} the nuclear question. There are. always those

who qLestion the morality of nuclear weapons. And I suspect the
pressures will increase now that the INF agreement has been
signed and some people at least will be encouraged to press . °
forward towards denuclearization. This will need to be answereo
effectively by the Alliance as a whole, not just by the:

United States or the two European countries who happen to be
nuclear powers. And the European contribution will need to
involve actions as well as words to maintain the effectiveness of
the remaining theatre nuclear forces, pending any further arms
control progress. It would neither be morally defensible nor
indeed good for our security or for the cohesion of the Alliance
if the United States were expected to maintain a credible

strategic nuclear guarantee while Europe allowed its own share of
nuclear responsibilities to slide:

This is not to belittle the problems which individual

_ nations _may have in terms, for example, of the share they have toli

carry of the nuclear burden. The problem of nuclear
burdensharlng, of balancing out responsibilities and- beneflts,

not a new one although new concerns have been expressed follow1no“

the INF agreement. But the Soviet Union's nuclear reach still

extends to all European countries; .there are no sanctuaries these.
days; a threat agalnst one member of the Alliance is indeed still.

a threat against all. By the same token, any problem perceived
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by an individual member of the’ Alliance’ must be recognised and
‘dealt with 'in a way which meets the-collective interest and
. thereby demonstrates our continuing solidarity.. This applies not
" .just to nuclear issues, but to the fleld of defence issues
.. generally. Whether in Europe, or  in the United States we shall
© o all. need to keep the overall interests of the Alliance in mind.

If I have outlined some of the pitfalls which exist at
present,. I would not wish to leave the impression of overall
pessimism. I have no doubt that the Alliance will manage the
present situation and not only exploit opportunities for improved
East-West relations and arms control, but also do what is
necessary.to preserve security. I have dwelt rather fully on
this last element, only because I happen to agree with this view:
if you live next door to an elephant, you watch his physique as
well as:-'his' psyche. And even if you conclude that he 1s rather
progressive and really quite friendly, you still want all the
help you can get to maintain the fence that protects .your flower

beds. -
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EXCBFPtS from

" Armeda Forcen JOURNAI. intematonal’becember. 1987

v

“New” Western European Union:
Uniting Europe or Dividing NATO?

~

f

Imost phocnix-like, the Western
European Union, until recently an

obscure, moribund European
multinational organization based in Pans:
has begun to command the worid’s head-
fines. The seven-member body consisting
of Europe’s leading powers—France, Bni.
tain. ltaly. and West Germany, as wel] as the
Benelux counthes—has come to symbolize
2 new era of Franco-German military coop-
eration as weil as European effons 1o antici-
pate and offsel the impact of the impending
INF trary between the United States*and
the Soviet Union

in late Ociober. the seven member
nations agre=d to a “"Platform on European
Security interests,
Europe's determination that NATO incor-
porate both a nuclear and 2 conventional
deierent. Again, employing WEU as their
political forum. the member siates agreed
this fa}l to send warships to the Persian Gulf
10 heip keep 1 open for navigation Clearly,
WEU is having new life pumped inio it as
its members pursue a semi-independent
approach o Europe’s future defense pos-
ture.

This 1s not the first time that the organiza-
tion has served as a medium for Europeans
to define a special role for themseives and o
reorganize accordingly. The organization’s
creation was. in fact, a product of the failed
atiempt to crzale a European Defense Com-
muninv—akun to the European Economie
Community-—in the early 1950s lronically,
it was France. currently the prime mover
behind WEU's mjuvenation, that sounded
the death knell for the EDC by refusing to
ratify the EDC agreement in the French
National Assembiy. WEU then came into

being as 2 weak substitute for the EDC: Its’

major purposc was (o ensire West Ger-
many's integration 1nio the NATQ force
structure. in addiion, it was meant to
monttor the growth of German armaments
and promote armaments standardization
among 1ts member states.

Despite its secming conneclion o the
European Defense Community, the actual
membership of the WEU derived from the
older Brussels Treaty Organization. which
had come into existence upon the signing of

* which underlined -

by Dr. Dov §. Zakheim

Dr. Dov §. Zakheim is - I3
Executive Vice Presi-
denr of Sysiem Plon-
ning Corporation, Ar-
lington, VA, and an
adjunct scholar of the
Heritage Foundarion. e _
He was formerly the IS '
Depury Under Secretary of Defense for
Planning and Resources.

the Brussels Treaty in 1948, Article V of the
Treary, which remains in force, commits the
member states gutomarically to the defense
of one another in the -event of attack. The
North Auantic Treaty merely commits
member slates to lake wharever steps are
constitutionally necessary 1o come 1o one
another’s defense. In other words. the North
Atlanuc Treary permits endless legislative
and ministerial debate while a crisis or even
confiict wears on. The WEU 100k ona spe-
cial role once the FRG became an active
player in NATO, and it appeared that
WEU's utility was likely 10 be at an end.
Of course. like most highly burcavera-
tized international organizations, WEU did

. not die. It merely toiled on, producing stud-

ics that few read and fewer cared about. its
assembly, created as an afterthought by
Belgian Foreign Minister Paul-Henn
Spaak, engaged in regularly scheduled

meetings and long debates, passing mean:,

ingful but impotent resolutions on all
aspects of European defense. The organiza-

. tion sought to promote armaments COOpera-

tion among Europeans. butin this aspect as
well, its efforts tended 10 be for naught.
Nevertheless. because WEU had not
died. and because, as a result of the Brussels
Treary Organization from which it sprang.

- WEL's membership included both Brtain
“and the EEC's Six, it becarne extemely
“useful again in.the early 1960s For it was

then that Harcld Macmillan, reversing
long-standing Bntish attitudes to coopers-
von with the Centinent (Churchull had once
said, “We are with them, but not of them™),
decided to apply for membership in the

"EEC. Al of a sudden, those endless.con-

tacts between European and Bntish parlia-
mentarians in the Assembly during the
1950s became vehicles for promoting the
British application among the legislatures
of the Six. Similarly. the meetings at minis-
terial level afforded the Bntish aumerous
opponunities to make their case, especially
with the suppon of the residents of the Ben.
elux and Germans, Iralians. and the refuc-
tant French Thus it appeared for a while
that the WEU organization would come 10
serve the useful, though unintended. pur-
pose ol aiding in the economic rt:organ—
ization of the Continent

The Brtish application was rebuffed by
DeGaulle early in 1963, but the importance

of WEU did not immediately decline. .

Throughout the sixties. the organization
was a major focus for Bruain's efforts g join
the EEC. It continued to serve as a point of
contact berween British parliamentarians
and their counterparts in the Six. with many
British MPs seeking to influence the Euro-
peans into supporting Britain's application.
In fact, as matters developed. the French
became so incensed at Briush attempts 1o
empioy WEU as a vehicle for pressing their
case for EEC membership thal they boycot-

ted WEU Minisierial Council meetings in . .
1969 and 1970 Onltv when the issue of

membership was shified to the EEC Coun-

cil of Mirnusters did the French reum to |

WEU. Nevertheiess. it is arguable that
WEU did play some role in Britain’s
ultimately successful atempt 10 enter the
EEC: thec expencnce of those British MPs
who attended the Assembly’s sessions over
the years may clearly have influenced its
wote in suppon of entry when Prime Minis-
ter Edward Heath finally negotiated an

arrangement with the EEC’s member.

stales—especially France—in 1973,
Again, however. once the “mission™
toward which WEL had made a minor con-.

tribution was accomplished. us relative .

importance declined vet again’ The orpani-
zation, comfortably housed in Paris.
became more of 3 relic than a source of
ideas of innOvauon

There were. 10 be sur: occasmnal

sfempts to revive the WEU. As a prime
example, Michel Jobert. “then the French
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Foreign Minister. proposed in 1973 that
WEU be responsible for ensunng European

harmonizauon of the procurement and

manufacture of armaments. Joben's pro-

posal went nowhere. however, parily
because t'c Gaullist forcign minister was.

susp-cr:tcd +f merely trving 10 wean Europe
away {rom its close relauonship with the
United Statzs within NATO.

Jober’s proposal for WEU. whatever his
motives. foreshadowed conunwing French
interest 1n the orgamizanion.for the re-
-maindzr of the decade and into the s1ghtics.
In fact. it became clear that 1n many ways
WEL was the only viable European organi-
zation that might act as a senous force for
chanpe. The larger Eurogroup. which com-
prises m~=st of NATO's European member
states. ha. met with limited success in coor-
dinaung E-ropean armaments cooperauion
within NA1Q. The European Communities
stitl do not address themselves to defense
maters. and in.any event.include neutral
Irzland. Only WEU has afforded—and
affords—a vehicle through which the major

contributors to Europe’s Central Region

Jefense posture could take coordinatzd

action (0 promote what 1a the siatues was’

called a “twin pillars”™ policy. that is. a
strong European pillar 10 match that of the
United States.

The urgency of the need for such a pillar
has not been losi on Europeans. Sen. Sam

Nunn {D-GA) has besn cnticizing Euro- .

pean posiure {or a decads. .hough his
famous amendment 1s of more recent vin-

tage. Senument for US uoop withdrawal

from Curope has been growing i Congress

and in informed Amencan pohicy circies ag

the implicauons of the US deficit ensis and
us likely impact on {uture defense budgets

becomes ever more ¢leas. The US defense’

budgst wiil soon swestain. us third con-
sctutive dechne 1a eai terms. Neat year 15
an election year. and. as Sen. Charles E.
Grassiey {R-lA} demonstrated in his 1986
reslection campargn. anu-fentagon politics
can be winnng poliics. Thus, the dziense
budpet could well susizun vet another cut in
FAscal Year 1989

Cleariy, projections of budegst reduc-.

tions. or even of modes: growin i the US
defense budaet,

ments in all thetr current aspects.
Something will have 10 give. And the Euro-

peans. heeding the voices of-the latter-day -

Mike Mansfieids, are conczmed that what
wiil give will be US dcplo,m:nts tn
Euvrope.

Coupled with the concern about Amer-
ican troop jevels.in Eurdpe 15 3 deeper. vet
more immediate worTy about the impiica-
uens for NATO's deofense posture of the
INF agrmement it is ne secret that many
Eurcpean officials and observers are wor-
ned by the INF agreement. The French have
been the most vociferous in arguipg the

danpers of a reduction in NATQ's nuciear -

posture [ses arucle. p. 881 but other Euro-
peans prnivately sharg the French view The
{ears revolve around thres ssuss. First, does

-argue z2gainst the mainte-
nancz of the level of US defznse commut- )

the INF treary presage the eventual climina-
tion of all nuciear weapons, as President
Reagan reponiedly proposed to Gorbachey
at Reykjavik? Second. can the West effec-
tively cope with Soviet conventional forces

that will continue 10 outnumber those of -

NATO? Third. and most toubling of ail. do
these developments indicate a trend leading
o the ascccptance of Europe as a bat-
tleground. a mghtmare that Western Europe
has always sought to avoid by relying upon

the deterrent that auciear weapons pro- |-

vided?

To the extent that
Europeans are seen to take
their defense requirements
seriously enough to justify
continuing America’s level

of effort in Europe, WEU
- will, finally after 30 years,
have done the job it was
always meant to do.

Of course, all of these worties might be
mitigated if Europe were prepared 1o spend
significant!ly more monies for its own
defense. There 1s ne indication. however. of
any European readiness 1o do so. Morzover,
even if Europe were to bolsier its con.
ventional defense. w would still not ensure
itself that its emitory would not become 2

-battleground. In European syes. only the

deterrent provided by nuclear weapons
provides that assurancs, as it has {or the last
four decades

Wherz. then. does WELU fit into this
scheme of things? The organizaticn does
provide a vehicle for realization of some
degree of increase in European mihtary
cooperation Because it is 2 small organiza-
uon. unhindered by the antinucicar, quasi-
neutralist longings of the Scandinavians or
by the ncverending squabbles among the
Greeks and Turks, it actuafly might pro-
Mote SOme progress among those countiss
that directly contribute 1o the defense of
Westemn E.:rop&

It has besn the French, almost in the
tradition of Michel Jobert, who have
pressed for the revival of WEU. Jacgues
Chirac, himself a Caullist, was the -first

_mator European leader to draw attention’lo

WEL a3 a potenual vehicls for intensifving
European cooperation. Chirac was also the
moving force behind the °
Secunity Interesis™ adopted at the “EL
munisiznal meeting 1n Ociober.

