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INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES 
DE DEFENSE NATIONALE 

Session Européenne 
des 

Hautes Etudes de Défense 

Jlj. au 25 novembre 1988 

Pièce 00 du dossier d'information 

NOTE D'INFORMATION 

A l'attention des auditeurs de la Ière session europeenne 

Pièces jointes : Annexe 1 
Annexe II 

Programme de la session 
Logement 

L'Institut des hautes études de défense nationale a reçu mission 
d'organiser du Jlj. au 25 novembre I 988, une session internationale d'auditeurs 
civils et militaires venant des 7 pays de l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale. 

Cette nqte a pour but de donner aux auditeurs des éléments 
d'information qui leur permettront d'aborder la session dans les meilleures 
conditions, afin d'en tirer le maximum de profit. 

Elle comporte à cet effet : 

- une brève 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'arrivée 
à PARIS. 

lli~JNSTITUt DES HAUTES ETUDES DE DEFENSE NATIONAL~ 
, . Installé à l'Ecole Militaire à PARIS(j'Institut des hautes études d) 

defense natwnale dans sa forme actuelle a ete cree en 1948, au lendemam de la 
seconde guerre mond1ale, pour donner à des personnalités de la 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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121) L'information est donnée aux auditeurs sous diverses formes. 

par les de la direction 

Le contenu des dossiers est complété par des 'nfererfces sut v tes 
par des responsables de haut ni veau ou des specta tstes 

Par ailleurs, 1' informa tiQI]___e.s_t_égal.emenLI:e.c.ue.illie_par_j.es_audüeur.s 
au cours çf~_yQy_gg~s .. dans les Armées et de visites d'installations militaire~,ou de 
grands complexes industriels ou économiques:" · · ' 

Enfin l'I.H.E.D.N. met à la disposition de ses auditeurs u~~ 
de documentation informatisé. 

La réflexion est conduite dans chaque comité sous la direction d'un 
président' hoisi par ses camarades. Le~ conclusions tirées de c s sont 

dans des rapports qui servent de · point de dé art aux éanc.es 
plenières de restttutton au cours iteurs de la session rassemblés 
confrontent leurs points de vue. 

Travaux et seances plénières se déroulent dans un esprit 
particulièrement ouvert et où toutes les opinions sont admises, dans un climat de 
tolérance et de respect mutuel. Quant aux travau~ écrits, l'imagination peut s'y 
donner libre cours, à condition que le réalisme et le sens du concret y soient 
présents. 

Certains de ces travaux peuvent faire l'objet d'une pLiblication 
officielle. 

II - LA SESSION EUROPEENNE DES HAUTES ETUDES DE DEFENSE. 

21) But 

La session doit ' sion de mener une réflexion commune sur 
divers aspects de la sécurité européenne et de créer ou d'approfondir les Üens 
entre responsables de pays differents. .le contribuera ainsi, comme celles qui 

·suivront, au développement dè l'esprit européen de défense. 



-·-i 'i 

- 5 -

233) Travail en comité 

11 en délibère au cours de.s séances de' travail en comité et établit 1\ l 
un rapport dont les grandes ·lignes seront prêseotèes en séance plemere a la fm 
de la .session. 

Ces rapports ne pourront être transmis ou publiés qu'avec l'accord 
de [1 'ensemble des pays participants. [ . · 

III -.ORGANISATION MATERIELLE DE LA SESSION 

31) Direction de la session 

L~or'<'""-ni"'='itonnnrteP'rn---...~,lOn et son déroulement sont placés sous la 
responsabilité du Directeur de i'lnstitu Un groupe de cadres de la Direction des 
Etudes est charg générale de la ·session.' (voir pièce 02). 

L'adresse de la session européenne est 

IHEDN/Session Européenne 
cole Mi li taire 
1, Place Joffre 

Téléphone : 1 - 1!5 50 32 80 (poste 33 776) 

32) Vie de la session 

321) Accueil des auditeurs 

Les modalités de mise en route des auditeurs étrangers depuis leur 
pays d'origine sont à la charge des .autorités locales. 

/E:) Leur accueil se fera le lundi Ill novembre a partir de 17 heure~~) 
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Les auditeurs étrangers feront parvenir à l'Institut, par le canal 
diplomatique, 5 photos. d'identité destinées à l'établissement des cartes d'accès à 
l'Ecole Militaire, et de l'annuaire de la session. .. 

Ils seront détenteurs des docUments d'identit~ correspondant aux 
accords entre les pays membres. 

326) Transport 

L'Institut assurera, par des. navettes de cars, le transpor·t quotidien 
entre le Méridien-Montparnasse et l'Ecole Militaire. 

' ~ < ' 

. -.,.__. 



DATE HEURE 
Lundi 14-.11.88 17 h 00 

:·lardi l5.ll.8~ 10 h 30 ~ 12 h-JO 

\lardi 15.11.88 1~ h 00 - 15 h 30 

\\ercredi 16.!1.88 09 h 00 - 10 h JO 

:\lercredi 16.11.38 14 h DO - 15 h JO 

Jeudi 17.11.88 09 h 00 - ID h JO 

Jeudi 17 .ll.88 10 h DO - 15 h JO 

Vendredi l~.Jl.88 09 h. DO - 10 h JO 

Vendredi 18.11.88 14h00- 15 h JO 

Samedi 19.11.88 07 h 00 - 18 h 00 

ANNEXE I 

PROGRAMME DE LA SESSION 

(CONFERENCES ET VOYAGES) 

·CONFERENCES ET VOYAGES 

Accueil des auditeurs -dîner en commun 

Discours de présentation 
. puis discours d'ouverture · 

Les fondements de la sécurité eurqQéenne 1 

Les fondements de la sécurité eurooéenne 2 

Les fondements de la séCurité eurooéenne 3 
. 

L'Europe et son effort de défense 1 

L'Europe et son effort de défense 2 
. 

Les n~ocia tions de désarmement 1 

Les négociations de désarmement 2 

Visite à ta Force Océanique Stratégique à BREST 

CONFERENCIERS 

Directeur de l'IHEDN 

Premier ministre .(ou 1 
mer--.::rP dt.~ gm~vern~ment) _L__ 

Allemae:ne 1 

France 1 

Royaume-Uni 
France 2, 

Belgique 

France '3 

Allemagne 2 / vu Luxembourg ? 