-Since there have been many aflempted
revivals of WEU, not to mennon many
anzmpts to foster more sysiematic military
cooperation in Wesiern Europe, 1t is fair 10
ask whether this time is different—uwiil the
WELU finally take on mal meaning, and will
the Eumpc:.ns do morz to cooperat arnong
themseives?

‘Platform .of

2

such questions definitively. there.are
indications that “this time™
are different. France and the FRG have. fur
the first ume, created a josnt brigade and

engaged 10 major jotnl excreiscs. While the
exercises were nal an uncquivocal suc.

cess—Ilanguage problcms were among the
most sentous difficuities encountzred by the
woops—il appears that the leadsrs of both
countries ‘are determined 16 push ahead
with their cooperative effors

.. Al.the WEU October meslings. French -

delegates pointed 1o their cooperation with
the FRG as an exampic for other WEU

staies to follow. British officials have like- -
-wise been reporied o be svmpathetic o

French efforts. 2 position consistent with
the Thatcher government’s anempts (o bal-

ance ils Atlanticist posiure with cioser’

defense refations with its. major NATO
allies. Asfor the smaller states. any atiempt
to foster greater European cooperation falls
squarety within their historical position of
suppaning ail forms of European coopera-

tion and. by more closely tying French

forcss to those of other NATO European

states, adds to their collzctive detzrrent pos.

ture.

Not evervone in Washington supporns
French efforts to revive WEU. Suspicion of
France is nothing new to the State Depan-
ment. and particularly when it is a Gaullhist
sezking to promote European cooperation.

From DeGaulle himse!f, through Jobertand -

others. European cooperation always
meant Europe without the Unied States

State Department me'no-ncs T long ‘and -

unforgiving.

Sxepucs al Staie and slsewherr rrusr:ad
the issue. fiowever. Though 3 Gaullist Che-

rac"is not DéGaulle, nor 1s his defenss min.
isier, André Giraud. anu. -\m-ﬁcan far
from it. Giraud. who spent yvears in the US
and speaks fluent English. emyoved a par-

ucularly close relanonsnip with Caspar

Weinberger and is likely to have excelient
rapport with Frank Carjucci. Defsnse rela-
tons between France and the US are better
than they have been for years. Arms cooper-
ation is excellent. with the Amencan pur-
chase of the Thomson-CSF RITA system
and France’s recent purchase of the Boeng

E-3 Airborne Warning and Conerol System

Being two prominent exampies.” |

" There is no indrcanion that France s-c-ks ’

to lead the other WEU members up the

- garden path away from NATO. or that any
of thern would allow her to do so Insicad. -
WEU appears to be providing for greater -

intra-European cooperation 1© supplement
the contnibation of the United States to the
defanse of Europe. T the exeent that Franes’
is further entwined intorthe defense of Cen.

ral Europe. 10 the -extent other Eurvpeans - |

ars somewhat reheved of their mghtmare’ of

a nucicar-frez Europe. and. mos; umpor-_ Pyt B
wantly, to the exient that Europeans are sezn’ | ¢ |-

to take their defense requirements scnously

enough to justfy continuing Amencas T
" jevel of effort in Europe. WELU will, f"nz]h )
afier 30 vears. have done the job it was
While if is obviously 100 early to answer § always meant to da. .

R R
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HOW TO RE-ARRANGE EUROPEAN' SECURITY AND AMERICAN POWER

(§x9?rpt5ffrom I'f‘ﬂcuﬁde'D:i.plomatique‘" - February 1988}

A Are we to see the end of a certain ildea of the Atlantic
Alliance after the Reagan-Gorbachov Summit meeting? Washington seems
ready v gradually withdraw its ferces from Eurcpe. Many people favour
the "triole zero optien", including Mr. Chevardnadze in Bonn on
18th Janaary. Is Zurope heading towards what is calleg
"Finlandisation", an unfair.expression when one considers the
independence shown by the Helsinki authorities?  Refusing to submit
means & different European defence %o that of -the 1850s. -
% by General C.-GEORGES FRICAUD-CHAGNAUD
(former President of the Foundation for
National Defence Studies)

The king was naked and did not know it;

Eurcpe is not naked but dares not admit it.
Once the noise with which the media accompanied the °
Reagan-Gorbachov meeting and the signing of the.intermediate missile
agreement had died down, only one 1mportant questxon remained. Has
Europe's security been put at risk?

The immediate merits and disadvantages of such an agreement

can be discussed, the nuclear warheads to be destroyed can be counted or
the fact that the AMerican missiles in Europe can no longer reach Moscow

can be worried over.. But I think we must look further and ask our-
selves whether the very nature of the Alliance and its foundations are
not in danoer and what we must do to. malntaln our security.

It is quite obvious that the excessive zeal of all the
propaganda aimed at showing that the deployment of Pershing and Cruise
missiles would be a guarantee of the ties between Europe and the United
States will have to be paid for in terms of public confidence. At the
time, we wrote that such ties could only exist in the mind of the
President of the United States..

What has become equally clear is that President Reagan's

position at Reykjavik (1) was not forced on him bhut was rather what the

United States had aimed at all the time: -%to raise the nuclear threshold
in Europe 5o that no conflict there, or. a limited nuclear war, would
imperil the American contlnent.'

- A11 European remonstrances — frem Mrs. Thatcher's reprimand to
Chancelilor ¥Xohl's hesitations - were in vain,

After "zero option" and "double zero option” certain people in
Germany and elsewhere are now advocating a "trlple zero option": the
withdrawal of all short- ~range nuclear weapons. The result, with two

barriers down and a third already falling, is tovput"at-risk the entire

flexible response strategy which the ‘Alliance adopted after France's
withdrawal from the integrated military.command. _ - S
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: and financial situation will both justify it and make:it inevitable.

While the Pentagon now assures us (2) that the Alliance's
conventional forces can beat a Warsaw Pact attack, Mr. -Carlucci, the new
. Defence Secretary, has launched a "ballon d'essai" to prepare European .

opinion for-the gradual withdrawal of American forces. Thig withdrawal
became foreseeable as far back as November 1986, but the. new econonmic

) + So we are now seeing the end of a strategy and the demise of a
certain concept of the Alliance, even though its death throes may last
some time and it is not in ocur in%terest to hasten them.

Once the enthusiasm surrounding the "first disarmament
agreement in history'" dies down, theres is grave danger of a growing
feeling of insecurity in Eurcpe faced with a Soviet Union whose size
blots out the horizon. It is even the greatest danger, as an obseguious ¥
fear would lead Western Europe into a sort of gradual "Finlandisation". &

é To obviate such a risk, the Americans are once more laying
stress on the sitrengthening of conventional forces in Europe. This cld
idea has no more chance of being accepted under today's economic¢ con-
ditions than it had in the past. Nene of the undertakings given fron
Lisbon (1952} to Brussels {1979} has been kept. This procedure was
well understood by both Henry Kissinger (3) and Les Aspin (4).

TR L.

g
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Having understood that another effort+at rearmament is near-
1mp0551ble, the need for - hopefully unbalanced - conventional disarma- -
ment is being advocated by scme. sc that, in the end, what forces remain 7
will be at the lowest possible balanced level. But it is still diffi- . £,
. cult to see why the Soviets should suddenly abanden the considerable. '
advantages which Mr. Gorbatchov has cleverly gained for them. In any
case, such a procedure, however desirable, would be both long and
difficult; -meanwhile, the unbalanced situation with its attendant fears
and respect would remain.

b

s

b

The Possibilities of a Second Pillar

Luckily, there is another solution,_made possible by France's
tenac1ousness, thanks to General de Gaulle, in producing its independent
nuclear armament and in continually modernising it. This should enable
Europe to.ensure a greater part of its own defence. Since they cannot
avoid it, European politicians are, more or less timidly, joining in. )
.Recently, in particular, a Security Charter was adopted by Western -
. European Union (WEU). In passing, it is interesting to see that -
America's reaction gives a new pointer to its attitude to Europe:
whereas two years agoe Ambassader Burt refused Europe the right to a
common position, President Reagan welcomed the adoption of the CHar*e" 'r
on 4th November 1387.

w e
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But all these efforts to build a second European defefce R
‘pillar,-whether or nect accompanied by the changes proposed by . =~ = = =
Henry XKissinger (an American Secretary-Ceneral cof NATO and a European -~ - i
Supreme Commander), are likely to remain ineffective as long as it is
not decided how the United States will contribute to, rather ‘than
ensure, European security. Any attempt to bring the arguments back to . -4
those of the 1960s, between 'Atlantists' and partisans of a french 30
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national'deterrent. are unrealistic.  The same applies tb attempts to

. interpret recent French actions as 'a careful return to the integrated

NATO structure. Times have changed and we no longer move on. the same
. plane, even if France can today share the beneflts of what it-has learnt
with Europe and the Alliance. :

What is needed is a concnptual break -through {5) which takes
'.account of the economic, political and military upheavals of the last
thirty years (GNP ratios, emergent Europe, modernisation of French and
British nuclear forces, Rapid Intervention Force, etc.). To do this,
. the existence in Europe of 2 sort of "deterrence through recogniticen
(6) must first be accepted. - In a theatre of operations including four
nuclear powers, the cvakes are so high (world supremacy, no less) that
any hopes of limiting the geographic extension or the escalation of
violence are vain.. Tae results of such an escalaticn are dangerous and
well—kncwn enough to prevent any aggressor from startlng something he
could not centrol.
3

The result is deterrence through recognition, which uses none
of the mechanics of deterrence through reprisals or prevention, but is
based on a calculation of probabilities. Such a form of deterrence
‘cbviously not only needs a sirong defensive will, backed up by
sufficient ceonventional forces, but also limited independent nuclear
means which can inflict unacceptable damage on an agpgressor.,

"Unacceptable" means so damaged as to prevent a wounded~
aggressor, faced by an unharmed United States, from pursuing the only
motive for such an aggression: the dream of world supremacy. In
passing, it can also be said that recognition of this fact remcves any
notion of threat, judged by some to be morally unacceptable, from our-
side.

.

Build-up of 'a Denial to Submission

The results of moving into the nuclear era.are now clear
enough to enable the building of a European defence system which is not
a reduced version of the 19250s mcdel.

On the one hapd, the conventional forces, reorganised in a way
it would take too long to go inte, can provide such a denial of sub-
mission; 1t means not tempting a prospective aggressor by lEutlng him
thlnk he could attack anywhere w1thout starting a war.

On the other hand, the E;ench'and British strategic nuclear
forces are now in a position to destroy Soviet industry by more than
fifty per cent.. In a tworsided (Europe-USSR) world, this might not be
enough.  But, luckily for us, Christopher Columbus dlsccvered America
and, in any case, the USSR with its shaky economy cannot risk being
weakened by European blows,

This has two main consequences:
- the key to European security is a strong America, determined to 4

maintain its world réle. = A flrmly established alliance is a greab
"plus” and®its outward SLgns, in the shape of American troops 1in Europe,

will long remain necessary, so as to allow. publlc opinien teo become used - -

" ’!

to the new strategic situation;
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- the second consequence 15 that Ru551a cannot run the rlsk of attacklng
" Europe alone and, in order to avoid the situation described earlier,

would have to attack Europe and the United States. at the same time.

This is an addltlonal advantage for European security.
In these circumstances, the problems of* guarantees, their
extent and credibility, .should no longer speil the climate of the
Alliance.  The nuclear guarantee provided by the United States will no
longer be necessary since its very existence is the basis of security in
a Eurcpe which has at last decided to take its fate in lts own hands.
- Equally, France and the United Kingdom need no longer prov1de guarantees

for Europe because the European countries will together . build up their
‘_own security with a combination of political will and conventlonal and
nuclear forces.