i__'..!ndi 21.11.88 09 h 00 - JO h 30 Les n~g_ociations de désarmement 3 France 4 . /HAllemagne 2 ? 
~~~~~~------t---~~~~~~~---+--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---------------i~~~~~r-~~--~---------1 

"c~u~nd~i~2~1-~1~1~.3~8c_ ______ 4----l~•~-~h~O~O~-_c15~h~3De_ __ -+--~L~'=E~~~ro~pee~e~t~I~'A~I~I!~·a~n~c~e~a~t~la~n~t~i~q'u~e~le-________________ -+_L~u~x~e~m~bo~u~r~g'~~-~~o~~~:l=l~e~m~.a~g~n~e~2_7 ___ __ 
France 5. \...._./ 

_\lardi 22.[1.38 09 h 00 - ID h JO L'Europe et l'Alliance atlantique 2 

\'lardi 22.11.88 14 h 00 - 15 h JO Coopération technique et spatiale/Armemems 1 Italie 

\-!ercredi 23.! l.S8 07 h 00 - 18 h oo Visite à 1' Aérospatiale 

~~e~u~d~i~2~4~-~11~-~8~8--------4---~0~9_h~O~O~-~.l~O~h~J~Dc_ __ ~--~C~o~o~o<é~ra~t~io~n~t~e~ch~n~,j~qcu~e~e~t~·~so~a~t~ia~J~eL/A~rm~e~m~e~n~t~s~2c_ ______ ~~F~r~~~.~6c_ ____________________ __ 

Jeudi 21~.ll.88 14 h 00 - 15 h 30 Coopération technique et ·spatiale/Armements 3 Pa y~ 

~Je~n~d~r~e~d·~~~2~5~.1~1~.S~8ô_ ____ J_ __ ~I~5~h~4~5~-~1~7_oh~l~5c_ __ _L __ =D~is~c~o~u~r~s~d~e~cl~ô~t~u~rec_ ________ c-____________________ C1~c_·~S~e~c~r~ét~a~i~re~G~e~·n~e~·,~aLl~ULé.E~~~0~.~-----1 
'\... / ! 

1férences : Françaises, 6 ; Pays de I'U.E.O., 7 ; U.E.O., 1. 

\"ote chaque conférence est suiv-ie d'une séance de travail de comité qui vccupe la deuxième parti.e de la der.ni-journée. 



ANNEXE II 

CONDITIONS DE LOGEMENT 

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

Pour les auditeurs qui le souhaitent,les chambres seront réservées à 
l'hôtel MERIDIEN MONTPARNASSE (!) du 14 au 25 novembre 1988. Les dates 
exactes, à la· convenance de chacun, pourront être arrêtées par entente directe 
avec la direction de l'hôtel. 

[assuré 
Le transport quotidien entre l'hôtel et l'Ecole Militaire 

par les soins de l'Institut. 
serait alors J 

Gécessaires 
Ceux qui arriveraient avant cette date, prendront 

pour prévoir leur accueil et leur hébergement. 
les disposition~ 

Ceux qui ont prévu différemment leur hébergement à PARIS, sont 
invités à le faire savoir à I'I.H.E.D.N. par l'intermédiaire de leur ambassade, 
étant entendu que leur transport quotidien vers l'Ecole Militaire ne pourra pas 
alors être assuré par l'Institut. 

(1) Hôtel MERIDIEN PARIS MONTPARNASSE (catégorie Luxe 3 étoiles) 
19 r!Je du Commandant 
75014 PARIS 

Mouchette ~ 

Tél.(!) 1+3 20 15 51 
Tarif : 500 F par nuit (chambre simple ou double) + petit déjeuner (50,00 Fl. 

J 



INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES ORGANIGRAMME SIMPLIFIE DE L'IHEDN Pièce 01 
DE DEFENSE NATIONALE 

DIRECTEUR IHEDN 

Commandant de 1 'Ecole 

Militaire· 

i / \ 
DIRECTION DES CHEF DE CABINET 

ACTIVITES REGIONALES AIDE DE CAMP 

' 1 . 
1 DIRECTEUR ADJOINT, 

CHARGE DES ETUDES 

CHEF D'.ETAT-MAJOR 
SECTION 

"SESSION EUROPEENNE" 

• 
' SECTION DES AFFAIRES 

SECRETARIAT CIVILES ET GENERALES 

1 
1 

SECTION DES AFFAIRES 

SECTION BUDGET DIPLOMATIQUES 

' DEPLACEMENTS MATERIEL 

SECTION DES AFFAIRES 

ECONOMIQUES 
i 

CENTRE DE DOCUMENTATION 

' 

' SECTION DES AFFAIRES 

SCIENTIFIQUES ET TECHNIQUES 

1 

1 

SECTION DES AFFAIRES 

MILITAIRES 

, .. 



INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES 
GE DEFENSE NATIONALE 

13-21, place Joffre, 75700 PARIS 

Tél. ~45503280 

Pièce 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 : 

- Colonel LOUISIN postes : 33 601 

Chef de Cabinet : 

- Chef d'Escadron MARTIN 33 169 

Aide de Camp : 

- Aspirant MAGNIENT 

Centre de Documentation 

- Madame ER ULIN 33 613 
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DIRECTION DES ETUDES DE L'IHEDN 

Directeur adjoint, chargé des Etudes : 

- M. JACQUES,· Ministre Plénipotentiaire 

SECTION RESPONSABLE DE LA SESSION EUROPEENNE 

- M. BRETON, Conseiller des Affaires 
Etrangères 

- M. le Colonel SEBE (Terre) 

SECRETARIAT 

- Premier Maître QUINQUIS 

poste : 33 617 

poste : 33 605 

poste : 34 94 3 

poste 33 776 

Note : une ligne P et T (numéro non encore obtenu) sera mise en 
place au secretariat de la session, du 14 au 25 novembre. 

Le secrétariat de la Session Européenne disposera également d'un 
numéro sur le Central Militaire : 33 378. 



INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES Pièce 03 
DE DEFENSE NATIONALE 

13-21, place Joffre, 75700 PARIS 

Tél., 45503280 

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 château 
GABRIEL (13, place Joffre). Le Directeur adjoint civil, l'Officier général adjoint 
E.M.S., le Directeur des études, la direction des études, les sections, le 
secrétariat de la Direction des Etudes et le service administratif sont installés 
dans le bâtiment Il (entrée 21, place Joffre). 

Le Directeur et les adjoints de la session sont installés au premier 
étage au-dessus de l'entresol,- dans le bâtiment à droite de l'entrée de 
1' Artillerie. 

Un secrétariat se trouvera pendant la session au rez-de-chaussée du 
même bâtiment. 

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 être 
négligée. Il est particulièrem.ent recommandé de prév.enir, éventuellement par/( 

t 1 

téléphone, le bureau de session, de toute absence à 1 'une quelconque des séances 
de l'Institut (en dehors des heures de bureau, téléphoner à 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) VOY AGES D'INFORMATION ET D'ETUDES 

PARTICIPATION 

Les voyages font partie intégrante de l'enseignement de l'Institut. 

PROGRAMME 

Le pr9gramme précis de ces voyages sera commumque en début de 
session. 

- HEBERGEMENT 

Voir note d'information. 

NOURRITURE 

Voir note d'information. 

- HABILLEMENT, BP,GAGES 

Des prescriptions particulières a 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 

1) Une bibliothèque et un service de documentation sont a la 
disposition des auditeurs à l'entresol de l'I.H.E.D.N. 

2) Une plaquette 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 l'organisation des comités, nous 
auditeurs de langue française de nous 
parlent assez couramment l'anglais pour 
discussions dans cette langue. 

demandons aux 
p!"éciser s'ils 
participer aux 
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DISCOURS DE MONSIEUR MICHEL ROCARD. PREMIER MINISTRE. 

A LA PREMIERE SESSION EUROPEENNE 

DE L'INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES DE DEFENSE NATIONALE 
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MESSIEURS LES MINISTRES, 

MESSIE.URS LES OFFICIERS GENERAUX, 

MESDAMES, MESSIEURS, 

VOUS ETES VENUS DES SEPT PAYS QUE COMPRENAIT 

L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE JUSQU'A SON ELARGISSEMENT A 

L'ESPAGNE- ET AU PORTUGAL, POUR REFLECHIR, ENSEMBLE, ·AUX 

ENJEUX DE LA SECURITE EUROPEENNE. JE ·SUIS HEUREUX . DE VOUS 

ACCUEILLIR. ICI, ET D 'INAUGUR,ER LA PREMI ERE SESSION EUROPEENNE 

DE L'INSTITUT DES HAUTES ETUDES DE DEFENSE NATIONALE. 

PERMETTEZ MOI DE REMERCIER TOUS CEUX QUI ONT RENDU POSSIBLE 

LE SUCCES DE CET,TE 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 SECURITEL 

IL SERAIT ABSURDE DE VOULOIR TRANSFORMER CETTE 

SESSION EN EXERCICE D'AUTO-SATISFACTION. SI- LE CHEMIN 

PARCOURU EST IMMtNSE, CELUI QUI NOUS RESTE -A~FAIRE EST 

ENCORE LONG. DES DIFFICULTES EXISTENT, QUI TIENNENT A LA 

DIFFERENCE DE STATUT DE NOS PAYS, A LEURS -,HISTOIRES, 

DIVERSES, ET QUI SE SONT SOUVENT· . AFFRONTEES, A LEURS CHOIX 

PLUS RECENTS, POLITIQUES ET MILITAIRES ; ELLES 

A L'APRETE DE NOTRE ENVIRONNEMENT, ECONOMIQUE 

TECHNOLOGIQUE NOTAMMENT, QUI FAVORISE LES CD&TUIT~ 

.r 
LES COMPETITIONS. 

' 

AUSSI 

.·, . 
. -..., .. 

: 4 ' ES ;; 21 US SM .3 s Zi2t .. &LW· 



MAIS, COMME 

.LE PRESIDENT 

L'A RAPPELE IL Y A PEU DE TEMPS, ICI 

MEME, FRANCOIS· MITTERRAND,. CES DIFFICULTES 

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 ? AURAIT-IL FALLU POUR AUTANT Y 

RENONCER ? l'ESPACE COMMUN DANS LEQUEL NOUS VIVONS, L'ESPACE 

EUROPEEN .•QUE NOUS AVONS CONSTRUIT EST AUSSI UN ESPACE 

STRATEJ;IQUE. 0UEL EST-IL? ·SELON QUELS PRINCIPES . DOIT-IL 

S'ORGANISER ? COMMENT PEUT-ON ~N HATER LA REALISATION ? 

TELLES SONT LES QUESTIONS QUE JE SOUHAITE ABORDER, 

AUJOURD'HUI, DEVANT VOUS. 

L'IDENTITE DE L'EUROPE 

1.. L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE 

INTERETS SPECIFIQUES. 

. . DES VALEURS ET DES 

Nous AVONS, NOUS EuROPEENS DE L' 0UEST,'~~·~NE VISION 

SPECIFIQUE DE CE QU'EST L'EUROPE ET DE CE QU'ELL~'~OIT ETRE. 

CE MESSAGE .PARTICULIER, IL S'ENRACINE DANS LE~ ;VALEURS 

AUXQUELLES NOS PAYS CROIENT, ET DONT ILS SONT LES'GARANTS. <1 

. APRES DES SIECLES D'HISTOIRE TOURMENTEE'· !PARFOIS 

SANGLANTE, L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE A PU SE DEVELOPPE LA 

COOPERATION AU COURS DE DECENNIES PASSEES. 
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NOUVELLE. N.' A ETE POSSIBLE QUE. PAR LA 1\'.:S:FERENCE COMMUNE ET 

CONSTANTE A CERTAINES VALEURS, QUI FONDENT L'IDENTITE 

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, QUELLE EST~ELLE ? 
ELLE TIENT· A TROIS CARACTERISTIQUES QUI FONT DE L'EUROPE 

·-~ 

0CCIDENTALE.UN SYSTEME UNIQUE. ELLE SEULE, EN EFFET, ALLIE LA 

DEMOCRATIE PLURALISTE ET LE RESPECT DES DROITS DE L'HOMME, UN 

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 VISION DU MONDE. 

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, · QUE NOUS 

POUVONS PARTAGER, QUE NOUS POUVONS CHOISIR DE.SOUTENIR. · 

L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE EST DANS L'ALLIANCE A7LAN~IQUE, EN 

ASSUME LES CHARGES, EN PARTAGE LES OBJECTIFS. 

KAIS L'EUROPE A SA PROPRE VOCATION PLANETAIRE, SES 

PROPRES ENGAGEMENTS HORS D'EUROPE, ET UN ROLE SPECIFIQUE A 
- ~~-~~ 

.JOUER DANS LES EQUILIBRES MONDIAUX : ELLE EXERCE UN ATTRAIT 

CROISSANT SUR CERTAINES REGIONS DU TIERS MONDE, ; PAROLE 

• • 
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N!EST iCELLE' D'AUCUNE IDEOLOGIE, POUR ELLE LES ENJEUX DE :~ \l .. ,, 
SECURITE EUROPEENS SONT MULTIPLES ET NE SAURAIENT SE.RAMENER 

AUX RELATIONS AVEC L'UNION SOVIETIQUE : AINSI EN EST-IL DE LA 

MEDITERRANEE QUI EST UNE ZONE D'ENGAGEMENT CROISSANT ET 

D'INTERETS POLITIQUES ET MILITAIRES ORIGINAUX. 

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

ATLAN-i'IQUE. JE NE VEUX PAS LA . EVOQUER D'AUTRES INSTITUTIONS 

COMME LA COMMUNAUTE ECONOMIQUE EUROPEENNE OU L'UEO. L'EUROPE, 

C'EST AUSSI VARSOVIE, BUDAPEST OU PRAGUE, QUI NE SONT PAS 

POUR NOUS SEULEMENT UN ENJEU DE LA COMPETITION EST-OUEST, 

MAIS FONT PARTIE DE NOTRE HISTOIRE. NOUS ENTENDONS LES RAYER 

NI DE NOTRE MEMOIRE, NI DE NOTRE AVENIR. 

Nos PAYS ONT EN COMMUN DES VALEURS I_MPORTANTES ; 