" Security based on facts is better than false illusions about

doubtful guarantees. With this new approach to security problems,
_ whlﬁh takes account of the changes of the past thirty years, the
"~ structure of the Alliance can be recrganised. Any other attempt at

reform is likely to be nothing mere than "mudcéling through'.

{1) The Reykjavik Summit took place on 1lth and 12th October 1986
{Editor's note).

R e

(2) Newsweek, No. 49, 7th December 1987. i

o

i

{3) Newsweek, 12th October 1987.

%%%

£

(4) Statement by the Cﬁairman. House of. Representatives Arms Control
Commission. 29th September 1987.

Lol
bk

(5} And not cnly "creative dlplomacy" to use Mr. Kissinger's expression
in the artlcle qucted.

T L

{6) See "L'Europe de la dissuassion et des.solidarités actives", ‘
Stratégique, No. 29, lst quarter 1886, and “"La régle du jeu", Science et
Vie, December 1980. : - :
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Excerpts from

“"Revue de 1'OTAN"

- n® 4 - August 1986

,}:\‘_Iﬁed Cahen,

Secretary General of

Western Eurcpean Union . . -

o T e e M o A G e b L RS M e S e W s Y

Relaunching Western EurOpean-Uni’on.

oth the Brussels Treaty, signed
Bon 17 March 1948 and forming
the basis of Western European
Union, and the Washington Treaty
of 4 April 1949, which gave rise to the
Atlantic Alliance, stemmed from a
similar international context, ident-
ical concerns and the same determi-
pation. The states of Western
Europe, and those of North America,
had 1o get down to the task of facing a

lications for the Atlantic Alliance -

S PR e T T e e e A LT T S i

threat which was becoming more and

more dangerous for them.

It is, moreover, indicative that a

speech by President Truman, which
launched the NATO Alliance, was

made on the very same day that

Belgian, French, Luxembourg, Net-
herlands and UK ministers were
meeting in Belgium to sign the
Brussels Treaty.

It is also remarkable that this

speech by the American President,
made before the US Senate, to some
extent echoed that made two months
earlier, on 22 January 1948, before
the House of Commons, by Emest
Bevin, the UK Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs.

That great supporter of the Atlan-
tic Alliance, Belgian Foreign Minis-
ter Paul-Henn Spaak, was undoub-

_tedly right when he wrote in his




Jired Cahen, Secretary General of

JEU.

aemoirs: ‘In my opinion, the new
Washington) Treaty was to be on an
stlantic scale what the Brussels
“reaty was on a European scale !'.
adeed, the evolution of the two
eaties was to remain in_timately
~ nked.
It cannot be forgotten that after
~ 3¢ failure of the European Defence
‘ommunity in the summer of 1954
ad what would have been its logical
. onsequence, a European Political
“ommunity — a failure which was a
sritable tragedy in the process for
1e construction of Europe — it was
arough the Paris Agreements of
Xtober 1954, enlarging WEU to
iclude Ttaly and the Federal Re-
ublic” of Germany, that the integ-
ition of Germany into the frame-
‘ork of Atlantic states was assured,
nd where, over the years, it was to
zcome a major clement.
One, of the documents signed in
aris at that time, a Protocol amend-
_1g and complementing the Brussels
' ‘reaty, added a new Article IV which
"cated: ‘In the execution of the

‘reaty, the High Contracting Parties
ad any Organs established by Them
nder the Treaty shall work in close
>operation with the North Atlantic
reaty Organization. Recognizing
i¢ undesirability of duplicating the
ulitary staffs of NATO, the Council

~and its Agcncy will rely on the 7
appropriate military authorities of ‘modest scale than could have been

'NATO for information and advice achieved by the European Defence

‘Agreements depended on a new
- commitment by Great Britain to

task was to monitor the observance

-wanted to give Western European

dimension, admittedly on a more

Community, but nevertheless ad-
equate and capable of progressive
_expansion.

on -nilitary matters’.

The contéxt, both Atlantic and
European, in which the Pans Agree-
ments were signed, is brought out
clearly in the memoirs of Lord Avon,
the former UK Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs, Anthony Eden, who
explained why he proposed to his
FPrime Minister, Sir Winston Churc-
hiil, that a peacetime military com-
mit-nent be made to Europe of a kind
that was unprecedented for Great
Britain. He expressed the view that
the successful outcome of the Con-
ference that was to lead to the Paris

Opportunities not taken

Western European Union did not,
however, really make the most of
these opportunities, contenting itself
with carrying out tasks,
shadow of NATO which, while not
insignificant, were generally of a
routine nature. Its Council did how-
ever serve as a useful forum for
consultations between the Six of the
European Community and London
after the Rome Treaty had entered
into force in January 1958, but when
the United Kingdom joined the Com-
munity in 1973, WEU lost its role.

~Ministers then deserted the Council,

maintain its forces on the European
continent and not to withdraw them
against the will of the majority of the
powers of the enlarged Treaty of
Brussels. He realized that this would
be, for Great Britain, an unpreceden-
ted commitment, but the harsh re-
ality was that it was impossible to
organize an effective system of de-
fence in Western Europe, which
moreover was essential for the se-«
curity of Great Britain, outside a
major British contribution 2.

The Paris Agreements laid down a
whole series of provisions, in addi-
tion to those referred to above. Thus
a WEU Council was created, as were
a Parliamentary Assembly, an Arma-
ments Committee to ensure Euro-
pean cooperation, and an Agency for
the Control of Armaments whose

ings at that level until 1984, thus
thwarting the Assembly’s efforts to
establish a democratic dialogue on
- European security problems.
. In these circumstances, it may well
be asked why the seven’ member
states of WEU decided, some two
years ago, to reactivate the organiza-
tion and again give it-a role, par-
ticularly as there is no shortage of
organizations in which the Euro-
peans can consult one another or
consult and act together with their
North American allies, particularly
on security matters - the European
Communities, the Atlantic Alliance,
Eurogroup, the Independent Euro-
peéan Programme Group and so on.
‘It "is therefore in a European,
Atlantic and Euro-atlantic perspec-
tive that this relaunching of Western
* European Union must be under-
stood. The construction of Europe

of certain limitations imposed on the
Federal Republic of Germany in the
field of armaments production, as
well as .of certain obligations ac-
cepted by all the WEU member |
states, particularly with regard to
nuclear, chemical and biological
weapons.

All this was clear evidence that the

promotcrs of the Paris Agreements 1 Paul-Henri Spaak’s Mémoires, Volumel, p.

264, ‘Les Grandes Etudes Contcmporamcs

Union the means to take measures Fayard 1969,

likely to develop a European security op.cit., Volume I, p. 310.
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1ha5 sow been pursued for som'f: forty
vears, not without difﬁpplty, indeed
" hampered by endless p_b;taf:les and
forced to take different directions
along a frequently checkered route.
Tpe Council of Europe, which orig-
inaies from the London, Treaty
gened about a month after the
 Treaty of Brussels, was one of the
first moves in this direction. It was
joliowed by the European Com-
munity, first with six member
" satons, then nine, then ten, and now
‘saelve, which laid the foundations
for the process of European con-
siruciion, in a supranational frame-
work 1o which Political'Cooperation
was subsequently added, this time in
an ‘niergoyernmental context.

With the Community, the con-
strucdon of Europe hag its economic
Zimension. With Political Cooper-
at:on it has its foreign policy aspect.
Sut what it has lacKed since its
tTeauon is a security perspegtive, and
veiif this serious shortcoming has not
been remedied it is not through lack
of eifort. Apart from the abortive
"European Defence Community, nu-
merous efforts have been made,
particularly since 1970, but also

“"before then, as the Fouchet Plans.

show.

In thiscontext, the Documentona -

European Identity of 14 December
1973 should be noted. Prepared in
Copenhagen by the Ministers . of
Foreign Affairs of what was then the

nine-member European Community, -

it lays stress on the fact that foreign
policy and security issues have an
important role to play in achieving a
more united Europe.

Furthermore,. the report prepared
by the then Belgian Prime Minister
Leo Tindemans, in December 1975,
at the request of the member states of
the European Community - and
which, incidentaily, is still remar-
kably valid and topical — maintains
that European union ‘will remain
incomplete as long as it lacks a
common defence policy’.

For their part, both the European
Parliament and the Assembly of
Western European Union have long
committed themselves to working
towards the establishment of a de-
fence policy. This has been shown
recently by a draft Treaty for Euro-
pean Union - largely inspired by the

efforts of Mr. Altiero Spinelliand the ~
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‘Crocodile Club’ and endorsed by a

- European Parliament Resolution on

14 February 1984 — which, in defining

the mandate of European Union in .

the area of international relations,
includes questions of security.
In addition, spurred on by the

European Parliament, the Commis- .

sion of the European Community has
set in hand the task of bringing the
production of military equipment,
particularly conventional weapons,
within the scope of the Community
industrial policies.

Political Cooperation’

- But it was Political Cooperation
which seemed to offer the best frame-
work for developing a European
security dimension and it is here that
the greatest efforts along these lines
have been made. The aim of Political
Cooperation is to harmonize the
foreign policies of the present twelve
members of the European Com-
munity, and what is a foreign policy
without a security aspect? Unfortu-
nately, these endeavours have not yet

succeeded in achieving all the antici- .

pated results. :
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After fourteen years of experience,
:2 Six, then Nine, then Ten, and now
welve, have never succeeded in

rreeing to put discussion of ques- . E-

" ons affecting security on a sys-
qmatic basis within Political
ooperation. Nevertheless, certain

. .ember states have launched major -

Jdtiatives aimed at changing the

tuation and at formally endowing - '

olitical Cooperation with signific-
1t responsibilities for security mat-

s. Thus, at the instigation of the
‘nited Kingdom Presidency of the
uropean Community Council in the
:cond half of 1981, the Community
‘as urged to entrust Political
‘ooperation with real powers in this
- .»main, which would have enabled it
. long last to tackle security ques-
‘ons in a systematic way. Despite
‘ng and difficult discussions, this
tempt failed. Only with difficulty
“d the London Report, approved in
cecember 1981 by the Européan
'ouncil, acknowiedge that Political
_"ooperation was entitled to address

1e ‘political aspects of security’.

- Another atiempt was made as a
~sult of the Genscher-Colombo ini-
‘ative. Here again, discussions were
fficult and often acrimonious.
’hen they concluded with the adop-
on. of a Solemn Declaration on
uropean Union in Stuttgart on 18
‘e 1983, Political Cooperation had
~2en relegated to discussing only the
‘slitical and economic aspects of
curity.

What is the reason for these total
v partial failures? In essence, be-
- 1use three of the then ten members
- { the European Community -
eland, Denmark and  Greece -
ruld not, for various reasons, agree
) move forward on.this issue.

" In my view, it is the accumulation
- {'these failures, or near failures, each

‘me efforts are made to give the
uropean Community genuine op-
- ortunities for working together in
ie security fleld -~ as well as a
-owing interest, at both the public
- 1d at the governmental level, in

roblems concerning the defence of

Anthony Eden, later {o become Lord
Avon.

T

Europe — which are the basis for the
initiatives aimed at relaunching
Western Eyropean Union. What the
Ten of the European Community

‘were unable to do, the Seven of WEU

decided to do in the meantime
amongst themselves, particularly as
they had, in this regard, an instru-
ment which, up till then, had only
been used intermittently.

It is therefore in this European
perspective that the initiatives which
have led to the reactivation of WEU
must be seen. But they are also due to
the fact that all WEU’'s member
states belong to the Atlantic Alliance,
and to a clear understanding by its
members that there can be no cred-
ible defence of the West, and hence of
Western Europe, without the Atlan-
tic Alliance.

This dual aspect, European and

“Atlantic, to the relaunching of the

WEU emerged from the very start of
the process which was to lead to-its
reactivation. Both can be found in
the first working documents, par-

ticularly in the French memorandum

of 2 February 1984 and the Belgian

memorandum- of 2 Apnl the same
year.