MAIS AUSSI DES INTERETS DE SECURITE FONDAMENTAUXj QUI SE 

TRADUISENT NOTAMMENT PAR DES RISQUES COMMUNS ; SI~UN CONFLIT 

DEVAIT ECLATER, IL EST INCONCEVABLE QU'IL NE NOUS T.OUCHE PAS 

TOUS. Nous AVONS NOTRE VISION DU MONDE ET DE L'EURO~E : ELLE 

SEULE PEUT INTEGRER UNE PREOCCUPATION SPECIFIQUE 
·~·- . 

DU SuD DANS UNE VISION GLOBALE DE SECURITE. COMMENT{.~ANS CES 

CONDITIONS, NE PAS VOULOIR CONSTRUIRE LE PILIER EÜRQPEEN DE 

L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIQUE ? LA FRANCE, POUR SA , Y EST 

DETERMINEE DANS LE RESPECT DE LA NOTRE 

DANS 

LA VOIE EUROPEENNE. 

·•, 
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2. LE PI LI ER EUROPEEN DE L'ALLIANCE; '1 

·.t 
SI L'EUROPE QUI SE CONSTRUIT A L'OUEST CHERCHE A 

· COOPERER POUR SA SECURITE, CE. N'EST PAS PAR ESPRIT. 

BELLIQUEUX. N'INVERSONS PAS LES FACTÉURS : C'EST !.'EUROPE 

POLITIQUE, ECONOMIQUE, CULTURELLE QUE NOUS CONSTRUISONS, QUI 

ETEND SA VOLONTE DE SOLIDARITE A LA DEFENSE, ET NON 

L'INVERSE. IL N'Y AURAIT PAS, D'AILLEURS, DE DEFENSE QUI 

TIENNE SANS FONDEMENT POLITIQUE . 

. 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 PRODUCT'ioN 

SOVIETIQUE DE CHARS, D'ARTILLERIE, DE LANCE;.ROQUETTES 

• MULTIPLES A DEPASSE LA TOTALITE DE US-MATERIELSJ~;~ SERVIC.E 

DANS LES ARMEES FRANCAISE ET ALLEMANDE DE 19ar~ A 19S7, 
·' 

L'ARSENAL STRATEGIQUE SOVIETIQUE A CRU D'UN NOMBRE DE TETES 

EQUIVALENT A CELUI DES SYSTEMES STRATEGIQUES FRANCAIS. LE 

PACTE DE VARSOVIE A CONTINUE, AU COURS DES.DOUZE DÈRNIERS 

MOIS, A SE RENFORCER, ET LE DESEQUILIBRE AU DETR~MENT DE . . 

. L'OTAN EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS CONVENTIONNELS RESTE"·INCHANGE. 

LA PLUS GRANDE PRUDENCE MILITAIRE 

TANT QUE LA NOUVELLE PENSEE SOVIETIQUE N'AURA 

TRADUCTION CONCRETE, TANT QUE LES IDEES -FORTES 

. ! 

DE 

ri ·r 
' 
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Di~ "SUFFISANCE RAISONNABLE" OU 0~ POSTURE DEFENSIVE, 

RESTERONT, DE L'AVIS DE TOUS LES SPECIALISTES, DES 

DECLARATIONS D'INTENTION. 

EH BIEN, ME DIREZ-VOUS : QUE FAITES VOUS DONC DE 

t'ALLIANCE ? . L'OTAN N'EST-ELLE PAS CE QUI GARANTIT LA 

SECURITE DE L'EUROPE ? 

L'ALLIANCE S'EST CONSTRUITE AUTOUR DES ETA.TS-UNIS r 

QUI ONT AIDE UNE EUROPE EN RUINE A SE RELEVER. AUJOURD'HUI, 

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 RESPONSABILITES 

QU'IL FAUT NOUS HABITUER. 

LA QUESTION POSEE ICI N'EST PAS CELLE--DES CHOIX 

POLITIQUES FONDAMENTAUX QUE LES UNS ET LES AUTRES ON.T PU 

FAIRE INTEGRATION OU INDEPENDANCE NATIONALE;~lL SERAIT 

MALADROIT ET INUTILE DE CHERCHER A LES REMETTRE EN,CAUSE : NE 
. --

REANIMONS PAS LES VIEILLES QUERELLES CELA NE DOIT PAS 

EMPECHER QUE, DANS LE RESPECT DE CES CHOIX, S'ELABORENT DES 

COOPERATIONS PARTICULIERES, SOUPLES, ADAPTEES A UN 

ENVIRONNEMENT EN CONSTANTE EVOLUTION. L'EUROPE 

NE PEUT PAS SE CONSTRUIRE COMME UN CADRE 

MAIS BIEN PLUS COMME UN TISSU DE COOPERATIONS ET 

SOLIDARITES SPECIFIQUES, AU CAS PAR CAS. C'EST '"''::1::1•.1.-,; 

. ., .. 
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: :S'IMPOSERA; PROGRESSIVEMENT LJNE · . APPROCHE 
( 

MULTILATERALE DES 

QUESTIONS DE SECURITE. 

CETTE EUROPE DE LA COOPERATION COMBINE L'ACQUIS DE 

LA CEE ET L'ESPOIR DE LA CSCE, LA CoNFERENCE POUR LA SECURITE 

ET LA COOPERATION EN EUROPE. ILLE S'EXPRIME A L'UEO, QUI FAIT 

ENCORE SES PREMIERS PAS. J'y REVIENDRAI PLUS LOIN. ELLE 

S'EXPRIME AUSSI 
·~ 

AU GROUPEMENT EUROPEEN INDEPENDANT DE 

PROGRAMMES, LE GEIP, POUR LA COOPERATION EN MATIERE 

D'ARMEMENTS. DES EFFORTS SONT A FAIRE A CET EGARD. 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 DIFFERENTE~~L~UNE DE 

L 1 AUTRE ? N 1 EST.- CE PAS POUR CELA QUE LA FRANCE ACCORDE TANT 
J 

D'IMPORTANCE AU PROCESSUS DE LA . CSCE, QUI MET · EN PRESENCE 

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

ETATS-UNIS ET LE CANADA ? LA DEMARCHE POLITIQUE D 1 E~SEMBLE 
. -- _.,_,_ 

QUE REP.RESENTE L'ACTE FINAL D'HELSINKI 

SANS RELACHE. C'EST AINSI SEULEMENT QUE POURRA ETRE·~·~·~~·40.1TEE 

PROGRESSIVEMENT LA DIVISION DE NOTRE CONTINENT •. 

. r 
. t. .. t 

'. j': 
t 
1 



'::-.: - ' 

OR, SI L'AVENIR DE ·L'EUROPE APPARAIT AIJ.JOURD'HUI 

ENCORE sous LES .TRAITS DE .LA DIVI··SION, SI . BERLIN NOUS 

RAPPELLE QU'IL Y A DEUX EUROPE EN UNE, EST-CE A NOUS, . 

EUROPEENS DE L'OUEST, QU'EN INCOMBE LA RESPONSABILITE ? lE 

CONTROLE EXERCE SUR LES PAYS DITS DE L'EST EMPECHE-QU'IL Y 

AIT AUJOURD'HUI UNE COMMUNAUTE POLITIQUE DE L'ATLANTIQUE A 

L'OURAL. 

POURQUOI NIER CEPENDANT QUE D~ 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 AUJO~~~;HUI DES 

.RE.LATIONS A LA FOIS PLUS NOMBREUSES ET DE MEILLEURE QUALITE 
_______ ;-

AVEC MOSCOU. JE M'EN REJOUIS. Qu'UNE POLITIQUE A -t-'EST PLUS 

ACTIVE, PLUS IMAGINATIVE, PLUS EXIGEANTE AUSSI, SE-METTE EN 

PLACE, EST LA CONDITION NECESSAIRE DU RAPPROCHEMENT : 

MAIS JE M'ETONNE, CHAQUE FOIS QUE :-~~'ENTENDS 

DU COTE DE MOSCOU JE M'ETONNE DAVANTAGE 

J'EN ENTENDS D'AUTRES PRECONISER DE RALENTIR LA 

EUROPEENNE DE DEFENSE, SOUS PRETEXTE QUE L'UNION 

,, .·· 
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DECOUVRE LES VERTUS DE LA COOPERATION INTERNATIONALE .ET DU 

DIALOGUE EUROPEEN, ET QUE POUR LA PREMIERE FOIS DEPUI~ 1945 

NOUS AVONS QUELQUE ESPOIR DE VOIR LE DESARMEMENT PROGRESSER. 