But it was in the Rome Declaration
of 1 November 1984, which in a way
constitutes the .act of rebirth of
Western European Union, that these
twin concerns appeared most strik-
ingly. The Foreign and Defence
Ministers of the seven WEU member
nations, meeting in the Italian ca-
pital, after affirming their commit-
ment to the promotion of the unity
and progressive integration of
Europe, stated that they were ‘cons-
cious of the continuing necessity to
strengthen Westen security and of the
specifically Western European geog-
raphical, political, psychological and
military . dimensions,” and they
‘underlined their determination to
make better use of the WEU frame-
work in order to increase cooperation
between the member states in the
field of security policy, and to en-
courage consensus’.

At the same time, they pointed out
that ‘the Atlantic Alliance, which
remains the f'oundauon of Western
security, had preserved peace on the
Continent for 35 yea:s’; and that ‘this
permitted the conStruction, of
Europe’. They also stated that they
were convinced ‘that a better utiliz-
ation of WEU would not only con-
tribute to the security of Western
Europe but aiso to an improvement
in the common defence of all the
countries of the Atlantic Alliance and
to the greater solidarity among its

members’. Finally, they stressed the -

‘indivisibility of secunty within. the

North Atlantic Treatydrea’ mention- -

ing in particular ‘the Vvital and sub-
stantial contribution of ail the Euro-

pean allies’ and stressing ‘the crucial

importance of the contribution to the
common security of the ailies who are
not members of WEU’ and ‘the
necessity, as a complé}nent to their

joint efforts, of conccrtatlon wnh_‘

them’.
It is therefore cEear that thc states-

men who met in Rome did not want =
to relaunch WEU outsuie the frame- -

work of the Atlant" Alliance but

A




_ rather within it, in solidarity withv"all'
“their allies, whether from Europe or
North America.

Need for simplified
relationship . !

This dual membership must be
clearly understood in order to grasp
the full scope of this renewal of WEU
and :he consequences that it may
have.'cr Europe and for the Atlantic
Allian:. At first sight, it undoub-

tedly suggests to me that relations -
between European Community par- -

tners. and NATO w1lI not be made
any easier. Those nations of the

_ European Community who do not
“belong to WEU - as well as NATO

member states who do not belong to

it — feel understandable concern in
this regard. However, I am deeply
convinced that a more careful exami-
nation will reveal that such a step
would be a consistent and positive
- one for both the European construc-
tion- procéss‘_ and for the Atlantic
‘Alliance.

Before wrmng this article, I wanted
to reread the passage in Henry
Kissinger’s memoirs 3 on the Year of
Europe and it is clear from this, that
the "experience of launching this
initiative was a very difficult one for
him. Was it because, as he seems to
feel, this call for a renewal of the
Alliance 4 came up against a Euro-
pean desire to use, or even to deflect,

this move by Washington for the-

purpose of setting up Political
Cooperation, then in its infancy? 5. I

am aot sure. Simply, what happened

at the time was that the European
Community of the Six, and then the
Nine, had found, since the European
Summit at The Hague in 1969, a new
vitality which they wished to main-
tain. This new lease of life was very
soon to be expressed by the accession
- to the Community of Great Britain,
Ireland and Denmark, and also by
the creation of Political Cooperation.

The Year of Europe to some extent

- clashed ‘with this movement which

Beigian Foreign Minister Leo Tindemans who, when Prime Minister in 1975,
prepared a comprehensive report on the concept of European union. *

Yan Purys

was already underway, and its de-

velopment was obviously affected by
it. Does that mean, however, that -

there was anything like'a firm Euro-

pean intentign to” present Washin-

gton with inflexible attitudes on
foreign relations which might harm
the cohesiveness of the Alliance?
The future has proved that there
was not. Without any doubt, Political
Cooperation is harmonizing the atti-
tudes of the member countries on
foreign affairs with increasing suc-
cess. But channels have been opened
up which" enable consultations on
matters of substance to be held in
good time with the NATO Allies who
do not belong to the Community,
whether they are European or North

.American.

It was in fact Henry Kissinger

* himself who was to write in his well-
" known article in 1984.0on 4 plan to

reshape NATO: ‘Many in this

" country (the United States) seemed to
fear that a militarily unified Europe

might give less emphasis to trans-
atlantic relations or might botch its

-defence effort and thus weaken the

common security. The opposite is
almost certainly the case... In the field
of defence, by contrast, increased

European responsibility and unity

would promote closer cooperation
with the United States. Europe anal-
ysing its security needs in a re-
sponsible manner would be bound to

find association with the United.

States essential. Greater unity in
defense would also help to overcome
the logistical nightmare caused by the
attemnpt of every European nation to
stretch already inadequate defense

3 Henry Kissinger Years of Upheaval, pp. 700

and 701. Weidenfeld and Nncholson and
Michacl Joseph 1982.

4 ‘We wanted to give a new political | lmpctus
to the Atlantic Alliance with a so-called
Atlantic Declaration... We thought that the
new generation that had grown up since the
end of the Second World War needed to see
its leaders dedicate themselves to purposes
beyond the prudent management of tech-
nical decisions if governments were not to
lose their legitimacy and the Alliance its
cohesion’.

5. *All our allies, having peared their cumber-
some Community machinery to the Atlantic
dialogue, were cager to continue the pro-
cess, for it was 2 useful foil against which to

" eiaborate their European identity'.
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forts across the whole panoply of -

zapons’. §

crossroads orgzlization

In the light of this experience, and
{ the declared goais of the Seven of
/EU, [ am fully convinced that it is
ssible - and of course desirable -
" »r WEU to fulfill its dual European
ad Atlantic task. For it to do so
owever, it has to te fully aware of its

- vin vocations, of \he role incumbent

1 it as a crossroad’s organization. -
Thus, as regards :ne task of con-
ructing Europe, WEU must bear in

iind what consequences this process .

‘il have for it. In this article, I
| culd like to deal wu.h only one of
1em. It seems obvious to me thatifa
:activated WEU really is an element
“s the construction process, any
nportant change of substance, any
“gnificant alteration in the evolution
{ European integration, cannot fail
> have consequences for WEU as
vell. For. if it finally became es-
E :blished that the Twelve of the

.uropean Community were réady to
‘ive themselves a real security dimen-
on without further ado, that would

strongly influencing in the immediate
future the destiny of Western Euro-

pean Union, which might be required
to question jts-future and even its
very existence. That being said, and
as long as thisis not the case— and the
outcome of the European Council in

Luxembourg on 2 and 3 December

1985 suggests that it is not at this

stage at least —the WEU will continue

to be the only European centre for
reflection and coordination on se-
curity- problems, a responsibility it
must assume to the-full.

As regards the Atlantic Alliance,
WEU’s dual vocation involves con-
sequences which seem to me to be
clear, First of all, with regard to what
WEU must not be. It must not be a
group apart where final decisions are
prepared which would subsequently
be submitted to the other Allies on a
take-it or leave-it basis. Less still
could it become a place where atti-
tudes would be developed which

might be understood by third parties.

as ‘suggestions’ or even ‘proposals’

made independently of the NATO .
Alliance. Even less could it be the

centre of an approach to Allied

= something new, capable of strategy which clearly put it at a~
" Member Countries ~ ~ . NATO -  EEC | WEU
. BELGIUM - ’ X X X
 CANADA X |
. DENMARK XX
FRANCE - X XX
EDERAL REPUBL]C OF -
" GERMANY. . : X X X
GREECE X X S
" ICELAND . CX ‘ .
IRELAND LT '. X
JTALY. SROUI : SX X X
 LUXEMBQURG .~ X X X
- NETHERLANDS. X, X - X
NORWAY .- o X )
PORTUGAL. X - X
SPAIN X X
TURKEY -~ X -
UNITED KINGDOM X X X
UNITED STATES X

" the main, sum]a

distance from.' Alli
the matter. o :

What is needed, however is to give
the seven member states of Western
European Union an ‘active centre for

- reflection .and cooperation on se-

curity matters. In an inter-connected
European network, it is important

‘that this takes place. It can only be

useful to those who. participate in it,
to the other European countries in
the NATO Alliance and to the latter’s
North American partners.

This centre for reflection and
cooperation ought to have, thanks to
WEU’s Parliamentary Assembly,
fruitful contact with European public
opinion, constituting the starting
point for a really democratic public
dialogue on security questions on a
European scale.

The Declaration of Rome has
moreover already stressed the im-
portance of this aspect in calling for
the Assembly of Western European
Unicn, as the only European Par-
liamentary body mandated by Treaty
to discuss defence matters to play a
growing role; the Declaration also
underlined the important contri-
bution which the Assembly has al-
ready made to the renewal of WEU,
and the Assembly should continue its
efforts towards strepgthening soli-
darity between the member states and
to work towards consolidating the
consensus of public.opinion on their
security and defence needs.

The marked coolness of a growing
sector of European opinion with
regard to Atlantlc security and, in the
Atlantic context, to0 European se-
curity, has shown how important it is
to develop such a dialogue for the
Alliance and, within the Alliance, for
Western Europe

At the same tine, this crossroads
organization stafus of Western Euro-

pean Union must make it careful to

avoid duplicating. 'Ihe_ work. of other
institutions who
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This means, for example, -that
WEU must maintain the closest

+ relationships with both the European
" Community and the Atlantic Alli-

ance as well as institutions which

- . have developed ‘inside or alongside -

NATO,; such as Eurogroup and the
Independent European Programme

Group. Here again the Declaration -
‘of Rome is clear. It states,
example, that Ministers drew atten--

tion to the need to make the best use
of existing resources by increased

cooperation and, through WEU, to:
" give political impetus to the arma-
‘ments cooperation process. .

In general, the new Western Euro-
pean Union must therefore retain the
closest contact and the most effective

relations as regards coordination and -
cooperation with the Atlantic Alli- -

ance as such and with each of the
Allies who are not members of WEU.

Factor for strengthenmg
Alliance

&
If at this stage, I were required to
draw z conclusion on the reactivation
of Western European Union from the

viewpoint of transatlantic relations, I

would say that in my view it rep-
resents 2 major factor for strengthen.
ing the Atlantic Alhance, in three
respects:

— the progressive mtroducnon of a
European security dimension. This
may of course raise some minor
problems for some allies at first, but
in the long run, it will ensure a
stronger Alliance; '

- the development, within the Alli-

ance, of a stronger European will .

which, at the same time, can be
expected to help it to face up to its

responsibilities and ensure that the -

entire Atlantic relationship is better
balanced. The desire of the member

states of Western European Union -

to develop their activities in close ° MOve away from what has, after all,

contact with their allies, and with
their non-member European allies
in particular, may enable the Euro-
pean allies to take part in this
movement; :

for -

Henry Kissinger wrote, in'a 1984 article,
that increased European responsibilify and
unify would promote closer cooperation with
the United States,

— finally, the fact that the WEU
Council is meeting again at the level
of Foreign and Defence Ministers
ensures, with WEU's Parliamen-
tary Assembly, that a democratic

. ‘public dialogue is resumed which
can involve European opinion in
the great debates on security prob-
lems and thus help to recreate in
this connection a consensus which

- takes account both of the existing
reality and public aspirations.
"The construction of Europe and

Atlantic solidarity have all too often

been set against each other. Thisis in

fact a false problem, and I am pleased
that two voices — one French and one

American - have spoken out recently

to say so. The first is that of Am-

bassadeur de France, Jean-Marie

Soutou, who wrote in .Figaro -

Economie on 24 February that

France and the Federal Republic of

Germany ‘would have no reason to

been their common policy for thirty
years, and which s based on Europe
and the Alliance together’. The
second is that of Stephen J..Ledogar,
Deputy Permanent Representative of

.8 Paul-Henri Spaak’s Mémoires, ‘

A

the United States to the North

. Atlantic Council who, in.that same
.month at a symposium organized in

Brussels on ‘the theme High tech-
nology, Western security and econ-
omic growth : an agenda for the future,

t

whilst recommending caution and :

even vigilance in order to avoid any

split within the Alliance, recognized

that:
alities...
should it necessarily discourage, con-
certed Western European efforts
towards increased self-sufficiency in
security matters’ adding: ‘these
groups (in which he included WEU)

: are composed of Allies and friends
> who have very powerful interests in

protecting the North Atlantic se-
curity arrangement; that is the US
objective also. They believe that a
stronger, more politically coherent
Europe can contribute more to the
Alliance on its own behalf, or, de-
pending on one’s point of view can,
perhaps, better influence or counter-
balance the United States’.

These two statements do not
merely echo Henry Kissinger’s con-

clusions in the article which [ have’

referred to above 7 but also those of 2
statesman with considerable creden-
tials in European as in Atlantic
matters, Paul-Henri Spaak. Writing
towards the end of his political life, he
summed up his achievements as
follows: ‘In this way, my Parliamen-
tary life ended with a decision to
remain faithful to one of the great
causes which I had defended (the
Atlantic cause)... I did indeed feel
somewhat sad -that day, but I con-
soled myseif by recalling the struggles
I had taken part in and the results

which had been obtained. / had

contributed, through the Atlantic Alli-
ance, to ensuring peace in Europe, and

1 had contributed 1o the building of a
united Europe. 1 had thus achieved :

L

two of my aims. ¥ @

7 A4 Plan 10 Reshape NATO, Atlantic Com—

munity Quarterly, op.cit.
op.cn.,
Volume II, pp. 421 and 422, - T
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‘an appraisal of existing re-
does not in itself rule out nor
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Western European Union: :
Bicth, Dcvclopmcnt and-‘Ré‘:‘mtiv:ition’ -

by M Alfred Calml Seazumcemd WEU

The pmblcm of acating a spcnflczlly Europczn duncus:on o secusity

cooperation has existed since the very beginning of the intcgration
movement, in which 2 growmg number of Western European scates have
been involved for some forty years. As the only forum for |mnt dlscusuom
berween European Forelgn and Delonee Ministers, the Western European
Union (WEU) has a key rolc 1o plar me:tallllshmg a Emopcan ldcnnnf in
sccumy magters. . Ny

- However, thecacly hmoq of the WEU, and its recent reactivation musc
be scen in the dual contexr of the prooasss of European integration and
developments in the Atlantic Alliance; indeed, NATO and WEU have been

" dinked ltom ll:e bcgmnmg,. But what is WEU and how dld i mmc mto

being? .
The First post-war di plomauc lzndmulr in F.urope s s:.:ﬂ:h lot COmmOon
security was the signing of the Brusscls Treaty on 17 March 1948, WEU,
which was acrually created aver six years lacex in ()_cmbér 1954, owes its
origin 10 this Treary. ‘

The Brussels Treaty is, n (zct. onc manth older than thc agmmcnt
which set up the Organisation lor Eurepean Economic Cooperation (signed
on 16 April 1948); ouc year oldes than the agrcancent which eseablished the

"Council of Furope (London, 5 March 1949); and three years older vhan ahac

which launched 1be European Coal and Stcel Communicy {Paris, B Apeil
1951) and which was the ficst stage in whar was 1o become Eucope of the
Six, then the Nioc, thea the Ten and now the Twelve: The Brusscls Teeary
is also more than a year older than the Washington Treary (4 April 1949)
which founded NATO and set Enmpn:an security flrmly in the A:Imnc
framewaork.
What was this Brussels Trt:tr.

)t was an alliance berween five stares — Bclgmm, ancc. Luxcmbourg.
the Netherlaads and the Uanited ngdom — i0 what became known as the
'Wcslcrn Union’. In thconr, the commitmmi'io mutual military aid was

Alfsed Cahen has bren Secretary-Genaal of Watern Eump-nn Umon snce Jusce L9835
Admntred 1o the Baussels Bat in 195, e cateeed the Belgian Minisery of Foreign Aflaiss three
years basee, scyvang inter alia wish the Belgian dodegations so the Orgamsation for Ewapean
Ecanomic Co-opcration {OEEC), the Qrgannation for Economic Cao-operacion and
Deveiopment {OECD) and the UN_ He was Minsster-Counselior a3 vhe Belgian Embassees i
Kimshasha {July 1970-March 1974} and Washingion (Seprember 1974-June 1977}, Preoc o
1aking up s WEL) app-mnm-cm he- was Political Dicector foe Foresgn Trade and
Devchopment Co-operasion io the Belgsan Ministry tor Farcign Albaics. M Caben has held 2

vasuely of academc poses and has published numerous :mcln on mmmuoml relaions md
st n mambilenan
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stronger than thay an the bater Arfantic Alliance, alithough in practice thas
formal duffesence is ousweighed by the cxistence within the latier of
NATO's lntcgrated Military Structue’. indeed, upon the foundadion of
NATO, the miluary strusciuie of the Brussels Trcary Osgamisanion was
absorbed im0 NATO.

Nevenheless, the Brusscls Treaty was the {izst aitempt 1o promotc 3
Europe which nceded 10 organise itsclf — as the Treaty’s title and preamble
confitm — both in defence and in the economic, soaial and culivral li-clds_'.
The Brusscls Treaty, like the later Washington Trcaty, came iato being in
an intermational climaiz dominared by a growing thrcat from the East. Ths
resubted in 3 desermination by the states of Wesiemn Europe and Nonh
Anmxrica to meet thar thiear.

Sigaificamily, the speech by Prosident Truman to the US Congress,
which was 10 herald the birth of the Atdantic Alliance, was delivered on the
very same day oo which the Belgian, United Kingdom, French, Luxembourg
and Duich Forcign Ministens signed the Biusscls Treaty. b is abso
remarkablc that Truman's speech to some extent cchoed chat which had
been made two months caclier {on 22 January 1948) in the House of
Commons by Esnest Bevia, the British Forcign Secretary, and which led 1o
the Brussels Treay.

The Alliance and the Wesiezp Unian <= which was laver 10 bccomc
Wotern Ewopean Union — were tharefare linked from the beginning.
They were to remain 50 from then on,

Afier the failure of the proposed Eusopcan Defeace Community in the
summer of 1954, 1he Paris Agrecments of Ociober that year — othorwise
knowa as the Parsis Peotocol — enlazged the Brussels Treaty vo include both

the Fedeial Republic of Germany and Ttaly, thus transforming the Western
Liniom inzo the Western European Union. This, in wum, madc i1 possiblc foc
the Fedeial Republic o join NATO.

The Paris Protocol, baides meodifying and complcting the Brusscls
‘Treaty, also contained provision foc a new Aricle 10 be inscricd in che
Treaty, which specified the relationship of WEU 10 NATO:

‘lo the execution of ke Traary, the High Copusaing Parmics and sny orgam

- emablihed by Themm uodes the Treary slu.l\ wtk in clnuco—opammm stk the Noh
1L, Msbaoric Treary Ouganisstion.

T l:m;nmm ‘she undesicabilny of dupllcanng ‘the Milwary Su!b ol NAT’D she

miormacons and edvice o miluary mateen.’

So it was thar WEU succeeded the Brussels Trcaty Organisation. It was

to have much wides objecrives and increased resources. In particulae, the -

new ageeements provided for the creation of a Parfiamentary Asscmbly, a
Cominittee 1o promose cooperation among member States in the ficld of
armasents manufacture, an Agency which was calied upon to carry out 3
numbser of conteols on armaments production by the Coatraciing Parties —
particularly by the Federal Republic of Germany — and the historicaily

" Coancil ibd s Ageacy will relyon the :ppmptuu MlllmrAmhotlm A NATO bos - -
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uniguc undernaking by the United Kingdom 1o maintain cenain specilied
forees on the Eutopean mainland.

Berwe:n 1937, the year in which the Rome Tieaties came invo force, and

1973, when the Uniecd Kingdom acceded ta these Trearies and to the Paris
Treaty which had established the European Coal and Steel Communiry,
WEU scrved as a valuable — indeed the only — forum in which the UK and
the *Six’ could meet 1ogether. .

Afier DK accession 10 the Rome and Paris Treaties, however, WEU loss
this raisci d’etre and went into hibernation.

The Council was noc 10 meet again at Miniscerial level uniil 1984, eleven
years Lawer. Only the WEU Assembly eetained any dynamism, confirming
its placc as the only Europcan public forum specifically cempowered by
Treary te discuss secusity and defeace questions.

Throughout this period, the process of building Europe continued.
Following the Luxcmbourg and Copenhagen Reports, European Political
Coopceration was established after 1970, This gave a foreign policy chement
16 European ceconstruction, 1o add ro the economic cooperarion embodied
n the Cemmunitics. Considerable efforts weee also made 10 establish a
security camension in the framework of Political Cooperation discussions,
refleceing che view thar progress towards a Eutopean forcign policy would
otherwise be incomplete. But the hoped for results weee not achicved.

From 1he London Report of December 1980, the Genscher-Colombo
Initiative and the Solemn Declaraiton on Ewsopean Union of Junc 1983,
right through 10 the Single European Acr of December 1985 (now rasified
and in losoe from 1 July this year), ald shar has been achieved is that the Ten
{now the Twelve) members of the European community can discuss the

political and economic aspecrs of seouriry — but nor really securicy irself.
This is primarily because three members of the Twelve — Denmark, Greeee
and Jicland ~ tcfusc, for various rcasons, <o engage in discussions of
sccucity which involvc acknowlcdging, even if only implicitly, a possible
alignmens {as opposed 1o ncurality) of vhe EC.

By the tad of 1983, the accumulation of failurcs or pari-failures led the
scven othur member Statcs of what was then the Ten 10 go it alone and in
1984 they reactivated the WEU — an organisation which was available 1o
thcm but which they bad scarcely used for ten years. .

The otier important element in chis decision was the perccption that
growing problems in Wese/West relations and the Alliance framework
needed be:cer European coordination if they weec 1o be propedly managcd
WEU menber states recognised that, through a reactivated organisation,
they coulc make a more positive contriburion to discussions in the Atlantic
community and thus help to sucngihen their security. '

This reictivation was decided upon and sct in train by three successive
ministecisl meetings: a mecting of Forcign Ministers in Pacis on 12 June
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1984; 2 joint meetng of Foreign and Delence Ministcrs in Rome on 26
Ocrober 1984; and a meeting of Fomgn and Defcnce Manisters in Boan on
22 April 1985, ‘

The October 1984 Rome nmunisterial meeting adoptcd a Declasanon
which. in 3 way, was the “Cenificatc of Rebirch' for the WEU. fe specit ied
the Union’s task and the context in which it was to be accomplished.
Notewarthy in this conncction are paragraphs 3, 4, 5,7, 8 and % of the
Declatation.® -

The role of the scactivated Western European Union has been cleacly
sdcntified in the hisiory of its revival and in the content of the Rome
" Declacation.

It is she nnh Europcan forum where Forcign and Defence Miniscers can
mect lor joimt discussions on the major sccuriry issucs of concern 1o them
and thoir countrics. WEU is not 2 decision-taking or operational foium,
but one in which greater harmony of views can be achieved. In the longer
1cxm, theee is Littke doubt that by establishing an on-going dialoguc among
its mecmber’ countrics, it will help the development of converging vicws.

Jn time, common positions on particular issues may perhaps be
achwved These will help o create a *Eurapean® sccurity ideatity, which
itself will permit the gradual reconsteuction of 2 Western European public
conscnsms on sceurity issucs. Here, the WEU Pasliamentary Assembly is
sure to play a lcading part.

The targes of these developmenis is not 1o create a substitute for the
foundation of Eurapean sccurity, namely, the Atlanric Alliance. 1t is sather
10 reinforce that foundation by bringing a clearer European perspective into
Alliance decisions. This will hclp secute the isteplaceable steatcgic link with
the United States and guaraniec the Amctican presence in Europe.

As an clanemt in Earopean construction, WEU stands alongside the
Europcan Communitics and Political Cooperation. This has 2 number ol
conscquences. For example, the following points nced to be considcred.

Firstly, there must be sustained co-ordination and cooperation with the
Communities and Political Cooperation.