SI CELA M'ETONNE, C'EST QU'IL Y A BIEN LONGTEMPS 

QUE L'EUROPE SE CONSTRUIT, DEPUIS 1957 AU. MOINS, Er ELLE NE 

CESSE DE SE FIXER DE NOUVEAUX DEFIS . 
• C'EST QU'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 ? SI JE 

M'ETONNE, ENFIN, C'EST QUE, PROFONDEMENT ACQUIS A LA 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 EUROPE$. -,~":'-_--
. ·-, -,~ 

l'UNE DES DIFFICULTES QU'IL Y A DEFINIR L'EUROPE 

DE LA DEFENSE, C'EST QUE, COMME LES POUPEES GIGOGNES, ELLE 

EST FAITE D'EUROPES AUX DIMENSIONS DIFFERENTES, QUI' 

S'EMBOITENT L'UNE DANS L'AUTRE. N'EST-CE PAS LA, D'AILLEURS, 

UN PROCESSUS QUI NOUS EST BIEN FAMILIER ? l'UEO VIENT DE 

S'AGRANDIR DE DEUX PAYS· AMIS_, L'ESPAGNE ET LE PORTUG.AL ; LES 

DOUZE-DE LA CEE ONT COMMENCE A SIX LES ELARGI.SSEMENTS 
' 

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

A LES REGRETTER ? 

... 

•,'•, .. 
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E• TOUT CAS PAS •os YOXS'"S OE L! En, FORT DESUEUX \{'1 
'Il 

MULTIPLIER LEURS LIENS· AVEC,- LA CEE : CELLE-CI VIENT ·._j DE 

D'ETABLIR AVEC LE CONSEIL D/ASSISTANCE ECONOMIQUE MUTUELLE, 

LE CAEM, DES RELATIONS OFFICIELLES, PREMIERE ETAPE D'UNE 

SERIE D'ACCORDS QUI DEVRAIENT CONTRIBUER A LA MODERNISATION 

DES PAYS D'EUROPE DE L'EST. 

4. DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE. 

lA CAUSE DU DESARMEMENT A BRUSQUEMENT PROGRESSE. 

L'ACCORD DE WASHINGTON -LA DOUBLE 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. 

CERTAINS S'ALAR~ENT N'EST-CE PAS LA SÊCURITE DE 

L'EUROPE QUE L'ON BRADE? D'AUTRE S'INDIGNENT : LE-
-

DESARMEMENT PROGRESSERAIT PLUS VITE SI NOUS SUPPRIMIONS TELLE 

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

DEMILITARISATION PURE ET SIMPLE- D 1 UNE PARTIE DE L '[!JROPE. 

LE DESARMEMENT, EST UNE CHANCE A SAISIIf; _;~E~LE D'UN 

EQUILIBRE PLUS STABLE ; CE N'EST PAS SEULEMENT­

C'EST AUSSI FAIRE MIEUX_. L'EXIGENCE DE SECURITE 

PAS : DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE VONT DE PAIR 

POUR MA PART. RENONCER A L'UN OU L'AUTRE DE CES. 

MOINS, 

PARAIT 

; 
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lES PRINCIPES DE.l'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 COOPERATION EUROPEENNE DE 

DEFENSE. 

PREMIER PRINCIPE, DONC : SAVOIR COMBINER L'EXIGENCE 

DE SECURITE ET LE DESARMEMENT. C'EST CE QUI PERMET LA 

STABILITE. lE VbLET DESARMEMENT PERMET DE PASSER' D'UNE 

SITUATION MARQUEE PAR LA SUPERIORITE A UN PROCESSUS DE 

RECHERCHE DE LA SUFFISANCE. Su~FISANCE 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 PROLONGf.E. CELA 

IMPLIQUE QU'ON EN DIMINUE LE NOMBRE ET QU'ON LES DECONCENTRE 

GEOGRAPHIQUEMENT. 

. ·---
EN EFFET, LA STABILITE NE DECOULE PAS DE· LA SEULE 

DIMINUTION _DES ARMES LES NOMBRES SONT SYMBOLIQUES, ILS 

PEUVENT ETRE TROMPEURS. LA PARITE NUMERIQUE N'EST PAS UN 

CRITERE PE-RTINENT, A LUI SEUL, DE STABILITE :. LA LOCAL~SATION 

DES FORCES EST IMPORTANTE . 
• LEUR COMBINAISON '.AUSSI. Du 

PROCESSUS DE DESARMEMENT EN COURS DEVRAIT 

RESULTER QU'AUCUNE PARTIE _DE L'EUROPE N'AIT 

DIMINUEE, INFERIEURE A CELLE DES AUTRES. 
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C'EST LA· MEME PREOCCUPATION QUI NOUS ANIME POUR CE 

QUI EST DES ARMES CHIMIQUES ·': NOUS 'SOUHAITONS VIVEMENT QUE LA 

CONFERENCE DE PARIS FAVORISE LE SUCCES DE LA NEGOCIATION DE 

GENEVE. C'EST EN TOUT CAS L'ESPOIR DU PRESIDENT DE LA 

REPUBLIQUE, QUI A PRIS L'INITIATIVE DE CETTE CONFERENCE. 

C'EST BIEN EVIDEMMENT AUSSI LE MIEN. 

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 

TECHNOLOGIQUE, CELA N'ABOUTlRAIT QU'A I]!AISSER LES B_RAS DANS 

LA COMPETITION INTERNATIONALE. ... -~·. •.~· 

DEUXIEME PRINCIPE LES FORCES CLASSIQUES ET 

NUCLEAIRES SONT NECESSAIRES, ENSEMBLE, A LA ~DEFENSE DE 

L'EUROPE. LE NUCLEAIRE ET LE CONVENTIONNEL SE COMPLETENT L'UN 
.. ~?;-: 

L'AUTRE, TOUT EN AYANT LEUR CARACTERE SPECIF~IQ'UE. LES 

TENTATIONS DU TOUT NUCLEAIRE COMME CELLES D1 UNE-"DÙSUASION 

. CONVENTIONNELLE" -HISTORIQUEMENT SANS FONDEMENl1- SONT 
_:,~~;! 

EGALEMENT UTOPIQUES, ET DESTABILISATRICES. lE:\titN ENTRE 

FORCES CONVENTIONNELLES ET NUCLEAIRES EST 

FAUT QU'UN ADVERSAIRE NE PUISSE PARIER SUR LE 

CONTOURNEMENT DE LA DISSUASION. 

.. ~ ·~~(~~-~ 

: IL 

-. ·. 
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... lA·FRAt.CE, POUR SA· PART,- FAIT D.'UNE DISSUASION 

NUCLEAIRE AUTONOME LE FONDEMENT DE SA DEFENSE. C'EST AINSI 

QU'ELLE 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. 

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' EVA'LUE L'INTERET D.E CHAQUE 

SYSTEME . 

. CES PRINCIPES FONDENT LA DOCTRINE. FRANCAISE : LA 

FRANCE NE SAURAIT, POUR ELLE-MEME, Y RENONCER. NUL NE LE LUI 

DEMANDE SERIEUSEME~T, 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 
i 

ASSOIT LA PAIX DE L'EUROPE ET LES FORCES NUCLEAIRES 

FRANC,I!.ISES, • ET BRITANNIQUES D'AILLEURS, JOUENT A CET. E.GARD UN. 

ROLE ESSENTIEL. ELLES RESTERONT AU COEUR DU PROCESSUS DE 

DISSUASION EN EUROPE. 

. ... 

' . ~ 

-T -. t, 
~' 
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MAIS LE DISPOSITIF NUCLEAIRE DOIT ETRE COMPLETE PAR .~ 1 

. ' '_:i. 
UN DISPOSITIF ~ONVENTIONNEL CREDIBLE. LES NEGOCIATIONS DE ; 

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