Sccondly, any changes in the composition of the Communitics and
Polirical Co-operation would have consequences for WEU. For example,

"Portugal and Spain expressed interest in the WEU when they were
prcpating to join the Ten. Turkey did the same when it was applying for
full membership of the Communities and Political Cooperation. Giecce

£~ has also indicated interest in WEU mambership,

S Lastly, the reactivated WEU is likely only 1o develop as long as full sczle

sccutity discussions among the Twelve temain impossible. 1n these
citcumstances, which scem set 10 continue for the loresecable future,

WEU's role. as the only Europcan forum for sccurity discussions will

conunnc Bui should circumstances change, the WEU would bow to the
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primacy ol European Poliucal Ceoperation.

In the context of the Atlanmic Alliance, 10 which zll WEU Memid s
Staies belong, and without which all their governmens agree that there ¢:n
be no credible defence of Wesiern Eurape, the seformed WEU should he P
generate 2 beuer transatlantic balance. That is the base of a strongr
‘European pillar of the Aliance’. WEU members should also retain cicie
cantaces aid effective co-ordination with their non-WEU European Allis.
Iadeed, the Rome declacation itselfl calls for this in demanding “‘full
transparency’ by WEU navions about their work with the Alliance partne 5.

Is WEU capable of carrying out its task and fulfilling its vocation?

The revival of WEU cflectively began over two yoars ago. Things hae
not been casy for 3 number of reasons, including:

— The sporadic nature of the ‘European reflex® on the pars of membrs
governments, a phenomenon that is fairly common o the whole process
Eutopean constzuciion, wherher it be in the context of the Communitic:,
Political Cooperation or WEU. |t is scldom that alt the Member Stat:s
want the same thing at the same time and with the same intensitr.
Nacurally, this hampers progress 1owards consensus. .

— Scpatarc national motivations in WEU, which have often been
divergent, in contrast to the common mativation to reactivate.

— The concern by WEU members no1 to undertake activiry in t'e

sensitive security ficld which would risk dividing 1he Alliance <hat chy
sought 16 suengthen, or drive away the Americans they wanted to star;
this, and the fact that the security prob]:ms |mp|nge closely upon nation:)
savereignty, led 1o lengthy debaecs.

— WEU's position as a ‘crossroads organization' beaween the Twele
and the Atlantic Alliance, which brings with it the obligation 10 avoid any
hasmitul duplication whilst at the same time having to assert its own rol:.

— The fact that WEU was dormam for ten years.

Despite these difficulties, reactivation has nevertheless become a 1ealin,.
WEU Foreign and Defence Ministess acknowledged chis in their Con:-
munique [ollowing their meeting in Luxemboutg on 28 April this yeal.
WEU is in consequence beginning 1o play its proper role.

On ihe route to achieving this, major saructural and organisation:l
surgery has been undenaken in order to traasform an orgzmsauon ance st
up to contrgl rearmament into a political forum for security debate. Lile
an old house, the fagade has been kept, but behind it the edifice has becr

rebuils from the foundations upwards. The old asmaments comri

protocols have been swept away, new Agencies cicated, a dynamic Counc l

with numerous working groups formed, and the Secrerariat nwuhsc
This process continucs in the sccond phase of reactivation.
It could be argucd 1har the secren of the success of the Twelve's Politicil

Cooperation is that it brings together, fot regular and detailed consulti-
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tion, those who have the relevant :ésponsalnlity in the capitals, be they
Minisicrs, Political Direcions or :'xpcns. Happily,-this 1s now happeung
100 in the Wesicen Ecropeau Union's Council-

Thete are pow at iast two MICCLINES EveTy YEas
Manistees. The Polzical Direciors meet periodically, genceally with
sepresensanves ol cquivalens rank from the Dedence Mimisiaces. 1o
principle. they meet Dt §imcs a year alchough this frequency has yer to be
jormaliscd. They have alecady met four times in 1987, '

A Special Workir; Group, madec up of cither Dtpuly‘[’ulilical Direciors

or Policico-Mhlitary Directons, from Ministries of Forcign Af fairs (MFAs),
cank from the Defence Minwsiries, :

aof Forcign and Delénce

again with represcnta tives of compar able
is now mecting with incicasing frequency, once 3 manch or more.
Lasily, upﬁu frurn the capitals also meet under the same auspices 10
cxainine questions ontusted 10 them, such as the problems raised by the
Serarcgic Defence 1nitiavive, Western Euopean secunity principles and,
since the Luxembourg rministerial meering on 27 aod 28 April, sccurncy
questions in the M.editcirancan. To date, this makes three gioups ol
be added co examine the allocation and

experts, 10 which a laurth is to
{ their mecuings 13

management of deience rrsowmces. The ficquency o
dictated by the vols me of theis work.

Thesc developments — the meeuings of Polivical Direcrors, 1he Special
Wodking Group and the Groups of Experts — ate entirely new to WEU and |
arc an addition tc the Pamanent Council, which is made up of 1he
Ambassadors of the Member countrics and which sits in London.* The
Council's main task is t© coordinate all the Organisation’s activities.

These sew structuses came into being and have been developed in
sesponse fo the neciks of reactivation. They wese given official blessing by
Ministers at the 27-28 April Luxembourg meeting.

What has the WEU achicved with these new sauciures which, wogether
with the Minisierin] Counail and the Permanent Executive, constitmte ims
. pew hran? ] :

At their lass two meetings in Luxembourg, Ministers have been ablc 10

discuss the specific issucs for Eurape raiszd by the October 1986 Reykjavik

- Summit. At the fust, they were able to clarify the possiblc implications of

the Reykjavik decisions for European security, and to cstablish a louse

' consensus on what should be saught from futurs consultations 1 the
" Alliance framework. _ T

This proccss wasi contipued at the second mecting, in Apeil, from which

the communique made clear the underlying considerations which had o be-

1 mex-in subsequent Alliance securuty decisions. For examplec, the com-
“munique asicrred :hat“the presence of US nuclear forces and the prescncc of
US «toops i Euwope remain indispensible for the security oi the whole

;. Alliance’. it also made vleas that there was no alternative 10 “a credible
ay . - I " SLb g e Sy e e - L, o i || i o
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which it is now sceking ro finali i
w . ing malise. Indeed, it inte d‘:l‘f_u, andso ..

Western Enropean Uniun

deterrens aganst al) booms of aggression’,
l._au:t. while stressing the continuing need (o develup ‘co-opesation and
digicguc with Eastern European countries’, the communique cxpttssc: I nll
supporct for Amncrican cfloits €0 achicve an cffectively veritiable agree ,
with the Sovier Unron on the rotal climination of convmtiona!aw wron
disparitics berween Ease and West in Europe. e
Su‘ch scarements are powerlul messages vo other nations and the genecal
public alike. They spell cut what the Europeans are looking (or in .
contsol deals and on what principles such deals should be based. Th '“':"’
undcrh'n.c whar nceds 10 be kepr so that detertence can mn‘nm:' :::
appropriaic sccusity policics maintained. ‘Above all, shey form a.clczr
seatement of European concerns which must be 1aken into account in th
dcclumn-making pracess baiween the supespowers, or in the precedi .
Atlliance consultations. As such, they farm pan of the l:mnillllioz mﬁ iy
and assist the formation of consensus. The impace of this mectin o
others like i1, was clearly seen in, for cxampie, the ouicome 2; mht
'qukia.vik North Atlantic Councal in June and in the sirength of Euro :
inpur into the Amcrican negotiating position at Geneva, WEU hasl:han
been praving its worth on a very broad scale. "
- A morc recent cxample of WEU's valuc in helping 10 creare 2 ;iislin::
‘European Viewpoind’ v marters atfccting common securicy cam: on 20 7
Augusi this year. The Netharlands, who currendy hold the Presidency of
WEU, called a special meeting at The Hague, at which expenis lm::bc'
;:c::. CWCE.:IJ‘ 'nauons consldgrcd the poss:.bllity of providing mincsweepers
The responses of the individual WEU nations on this question b ;
su!:nscqpmlly been made clear; five of the seven WEU narions have now o
miacsweepers (o the Gulf Tegion. The mecting at The Haguce served 1o f:mt
a common European approach to matters in the Gull. It was the fiest tim
that the WEU had been used 16 consider problems outside of f.umpc -
_ The August mecting was widely reporied in the press, and :hc‘smltn.)c
tssued afcer the meeting held thae *Europe's vital intercses requi hlau
freedom of navigation in the Gulf be assured ar all simes’ e ot
But at lower levels tow there have been achicvements. Thc SDf Speciali
Gioup h-as prepared one report, which i sent ta the Assembly andﬁc\:‘h"“;
for ll.il: first time a group of European nauions were able 10 ag'u:t ona ":‘
cansiderations for undetstanding the potential long tecm im o ol
slrz.xr.gic defence. Fucther work has continued, a3 mandar:d by Minii’a.:r X
their April 1986 Venice meeting, on the political and straregic impli vcions
of ballisiic inissile defence. Another consensus report has been c:n:ﬂi‘m:i
Aaquther group, meesing wnder 1he auspices of the Special Wl;‘;'c :
Group. produced an interim repore entitled *European Security lnlt..'r:s::‘g
»
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Weiterm buropean Lnion

scek 10 cstablish 2 comman platform for wdensifying the principles of
European sccurity with a view 1o possible publication. And oac should not
focger the Agencics: at the sequest of the Council, they have prepaied
rcpocts on 3 wide range of subjects in the licld of asms conmral, securiny, and
armaments co-operation. They have considercd verification problems, the
non-military threat, technology transfes, and perception of the strategic
balance. Recenthy, the Agencies produced an exccllent report on the
Japancse armaments industry, one of the very tew of its kind in the world.
Not even NATO has done such work. This was sent in publishable form to

the Assembly. - -
Theie is no daubs that inore good wotk — much unique — can emerge

from WEU. -

Mcanwhile, the Assembly continucs with its owa reports and debates.
Peshaps the most exciting secent event was the December 1986 speech o
1he Assembly by the French Prime Minister, M Jacques Chirac. This was
the first timic in 24 years that a Freach Prime Minister had addcessed the
WEU Asscmbly; evidence of the success of ihe reactivation. M Chirac’s
major ipLearvention oa questions of Europcan security, which received
widcspread intermational publicity, scrout 2 numbers of principles which
*he, at Ieast, wisbed to sce European countries espouse as the basic guidchines
for their sccuriny. And M Chirac argued fiemly that these should be
discussed, clabosated, and perhaps even adoptcd in the framework of

WEU; it was 2 uibute both 1o the organisation, and 10 the pacliamentar-
1208 who, for during the twelve dark wilderness years, kept its light alive.

These iniportant examples show that WEU is rapidly beginning to fulfil
its expoctations. It is beconung 2 forum in which vicws are developed and
an undessianding of European security claborared. Much more work is in
the pipeline. The next Ministerial meeting 1s fined for 26/27 Octobec 1n

' The Hague and a furthes daie is being considered for Spring 1988. Ad the
official level, activity in support of these meetings, and in thz development
ol WEU itsell, continues to expand.

What of the future? The Transatlantic relationship wichin NATO,
which remains the guasantee of Europe’s security, scems to be going
through a period of change. : .

" Discultibhiton both sides of the Atlantic suggest chat the s1atus quo may

__b:__u'#&f’t‘lhltal‘. insofir'is 1theé determination of Europeans 10 (urthes

zosy

strengthen their conteibution to their collective security may be tested.
Western Europe will thus have to face technological, militacy and polirical

challenges. |

n member nations of WEU will have to deline in concrete terms

- Theseven

y 'di;;i'r pqs'sibluc‘ policies in twa respects. Firstin the sphete of arms control,
‘_xhey will ﬂ&d_’@b’cominuc to definc the type of action cequised 10 cnsuce
yha‘i’ ;_pgc‘ii'ic_‘ Egrﬁﬁé{lh incerests are properly represented in negotiations.