VOIE A EXPLORER EST CELLE DE COOPERATIONS PLUS NOMBREUSES 

DANS LE DOMAINE CONVENTIONNEL : LA BRIGADE FRANCO-ALLEMANDE 

EST LE PREMIER 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~ LES PAYS D'EUROPE. 

LA COOPERATION EUROPEENNE APPARAIT PARFOl~·li~";ITEE 

AUX RELATIONS FORTES QUI UNISSENT CERTAI'NS PAYS : JE SONGE, 

BIEN SUR, AUX RELATIONS FRANCO~ALLEMANDE$. ELLES SONT:­

ASSUREMENT AU COEUR DE L'EUROPE FUTURE; ELLES NE-~~: 

CONSTITUERONT PAS A ELLES SEULES L'AVENIR DE L'EUROPE. C'EST 

AINSI QUE JE ME REJOUIS TOUT PARTICULIEREMENT DE 

L'ELARGISSEMENT DE L' UEQ A L'ESPAGNE ET AU PORTUGAL.c.è ; 

IL VA DE SOI QUE TOUS NOS PAYS N'ONT PAS LES MEMES 

PREOCCUPATIONS DE SECURITE QUE TOUS N'ONT PAS LES MEMES 

INTERETS ; QUE TOUS ENFIN N'ONT PAS LES MEMES_,MOYENS. lA 

COOPERATION EUROPEENNE DOIT PRENDRE EN COMPTE LA DiVERSITE ET· 

LA MULTIPLICITE DES ENJEUX : J'ESPERE AINSI VOIR IR UNE 

VERITABLE POLITIQUE MEDITERRANEENNE DE L'EUROPE.· LLE 
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DOIT TOUT AUTANT ETRE SOLIDAIRE • NUL NE PEUT OÙBLIER QUE LA 

.SECURITE DE L'EUROPE EST UNE ET. G~OBALE .NUL NON PLUS NE 

PEUT SE DESINTERESSER DE L'EQUILIBRE· MONDIAL :.IL FAUT 

FAVORISER L'ECHANGE .D'INFORMATION SUR LES SITUATIONS DE 

CRISE ; . C'EST ENSEMBLE AUSSI QU'IL NOUS FMJT ABORDER LES 

PROBLEM~S PARTICULIERS QUE POSE LA PROL~'ERATION DES 

TECHNOLOGIES MILITAIRES. 

LES VOIES OE COOPERATION A DEVELOPPER 

1. lA COOPERATION EN MATIE RE D'ARMEMENTS. 

COMMENT DONC, DES AUJOURD'HUI FAIRE: AVANCER 

DAVANTAGE LA COOPERATION EUROPEENNE ? lE PRESIDENT DE LA .. . 

REPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE A RAPPELE L'IMPORTANCE QU'IL ACCORDE"A 

LA COOPERATION EN MATIERE D'ARMEMENTS. l'HARMONISATION DES 

INTERETS CONCURRENTS, L'UNIFICATION PROGRESSIVE DE NOS 

• MATERIELS ESJ 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 DEVELOPPEMENT, NOUS FAVORISONS' NOS .CONCURRENTS 

INTERNATIONAUX. LA REDONDANCE DE NOS PROGRAMMES EST AUSSI 

ABSURDE MILITAIREMENT : LA COMPLEXITE CROISSANTE DES SYSTEMES 

D'ARMEMENTS IMPOSERA DE PLUS EN PLUS, SI L'ON VEUT QU'ILS 

SOlENT COMPATIBLES, DE LES CONCEVOIR ENSEMBLE. A DEFAUT, ON 

RISQUE L'INEFFICACITE OPERATIONNELLE. 

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 1 AlLE. DEUX 

PHENOMENES L'EXPLIQUENT TOUT PARTICULIEREMENT, QU'IL FAUT 

MODIFIER PAR DES INITIATIVES VIGOU~EUSES-: 

* D'ABORD : S'IL EST DIFFICILE DE COOF'ERER SUR TEL 

OU TEL PROGRAMME, C'EST QUE LES TECHNOLOGIES UTILISEES ONT 
~----'----·-·-­

-'"~---

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

A COOPERER EN PRIORITE SUR LES. PRODUITS FINIS:;:·,.,LE CHAR, 

L'AVION, LE . MISSILE- MAIS LE PLUS EN AMONT POSSIBLE''i ,SUR LES 

TECHNOLOGIES QUI LES COMPOSENT. 

0UELLES SONT CES TECHNOLOGIES ? CE 

QU'IL NOUS FAUDRA MAITRISER POUR QUE NOS 

REMPLISSENT LES MISSIONS QUE LEUR IMPOSERA 

ENVIRONNEMENT TECHNOLOGIQUE ET OPERATIONNEL D'I 

CELLES 

ARMEES 

:- _:._,_ 
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C'EST DONC DE NOS MISSIONS FUTURES QU'IL FAUT PARTIR 

, -LA. DEFEI!ISE. AERIENNE, LA PENETRATION DES DEFEJ,!SES, L'ALERTE· 

AVANCEE,'' POUR N'EN CITER QUE QUELQUES 'UNES- POUR DEFINIR LES 

TECHNOLOGIES PERMETTANT DE LES REMPLIR. COOPERONS DONC POUR 

EVALUER CES MISSIONS ET DEVELOPPER CES TECHNOLOGIES. 

* 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 : ~EUX A DEUX~ 

EVALUONS LES SUCCES ET LES ECHECS QUE NOUS AVON~CONNUS, 

CREONS LA CONFIANCE POUR METTRE A PLAT NOS BESOINS FUTURS. 

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; 

POUR METTRE EN OEUVRE CES INITIATIVES NOUVELLES, ~E 

NE CROIS NI A UNE STRUCTURE LOURDE, CREEE DE 

NI A LA SEULE BONNE VOLONTE DES 

IL FAUT S'ACCORDER SUR UN ORGANE SOUPLE DE , QUI 



\~ 
\ 
\ 

\l ' 

18 --

FAVORISE LA · MISE SUR PIED DE PROGRAMMES DE COOPERATION 

PRECIS; RASSEMBLANT QUELQUES PAYS . SEULEMENT ET EN ASSURE LE 

SUIVI. ON PEUT SE DEMANDER S'IL NE POURRAIT ETRE RATTACHE AU 

GROUPEMENT EUROPEEN INDEPENDANT DE PROGRAMME. 

JE NE TIENS PAS PO~R L'INSTANT A DEVELOPPER 

DAVANTAGE CES PRINCIPES. VOUS ME PERMETTREZ _D'ABORD D'EN 

DISCUT~R-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 

VERIFICATION. 

lE DESARMEMENT, JE L'AI DIT, SERA DE PLUS- EN PLUS 

PRESENT DANS LA COOPERATION EUROP.EENNE. DES NEGOCIATIONS SONT 

EN COURS OU S'OUVRIRONT PROCHAINEMENT : DES MAINTENANT, IL 

EST UTILE . DE SE PREPARER, ENSEMBLE, A LA BONNE ~ISE EN 

OEUVRE DES ACCORDS AUXQUELS, ESPERONS-LE, ELLES PERM_ETTRONT 

D'ABOUTIR. . -- ' 

DEUX DIRECTIONS PRINCIPALES ME SONT A 

EXPLORER AVEC UNE PARTICULIERE VIGILANCE DE LA 

TRANSPARENCE DES .. D.ONNEES. ET. DE LA_ VERIFICATIOi{ 
., 
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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 COOPERATION. FAVORISER LA TRANSPARENCE 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'INFORMATIONS SUR L'ORGANISATION DES FORCES, LES BUDGETS DE 

DEFENSE, LES MANUELS D'ENStiGNEMENT MILITAIRE, LES PROGRAMMES 

D'ARMEMENTS MAJEURS. 

POURQUOI NE PAS ENVISAGER LA CREATION D'UN CENTRE. 

EUROPEEN DE LA TRANSPARENCE, QUI AURAIT - POUR MISSION DE 

RASSEMBLER DES INFORMATIONSt DE LES DIFFUSER • ET~ DE LES 

EXPLIQUER? IL FAUT EVITER L'ENLISEMENT DANS DES PROCEDURES 

LOURDES. PLUSIEURS SOLUTIONS CONCRETES SONT ENVISAGEABLES, 

NOTAMMENT LE RATTACHEMENT DU CENTRE DE LA TRANSPARENCE. A DES 

INSTITUTS EXISTANTS, ET JE SOUHAITE QUE LE MINISTRE D'ETAT, 
. _: __ ---_, 

MINISTRE DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES LES ETUDIE DANSg-iES 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 

INDIQUE LA VOIE A SUIVRE. INCONTESTABLEMENT, LE 

IL 
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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. DE.JA DES IDEES 

CIRCULENT. N'EST-CE PAS L'OCCASIONDE-RELANCER LE PRo.JET 

D'UNE COOPERATION EUROPEENNE POUR UN SATELLITE D'OBSERVATION? 

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'EUROPE DE LA 

DEFENSE N'AVANCERA PAS. 

CETTE SESSION EUROPEENNE DE L-' IHEON - EN EST LA 

MARQUE : NOUS POUVONS, SANS FIERTE EXCESSIVE, RECONNAITRE QUE 

' L' IHEON A JOUE UN ROLE IMPORTANT DANS LA DIFFU:SION DE 

L'ESPRIT DE DEFENSE EN FRANCE. IL S'AGIT DE MEME DE PERMETTRE 

UNE 

VERITABLE CULTURE- STRATEGIQUE EUROPEENNE. 

L'ENTREPRISE DONT VOUS ETES LES PIONNERS EST A_-P OUIRS>Ü~(V~tE 

FIN, 

. -j-



• ·- - 2li-

-C'EST POUR CELA QUE .JE SOUHAITE ~CREATION D'UN ,. 

INSTITUT EUROPEEN DES HAUTES ETUDES D.E SECURITE, RATTACHE A 

LJUEO_SELON DES MODALITES A PRECISER. CELA PERMETTRAIT:A· 

.L 'UEO, QUI HESITE ENCORE, DE MIEUX CHERCHER S_A VOIE. 

COMMENCONS DONC PAR LUI PERMETTRE DE DEVELOPPER UNE PENSEE.EN 

COMMUN. LA MISSION DE CET INSTITUT SERAIT LA FORMATION ET 

L'ENSEIGNEMENT, POUR QUE SE DIFFUSE UN ESPRIT DE DEFENSE 

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'UNE. 

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

MESDAMES, MESSIEURS, 

J'AI CONSCIENCE QUE NOTRE TACHI EST ARDUE. C'EST A 

LA FOIS EN PERMETTANT LA MISE EN PLACE PROGRESSIVE, PAR 
' 

COOPERATIONS SUCCESSIVES, D'UN PILIER EUROPEEN DE L'ALLIANCE, 

ET EN FAVORISANT UNE POLITIQUE ENVERS L'EST PLUS ACTIVÉ, PLUS 

AMBITIEUSE, MIEUX COORDONNEE AUSSI, QUE NOUS AVANCERONS DANS 

LA VOIE DU RAPPROCHEMENT ENTRE LES DEUX EUROPES. CETTÈ TACHE 

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

ENTREPRENEZ UN EXERCICE DIFFICILE ET DE LONGUE 

N'EN EST QUE PLUS NECESSAIRE. 

;IL 
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a-------1!.1 ALLOCUTION 1 
1 

1 DU GENERAL. CHEF D'ETAT-MAJOR DES ARMEES 1 
1 DEVANT LA SESSION EUROPEENNE DE l' I.H.E.D.N. 1 

- MERCREDI 16 NOVEMBRE 1988 -

MESDAMES, MESSIEURS LES AUDITEURS, 

PERMETTEZ-MOI D'UTILISER POUR VOUS SALUER CETTE APPEL­

LATION QUI RËtbûVRE LA DIVERSITÉ DE VOS TITRES ET DE VOS FONCTIONS 

. MAIS QUI EST AUSSI LA MARQUE DE LA GRANDE COMMUNAUTÉ A LAQUELLE 

APPA~TIENNENT TOUS CEUX QUI ONT FRÉQUENTÉ L'INSTITUT DES HAUTES 

ÉTUDES DE LA DÉFENSE NATIONALE. 

CtT INSTITUT A TOUJOURS EU LA VOLONTÉ DE S'OUVRIR 

LARGEMENT VERS L'EXTÉRIEUR. C'ES·T AINSI QU'IL A PRIS L'HABITUDE 

DEPUIS QUELQUES AN~ÉES D'ACCUEILLIR DES RESPONSABLES CIVILS ET 

MILITAIRES DE PAYS AfRICAINS ET DE MADAGASCAR. JE ME RÉJOUIS DE LE 

VOIR AUJOURD 1 HUI OUVRIR SES PORTES AUX REPRÉSENT~NTS DES PAYS DE 

L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE. JE SOUHAITE ARDEMMENT QUE CETTE 

RENCONTRE SOIT LA PREMIËRE D'UNE LONGUE SÉRIE ET, QU'A T~AVE~S VOS 

ÉCHANGES ANIMÉS, ELLE VOUS PERMETTE DE fORTIFIER UN ESPRIT DE 

DÉFENSE COMMUN ET D'APPORTER, DANS CE DOMAINE, VOTRE PIERRE A LA 

CONSTRUCTION DE NOTRE GRAND DESSEIN EUROPÉEN. 

LE THËME QUI NOUS RÉUNIT CE MATIN, "L'EUROPE ET SON 

tFFURT DE DÉFENSE" ME CO~DUIT TOUT D'AeORD A PRÉCISER LE CHAMP 

QUE JE SOUHAITE DONNER A CET EXPOSÉ AVEC LE. RISQUE INÉVITABLE . 

D'OCCULTER CERTAI~S ASPtCTS QUE NOUS POURRONS ABORDER SI VOUS LE 

SUUHAITEZ AU MOMENT DES QUESTIONS. 

- L_ 
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JE ME SITUERAI DANS UNE PERSPECTIVE A COURT ET MOYEN 

TERME POUR LAQUELLE IL ME SEMBLE PLUS RÉALISTE D'ENVISAGER 

L'EUROPE COMME UNE JUXTAPOSITION DE PAYS APPORTANT CHACUN, A LEUR 

FACON, LEUR CONTRIBUTION A L'EFFORT DE DÉFENSE EN S'EFFORÇANT DE 

RÉALISER UNE MEILLEURE SYNERGIE DE LEURS MOYENS, PLUT~T QUE 

. D' IMAG lN ER UNt: DÉFENSE EUROPÉENNE, ENTITÉ UNI QUE DONT LES C ONDI­
TIONS NE ME PARAISSENT PAS ENCORE RÉUNIES. 

C~LA VA SANS DIRE MAIS CELA VA ENCORE MIEUX EN LE 
DISANT :L'EUROPE DONT NOUS ALLONS PARLER CE MATIN EST EN FAIT LA 

PARTIE DE L'EUROPE QUI, DU CAP NORD AU CAUCASE, FAIT FACE AUX PAYS 

REGROUPÉS DANS LE PACTE DE VARSOVIE. IL S'AGIT Dt: SA DÉFENSE ET 

DANS MON ESPRIT CELA VEUT DIRE,AVANT TOUT : EMPËCHER TOUTE 
-~TTAQUE, LA DISSUADER. LE DIALOGUE QUI S'OUVRE ACTUELLEMENT ENTRE 

CETTE EuROPE QUE J'APPELLERAI DE L'OUEST ET CELLE DE L'EST DEVRAIT 

CONDUIRE A UNt: RÉDUCTION DES TENSIONS ET L'ON NE PEUT QUE S'EN 

FÉLICITER. MAIS IL FAUT AUSSI ·CONSTATER QUE LE MAINTIEN A NOS - ~ 

PORTES D'UN APPAREIL MILITAIRE ·CONSIDÉRABLE DANS LES TROIS 

DüMAINES, CONVENTIONNEL, CHIMIQUE ET NUCLÉAIRE ET SA MODËRNISATION 
CONSTANTE NE PERMETTENT PAS DE RELÂCHER L'EFFORT. 

LES PAYS Dt: L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCC1DENTALE CONSTITUENT 

INDISCUTABLEMENT LE FONDEMENT DE CET EFFORT EN RAISON DES DISPOSI­
TIONS DU TRAITÉ AUQUEL ILS ONT ADHÉRÉ ET DES INTÉRËTS COMMUNS DE 

SËtURITË QU'ILS ONT DÉFINIS, EN RAISON AUSSI DES RESSOURCES QU'ILS 