Wesirrn Lutpran Union

Nexe, it e $phese of delence itscll, they will need 10 consider carely Jy
' Y

bow best o play a larger role.
The nced o escablish a *European ideindity” in the sphese of secueit is

b“O"_""E. increasingly wrgeat. It is in this context that WEU can pi
mosl lnlpo'tam part. . a.n‘p 14

FOOTNOTES

1. Set"Auido; V of the Brnsch Teeasy: %

‘It any af she High Contracung Parics shaukd be i -
.!.umpt. 1l ¢ orher l:'ligh Contracung Panvics will, in J:bt:il:I:::: :‘it:lnli::md l_l_llf-i o
Atnicle 31 of the Chatsce of the United Nations. alfard the Pant mr“mm o

s _rﬁ;lu:ry a.n'l uther aud and assisrance in dhir power®. Yo dtacked all be
. OErﬁcéum. mh;r. social and cubtural responsibilities wre to be pradually trami
« 10 the Council of Europe and 10 the Eurupean Communi T araet10 be
3 f.l_a':nc 'IT:. being. bes as these Organitati ns
. Fhe ickevann paragrapht of the Dexlaration adopted aft .
v b 7 the Ro. " :
‘p“Jl‘ _.E:ui?lsrms ol the continuing nooessity (o strengrhen wm::: 2‘:::' .:i f
swexdlicall z:ut!n_ Europaan gropraphical, polivical, parchological ;:.J. of w
dime -unl-._t Ministers undeehaed 1heir detonmination 16 make berter § m.h: o
'.“'m::‘w .';n otder to incrcase cooperation briween the membey S:.uum" o.':hg g
pu y pubicy and (o encausape conscnsus. In this comsext, they called :|n the fekd
. 1310 pacrerwc peace. sieengthen detctrence and defence and oh idare asb] i
i ‘m!]“: diabogue and cooperanion, thus comalidare suabil oy
. 4. The Mimisters eecalled thae the Addznuic Al i i . :
u::.-sum 0 uriny, had proverecd peace on the Cm:::c:;u}'::c:;::::‘tflhhe lmount!llim .
¢ nt;ru(ndn of Europe. The Manissers ane convinced shat 2 betes) _!_u R i
\l;'ou dmou anly contribone 1o the securivy of westesn Europe bur :l.'c.. ':n .'n'mmo' win
the commg n defence of all the cuuntries of the Adlanzic Alha ' nd Aot rinte
———m el ithance and to greater salidar
3. The Munusicss esnphasised she indivisibili "
s sibility of secw itht
:‘::ur ne "Tbtr recalied in pasticular che vital and l.uh::‘arm::l::u:f‘ht‘onb fn <
- opea n‘. I:s. and undevlined the cucial importamce of the conuibt:l on el dl s «
utity of theu allu_s u_vho are not incinbers of WEW. They aeessed b:m o
m-;pl-.-mn t 1o thew juint effons, of the closest possible concertati v ll:u“m" v
. Thc_Mmmtu called attention 1o the need 10 make the by . “:""“_ }'ﬂﬂlm"-
it rough iarcased cooporation, andd shrough WEU te pwvick‘:e 'a_nulm.; s
mlmu%uﬁr: o cooparation in the ficld of symamena. polisical imperus >
. tinistens tharelort decided 1o hold comprehensive di i
ls,amu:mz :ln-t-ricys oa the speeific :l:ui::i:vu of mri:;"‘mdénmuq' and o week 2
—— defen:ie quesiions. 90T, In panticuler:
— 1;:.1 :amml and dissrmament,
— the clbects of dewclopments in Eane-West relat i secuth
— E:'?".‘ vantrsbutsom to the men;chtnin;';l'd:':lrn:!;all'a o ‘I:'g Ea_lmp.n. i
'; lIlpulllill(r of ranusdanic relasons. e Beangsa i |
— 1hr d-vclopmean of Evropean ¢ i ;
Thwhnd \I-"EU tan provide f p:h::::t:l;:::'u:n the frld of armament in apea |
e May ' i ,
e ay abo conider the implicanons lor Europe of crises an other regions of 5l :

3. The Ministers recalled the imporance of the WEL Assembly which, he
. as the on

Evropean g arhamentary body mandated by Treaty 1o discuss defemce matkers. is calls |
N 4 T

upc;t;‘m pl ¥ a growing role.

ey sttnsed the mayor contsibution whi

They ue h n which the Assembly hay al

:"::: “:l‘:l w ol \:;EU and callcd upon it to pursac its dlors o m.;.':;:: :“de'm i
£ the member Si1aies, and 19 sirive co comsolidate the o st

epinion on their seeuny and dedeace needs. fonicais amoog publ :

The Uiniee Kingduia ¢ . .
wealih z“;'“f"‘ Ui o acpresenied b,, a senios olficial from the Forcign and Commo -
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Articlé from“Soldat und Techhik"(Journal for'Techni“al

Traihing, Contrnulng Education- and Informatlon in the
German Federal Armed Forces), February 1988, PP- 59 62:

EUROPE AND AMERICA
Developments in the Trans-Atlantic Relationship

. By Lieutenant Colonel (GS) Dr. Wolf-Ulrich Jorke

,‘.;
)

"The Atlantic Alliance has stood the test for over four
decades, and yet there is adistinct irritation in the

relations between America and Europe."

Excerpt from a speech by the President of the. Federal,
Republic of Germany,. Richard von Weizsdcker, at
HarvardUniversity at a Ceremony on the 40th anniversary
of the Marshall Plan. : :

From an historical perspectire, the allgance,between‘North
America and the West European democracies has. indeed stood-
the test for an extraordinarily long period of time. It -
has secured the peace in Europe. In recent timesf'however,
the mutual irritations and annoyances in the trans-Atlantic
relationship seem to be rncreasing} ' -
Irritations in the tréns-Atlantic relationship are not a
new phenomencon in the more than forty years of its history
Siﬁce‘thé'end of the‘Second World War; NATQ has already

survived many crises. What is new is that so many guestions
are- arising at the same time, and that they meet upon an

international political situation that is characterlzed

by dynamic’change. We live in a time of accelerated change, -
in the period of the third industrial revolution and the

transition to a pbstindhstrial'soqiety. The pressure to .
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"the public and the elites. This development mlgh
“in a decllne of the influence that Europe has dn

-”consciouSIY experience the Second'quId'War. Th

modernize, which is.produced Ey developments inrhighltech-.

nology, exercises its influence on economic and social
structures and may bring about some crises of adjustment.
At the same time, the recent turbulences in the stock

markets and currency exchangeshave made clear for all to

- see that our world is characterized by increasing inter-

national interdependence.

.In the Soviet Union we can see the attempts being made

un@er General Secretary Gorbachev to break up the crust

that encumbers their system, and to achieve accelerated

.change in order to strengthen their industrial base,
- particularly through the introduction of high technology.

What we now have is a phase of dynamic development whose

-direction, configuration and result will be of decisive
. importance for the future capabilities of individual

states as well as communities of sfates in the_?lgg‘century;
it is_bound to determine global and regional stabiiity.

- .Also to be seen in this context is the-questlon concern-

ing the further development -of the relatlonshlp between-’

‘Burope and America, and particularly of the relations be—

tween the U.S. and Germany: ' Is the Atlantic becomlng wider

on both sides? Have there been any changes in the. signifi- -

cance of the overall structural conditions? S

Changes in the United States

In the United States we can observe changes which may dis-

lcdge Europe and European interests from the mindswof both

giobal;y oriented U.S. foreign policy.

* The present generation of Ameriean éoliticiaﬁe
riority
that Europe had in the post-war period has been replaced .
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';ultéd in an expenditure of.épprox.?450‘m;ll;on dollars€

by the interest in current affairs éuch as the Iran-Contra:; = =~ ¢

affair, the Latin 'American debt crisis, and.U.S.'involvef-_ _ }

'ment in the Gulf area.

* Due to the American electoral system and‘theﬁmanner'of
selecting members of Congress, domestic political concerns

dominate the work of most members of the U.S. Congress.

* There have bheen changes-in the foréign—policy establish-
ment.; The more Europe-oriented elites of the East'COéSt
are no longer‘the only constituents in the formation of

U.S. fdreign policy.

* In addition, in foreign-policy matters the United States
frequently speak with wariocus voices. The three distinct,
centers of politicai power {President, Senate, and House
of Repreéentétives) are elected at different times and

are each responsible to their own electb:alhconstituencies.
This may limit their ability to "take action in foreignf'
policy matters, encumber-foreign~policy‘issﬁesrwith domestic
political themes, and give some influential senators a = '

great deal of'political clout in the foreign-policy arena.

* The shifts in economic growth, and the subsequent demo-
graphic shifts, have moved the economic and demographic
centers from the North to the South and from the East to -
the West of the United States. -

* The dembgraphic‘comﬁosition of 'the American pcpulation
has also changed; e.g., the proportion of the white
population, which is presently at about 80 percent, is
continually decreasing. In California, for example, there
will be an approximate balance between "Anglos" and '

"Latinos" at about the turn of the century. The increase

Ain the significance of the Hispanic populatioh in the S

South of the United States during recent years has re-.f
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”forfSpahish-ianguage‘advertieementswih 1987,

(22 %), Japanese (16 %), Chinese (12 %), and Russian (10 %).

-that of Taiwan.

of the United States and the U.S. Navy. = . .=

Spanish
also tops the list. of languages that members of thé
American elite would like to have their children leérn,
at the rate of 34 percent.. This is followed by French

German (3 %)} is no longer in demand. ‘ 3 ' é

* In trade relations the Pacific Region -- a new center

of economic growth -- hae since the beginning of the
eighties replaced the European Community as America's big-
gest supplier, and the tendency is rlslng. The countrles
of the Pacific Region account for the largest portion of
the deficit in the U.S. balance of foreign trade. - In 1986,

"
“

Japan alone achieved a trade surplus in the amount of
55 billion U.S. dollars, while the threshold countries of -
South-East Asia achieved almost 40 billion dollars. The
trade surplus achieved by the Federal Republic ¢f Germany,
on the other hand, amounted to only 15 billion dollars;
this is rather hodest-in comparison, and correspoodsrto

i

* We cannot fail to notice a certain tendency:towerd the

Pacific Region,which is even increased by the_inclusion ’
of the Pacific Ocean in the global competition between .
the superpowers. This implies a further ihcrease_iﬁ the
importarnce of the naval component in the ‘global strategy-

* While the economic prowess of Western Europe has in-
ceeased considerably and the Pacific Region has developed
ever more strongly, the United States has lost 1ts earlier
dominance in economic performance and economic relations.
In 1950, for example, the United States still produced.

40 percent of the world's product but in L987 only 22 per-

cent, and the tendency is still downward,

-

* For the Americans it will be important to regaln economic

LR e T INCTIR S PRE P

competltlveness and dynamlsm so as to be able to
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~ burden sharing.

their national potential for‘the,Zist century through
well-aimed modernization. The measures they take to improve

their high-technology base w1ll be ¢of central 1mportance,

not least from a mllltary p01nt of view. 3 )

Most of the general structurél conditions described here

"imply a gradual de-Europeanization. These conditions L

are not very favorable for Europe and European interests, .

- and they are difficult to influence. With the increasing

significance of other regions 'in the world, Europe has
lost importance in reiative terms. Neyertheless,'Europe
will remain indispensable for the United States‘from the

perspective of U.S. global security-policy interests and

America's own security, for as long as the containment of -
the Soviet Union remains the overriding.objective of U.S.

pbliéy.. A departure from this goal is not to be expgcted.6

Critical'Ame;ican Attitudes Toward Europe

The United States ate faced by two challenges: ‘In the
area of security policy, the Sov1et Unlon has achieved a
p051tlon of equal rank as a world power; and in the field
of economic relatlons, America is confronted by increésing
world-wide economic compétition‘from Western Europe, Japan,
and the Pacific Region. 1In both of these areas the United
States have lost their earlier dominance ané have thus
reached the limits of Pax Americana. Even if the United

States continue to be the most powerfui nation, it will

-be a question of central importance to them in the future

how they will be able to exercise their position of lnter—
natlpnal_leadersh;p without having hegemonic capablll,tles.7
All ﬁ.S. allies are increasingly being asked to providg
more relief, and their individual contributions will'be

examined.very critically from the perspective of fair
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The following policy arcas are subject to criticism from

the American perspective:

* U.S. econcomic reiatidns with the European Communit& are
burdened by trade impedimenﬁs (e.g., Airbus); making-it
more difficult to find solutions. to the economic problems
of the world. Protectionism -—‘particularly in the agfi-
cultufal field -- has resulted in a'reduction in‘the!value
of U.S. agricultural exports by 41 percenﬁ, from 44 billion‘
dollars in 1981 to 26 billion dollars in 1986.° U.S.
agritultural exports are therefore already far below those
of the EC. It seems inevitable that there will be con-
frontations, even up to the peint of a _trade war, and at

least frequent friction.

* While the‘Americahsregard Europe -as having only regionally
defined interests -% as 0ppdsed to -their own global role --
they do not have any idea of what role Europe might actually
play ‘as an equal political and economic partner, particu-
larly since in such a situation the American freedom of‘

action would be reduced. - , -

* With regard to security policy and strategy in particulér,
the Americans éee themselves as the superior and leading.
power. In their view, having too close ties to Europe
because of the stationing of U.S. trodps on the European

Continent constitutes an obstacle.to their global freedom

of action as a world power, which finds ekpression primariiy*

in naval terms. In addition, such fixed commitments prevent the re-

char@iing'of scarce resources toward the'strengthenihg of
the American naval strategy by means of a 600-ship névy |
and flexible rapid deployment forces'that can be employed

world—wide.9

* The Americans therefore expect from the Europeans a
larger contribution to conventional defense, and they
regard this as a sensible division of labor. It is diffi-

cult for the Americans to understand why Europe, which

1618 -
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has become rich unde:; the American»nuc;eér umbrella,. should.

be sco highly depehdent on the U.S.A. for its protection.
They poiﬁt,out-that the Federal Repubiic of Gefmany, for
example, spends barely half ofrwhat the U.S. spends on
defense, measured in terms of prqportibn of GNP.

* Closely related o the question of a more balanced burden
sharing as-demanded py the U.S. is the American commitment
to areas ‘outside the NATO Treaty area. In the U.S. there
is a strong sentiment that the Europeans only reluctantly
suppqrt the American global commitment, if at all. The
U.S. commitment such as the one in the Gulf area is |
deflnltely also of benefit to the Europeans (and the

Japanése, as well),

* The misgivings which Eurdpeans_have'in the tombat against,
international terrorism increase the view of many Americans
rthat they are being left largely to themselves. . Particu-
larly the lack of support from Europe in the . air raid to -
Libya in 1985 was incomprehensible to many Americans, and
it has triggered off a Lot‘of:discussionAFhat was'critical
of Europe. The action taken against Libya has also shown -
that Americans and West Eurépeans use different yardstickSi
and categories for evaluatlng political ideas, actions,

and decision- maklhg 10 '

* In the Federal Republic of .Germany there are some‘
240,000 American troops, more than two thirds of the total
of 326,000 stationed in Europe. Also to be taken into
consideration here are the dependents of these servicemen.
The Federal Republic of Germany, zs the host country, 1is
not always experienced by them in a very favorable light.
Many young American soldiers write to their-families back
home that they are in a financially bad position here,
that they have to live in bad accommodatlons, and that
there are some business people in West Germany who do not

wish to have Amerlcan soldlers in thelr bars: and restaurants
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In American television there can be seen films of demon=- -

strations and blockades at U.S. military facilities:in

o , Germany, as well as evidehce-of‘brutal'terrorist attacks.

Thus there is slowly developing a distorted picture of |
the Federal Republic of Germany as a host country, which i
increasingly influences the views of the public and the ﬁ?

i Congress in the United States. ' g ;5

el meTEoan

Critical European Attitudes Toward the U.S.A.

1o e
ot sed ko wkait.

2
1)

Recently, critical attitudes have been veiced in Europe

as a result of America's enormous budget and trade deficit,

—PEARE e T

the turbulences on the currency exchanges and in the stock
markets, and the new diséussions concerning security policy
and strategy following the October 1986 "Summit of

Reykjavik" and the signing of the INF-Agreement December 1987.

* 0f particular concern in Europe is the increaseﬁiﬁ pro-
. tectionist thinking, particularly in the U.S. Congféss,
-which has already led to export-restricting agfeéméﬁts. I *
There is a danger that bilateral agreements may'bffgg g
: about a break-down of the world's ecconomic 5ystém,_§nd S

s RN T L PO T N B’

that trade relations will be changed to the'disadvéﬁtage

of the Europeans as a result cof the declining va%ﬁgiof _%

the dollar. = %'
! * In the field of high technology, through additional -%
§ restrictions the Americans have strongly impeded the trans- ﬁl
; fer of technology, even to Western Europe. For non-U.S. , i
? - firms it has recently become much more difficult to'co— _ ' i‘
P operate with U.S. firms in the area of high technology f
' because U.S. export controls have been increased for ‘ _%

national security reasons {new security regulatlonsl,

In the research on the so- ~called "super- conductor, here

1l_

-developments with a future impact.




* There are also partly divergent.vieWS'and evaluations
"in'the question of East-West relations and the assessment

of the threat from the Soviet Union. Americans see the
structure of'internatiohal relations as being aominated
by the East-Weét conflict, much more so than do the
Europeans, and. they criticize the Europeans for holding
on to a detente policy. The Europeans, on the other hand,
emiphasize the reduction of tensions through increased co-
operation. They are opposed to the militarization of the
East-West conflict, and they are particularly against the
‘transposition of this conflict to the regions outside '
- Europe and against bilateral agreements on these areas
between the two superpowers. On the other hand, from an
American perspective it is difficult to understand why

| the Europeans have a need to cooperate across the East-

West bloc boundaries.

* The summit at Reykjavik between U.s. Pfesident Reagan
and Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev in October 1986

has brought about a change in questions of security policy
- and strategy. The Europeans are primarjly concerned with
Athe,question of the extent to which their security can be o
- maintained in a world with fewer nuclear arms.l? There |
now arises the o0ld gquestion of how the community of risks
and dangers which exists between the United States and

. Western Europe can be preserved in such a manner that a
regionallyrrgstricted convéntional and/or nucleaf war -

can continue to be prevented in Europe.

Already in the discussions concerning SDI, which began

in 1983, the German Federal Government has emphasized --
- not without reason -- that Germany has a vital interest
in preventing the emergence of zones of -unequal secur%ty
- and in maintaining extended -deterrence.in order to avoid
any disadvantages for the Alliance that may result from
the extraordinary significance of existing conventional .

imbalances. 1In the case of a conflict, the Federal.

Republic of Germany will give priority to.its.terminatibn
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‘as rapidly as possible}‘even by means of threatening the

first use of nuclear arms. In U.S. strategic thinking,
on'the other hand, nuclear arms are regarded as weapons

of last resort, or as a means of ¢onducting war; 12§ however,
their employment will have to be such that é'near éutomatié
resort to strategic ruclear arms can be avoided. Even

after the signing of the'Washington INF “Agreement ("double-
zero option"), Western security and global political stabil-
ity' will continue to be based on deterrence. As history

has shown, it is effective only in its nuclear form.

Strengthening the European Pillar

"In view of the changes that are currently taking place,

including in the area of security policy, the democracies
of Western Europe are faced by huge problems and challanges.
The development that has led to .the INFngreémenE;has pro-
vided the stimulus for the West European Stapesiiégdraw
more closely together and has made clear that-there is a
necessity for the c¢reation of a common EUropeahEédsition

on security policy. The outlines,ofla Eur0peanf£éénti£y

in security matters have alreacdy become clearer=: The very
intense Franco-German relations can serve as a baSls for

bringing about the urgently necessary strengthen'ﬁg of the

Eurcpean pillar by way of revitalizing the Wes;e‘
Union. However, the Western European Union- musu :
a competitor of NATO,'nor must it'endanger our a;Liance

with the United States. _ R

Federal Republlc‘of Germany.
organization can be no more than just.a plll@
framework of a sensible distribution of roles

context of the indispensable Atlantic Alliané

jEuropean'




The Security of the Federal Republic of Germany

The:sécurity of the Federal Republic of Germany is to a
large extent dependent con the United States. As a non-
nuclear power, the Federzl Republic of Germany depends
¢ the United States both for the maintenance of a cred-
ikie deterrent as wéll as for all other actions and
negotiations concerning the control and limitation of

- nuclear afmaments. Due to this "dual dependence", the
German interest in nuclear arms policy can be determined
only indirectly by way of the German relationship with
the United States.’>  The Federal Republic of Germany is
therefore vitally depencent on the seéurity partnership
with the United States. For the present there are no
‘realistic alternatives to this situation in  the security

~

policy arena.

As a4 result of this;dependency, changes in U.S. poliéy'e—
whether in the area of zrms control or of East-West re-
lations .“- will be a constant problem for German policy- -
makers, a problem for which there will have to be a steady/f

search for solutions.

In addition to this dependency in the security policy
" area, there are cther arsas of dependence, such as that
of free world trade. ' Thé Federal Republic of Germany is

the world's most impbrtant tradiﬁg nation.

About two thirds of our imports are brought in from across
the seas. In the case ¢f some vital raw materials,~partic1
ularly crude petroleum, this holds true for 100.perqent -
of the goods imported. The shére of the manufactured.goods
that is exported is about 33 percént{ that is, some

sectors of our economy depend on exporting more than 50'per-
cent of their‘manufaétured-goods, The Federal Republic of
Germany dépends on the.frée,fléw«of trade across the seas.
Only'the United States, a2as a naval wofid poWer, can guarL

antee the free flow of trade.
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Summary and Prospects‘d , SR .

-This analysis has shown that the weight of the general

structural conditions has changed and will continue to
change. The Atlantic Ocean has indeed become‘wide:. Never-
theless, the pointed alternative of "Europe or America?"
would be a wrong formulation of the question. Despite the
increased importance of the Pacific Region and of Japan

tpe United States will remain a world power with a European
d}ientation, and with opposite coasts across both the

Atlantic and the Pacific.

Subsequent to its loss of hegemony, however, Ameriea will
continue to experience changes in its exercise of alliance
leadership, both from the economic and from the security-
policy perspective. The Atlantic Alliance will nave to
continue to change from being an alliance with;aiﬁegemonic
power as its leader to being one that is increasihgly
characterized by structures composed of equal partners.
American policy will increasingly have to ‘take- 1nto con;
sideration world-wide interdependence, and it w1ll have

to be based more and more on multilateral. dlplOmacy, de-

4
spite the temptatlons of unllaterallsm.l

Both in the economic and the security-policy are' . American

dominance has already decreased to the extent that .2 "system
of shared respon51b111ty"15 will be needed to be -able to
jointly solve the coming crises of ‘adjustment in- “the world

economic system. It will also be necessary to_adjust to
“societies,

the structural crises of the advanced 1ndustr1a'

whlcn are aggravated by the developments in hlg

relatlons, which are now in the offlng

power, it will depend more than ever on 1ts par

Western Europe and Japan. The logic of theﬁﬁo
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historical development w1;1 be the shoulderlng of a
greater part of the respon51b111ty by the Europeans,
and w1th it will also go a-larger share of the erden.16

During the présent phase of accelerated change it will be
necessary to take action toward shaping the future.. Con-
siderable efforts will be required to stop the United |
States and Eﬁrope from drifting apart. The~A£1antic-Ocean
must not become w1der' Despité some distufbances and ir-
rltatlons in the relationship between the two sides of the
Atlantic, there continues to be a fundamental agreement in
the area of security policy. In this context, the Federal
Republic of Germany will have to undertake an analysis of
.its interests and attempt to integrate the various elements
" of its .ecocnomic and security pollcy into a convincing :
overall strategy. 17 This is an area in which the absence
of a "strategic c0mmunity" in Germany becomes painfplly
evident.

The model of a "maturé partnership“la advanced by

Richard R. Burt, the U.S. Ambassador to the Federal
Republic . of Germany, demands of both the Europeans and

the Ameriéans that théy'take seriously the necessary
adjustment to the changes taking place in the diét;ibu—
tion of weight within the Alliance, so that the Atlantic
partnership will be able to preserve and actively shape

its future capabilities. : N

-o0o-0-o0 -
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