CONSACRENT A LEU~ DÉFENSE. L'ADHÉSION DE L'ESPAGNE ET DU PORTUGAL 

DEVRAIT ENCORE RENFORCER CETTE ENTITÉ. AU-DELA DU CERCLE DE CES 

PAYS CONVAINCUS DE LEUR COMMUNAUTÉ DE DESTIN, IL CONVIENT AUSSI 

D'ADJüiNDRE NOS PARTENAIRES EUROPÉENS DES FLANCS NORD ET SUD DE 

L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIQUE DONT L'EFFORT EST INDISPENSABLE POUR ASSUREQ 

LA SÉCURITÉ DE L'ENSEMBLE. SOULIGNONS ENCORE L'APPORT -JE CROIS 

QU'ON L'OUBLIE TROP SOUVENT- DES PAYS NEUTRES DONT, POUR CERTAINS, 

LA DÉTERMINATION ET LES MOYENS DE.DÉFENSE NE PEUVENT ËTRE CONSI­

DÉRÉS COMME NÉGLIGEABLES PAR UN AGRESSEUR ET PEUVENT MtMË CONSTI-

TUER UNE SÉRIEUSE CONTRAINTE POUR L'.EXÉCUTIO~ DE SES PLANS. 

.. 't 



.. 
. ·. -'. 

-~ .. 
·-··, -':'· . 

: · .. ··. 

. i 

- 3 - . 

l'EFFORT DE DËFENSE CEPENDANT NE SE MESURE PAS 

SEULEMENT À L'AUNE DES RESSOURCES CONSACRËES AU FONCTIONNEMENT ET 

À L1 ËQUIPEMENT DES MOYENS DE DËFENSE MILITAIRE OU ENCORE À CELLE 

DES CONTRAINTES QUI RËSULTENT DE LEUR STATIONNEMENT ET DE LEUR 

ENTRA!~EMENT. IL S'APPRËCIE AUSSI A TRAVERS LES ACTIONS QUI VISEN1 
A PRËSER~iR LA SOCIËTË CIVILE ET À PRËPARER LA DËFENSE ËCONOMIQUE. 

IL ~EPOSE ENFIN -JE DEVRAIS DIRE AVANT TOUT- SUR ~'ADHËSION LA 

PLUS LARGE POSSIBLE DES CITOYE.NS AU CONCEPT DE DËFENSE QUI LEUR 

.. EST PROPOSË CE QUI IMPLIQUE UNE CLAIRE PERCEPTION DES VULNËRA­

BILITËS, DES MENACES ET DES ENJEUX. 

'· COMPTE-TENU DES FONCTIONS QUE J'OCCUPE, JE ME LIMITERAI 

AUX ASPECTS PLUS PARTICULIËREMENT MIL.ITAIRES EN TENTANT DE 

RËPONDRE A TROIS QUESTIONS : 

Qut:LS ËLËMENTS DE LA SITUATION INTERNATIONALE NOS PAYS 
DOIVENT-ILS PRENDRE EN COMPTE EN CETTE FIN DE.SIËCLE ~OUR 

DËFINIR LES ADAPTATIONS ËVENTUELLES DE LEUR EFFORT DE 

DËFENSE ? 

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

- QUEL~ES SONT LES EFFORTS.QU'IL FAUT DËVELOPPER OU PROMOUVOI~ 

POUR VALORISER LES ACTIONS ET FAIRE FACE AUX ËVOLUTIONS QUI 

SE PROFILENT ? 

• 
• • 

L'ANALYSE DE LA SITUATION. INTERNATIONALE ACTUELLE 

M'INCITE À RETENIR TROIS FACTEURS :LES MENACES, LA STRATËGIE DES 

DEUX GRANDS ET LE PROGRËS DES TECHNOLOGIES SOUS L'ANGLE DE LEURS 

CONSËQUENCES POUR LA SËCURilË ET LA DËFENSE. :c 
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MALGRË UN CERTAIN ABAISSEMENT DES TENSIONS, LA MENACE 

MILITAIRE RESTE UNE RËALITË EN EUROPE TANDIS QUE DE NOUVEAUX DÉFJ 

ET UNE PLUS GRANDE INCERTITUDE CARACTËRISENT LA SITUATION A LA 

PÉRIPHÉRIE VUIRE OUTRE-MER. 

* 

EN EUROPE L'ABAISSEMENT DES TENSIONS EST LIÉ AUX 

NËGOCIATIONS POUR LA MA!TRISE DES ARMEMENTS. DANS L'ESPRIT DU 

RAPPORT HARMEL QUI PRËCONISAIT A LA FOIS LA MODERNISATION DE~ 

OUTILS DE DÉFENSE ET LA RECHERCHE D'UN DIALOGUE PROPICE À LA 

DÉTENTE, ON DOIT SE FÉLICITER DE LA REPRISE INTERVENUE D~~UIS 

TROIS ANS. LA SIGNATURE DU TRAITÉ DE WASHINGTON CONCERNANT LES 

FORCES NUCLÉAIRES INTERMËDIAIRES, LA FRÉQUENCE ~fs RENCONTRES A 
TOUT NIVEAU ENTRE Uë:S DEUX GRANDS MAIS AUSSI ENTRE LES PAYS, DAN: 
LE CADRE DE L'ONU ET .DE LA CONFÉRENCE POUR LA s'ÜiuRITÉ ET LA 

.. .. -

COUPÉRATION EN EUROPE, LAISSENT ESPÉRER DE NOUVE~Et.Es RÉDUCTIONS 
DES ARMEMENTS NUCLEAIRES AINSI QU'UNE AVANCÉE E~MATIËRE DE 

RÉDUCTION DES ARMES CHIMiQUE::i ET CLASSIQUES. 

lL RÉSULTE DE TOUT CELA UN SENTIMENT LtGITIME DE 

SOULAGEMENT GÉNËRAL MAi~ AUSSI UN AFFAIBLISSEME~I Dt LA PERCEPTI: 

DES MENACES POUR DES OPINIONS PUBLIQUES SOUVEN~SENSiaLES AU CHAi 

DES SIRËNtS Du DÉSARMEMENT QUI NE DISCERNENf PLUS LE CARACTËRE 
' 

BÉNÉFIQUE DE LA DISSUASION POUR N'EN RETENIR QUE LE RISQUE ET 'LE 

COÛT. 

* 

Pou~TANT LES CARACTÉRISTIQUES 

EUROPE DEMEURENT ENCORE INCHANGÉES. 

S DE FORCE EN 
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lES ARSENAUX NUCLËAIRES STRATËGIQUES DES ETATS-UNIS ET 

DE L'URSS, VOUS LE SAVEZ, RESTENT À HAUTEUR DE 12 U00 TËTES DE 

PART ET D'AUTRE. CONSTAMMENT MODERNISËS, TOUJOURS PlUS PRËCIS, 

MOINS FACILEMENT DÉTECTABLES GRACE NOTAMMENT À LA MOBILITË DES 

L~NCEURS, CES PARCS SONT D'UNE DIMENSION SANS COMMUNE MESURE AVEC 

CEUX DES PUISSANCES EUROPËENNES DÉTENTRICES D'ARMEMENTS COMPA­

RABLEs. QuAND BIEN MEME LE NOMBRE DE TETES NUCLÉAIRES STRATÉGIQUEs 

DES DEUX GRANDS SE'RAlT RÉDUIT DE 50 %, LA NATÜRE DE LA DISPRO­

PORTION N'EN SERAIT PAS FONDAMENTALEMENT CHANGÉE POUR LA FRANCE ET 

LE RoYAUME UNI. 

QuANT AUX ARMES NUCLËAIRES DE THÉJITRE, EN SUPPOSANT 

ACHEVÉ Lt DËMANTÈLEMENT PRËVU PAR LE TRAITÉ FNl, ELLES LAISSENT 

ENCORE UNE LARGE SUPËRIORITÉ AU PACTE DE VARSOVIE:b'AUTANT PLUS 
PRÉOCCUPANTE SI L'ON CONS ID ÈRE QUE LES ARMES NUCLÉA IRES S TRA TË­

GIQUES LES PLUS MODERNES DE L'URSS PEU.IJENT REMPLIR'LE, RÔLE 
PRÉCËDEMMENT DÉVOLU AUX SS 20. . <::;'. 

JE RAPPELLERAI ENCORE LE DÉSÉQUILIBRE FLAGRANT À 

L'AVANTAGE DU PACTt POUR LES ARMES CHIMIQUES POUR-LESQUELLES IL 

A ADMIS DÉTENIR DES STOCKS DE L'ORDRE DE 50 ÜÜÜ·~ÙJFNES D'AGENTS 
CHIMIQUES. A LA DIFFÉRENCt DE L'ALLIANCE, IL NE iiiT AUCUN DOUTE 

"•• .. -... ~ 

QUE L~ PACTE INTÈGRE L'EMPLOI DE TELLES ARMES D~Nt.5A DOCTRINE, CE 

QUE TRADUISENT LES CAPACITÉS DE SES ÉQUIPEMENTS,.~'bRGANISATION D~ 

SES UNITÉS ET LEURS EXERCICES D'ENTRAÎNEMENT. POÙRRONS-NOUS . 

PARVENIR À UNE ÉLIMINATION DES ARMES, DES STOCKS ET! DES MOYENS DE 

PRODUCTION ? POURRONS-NOUS METTRE AU POINT DES ~ES DE VÉRIFI­

CATION FIABLES QUI DONNENT UNE RÉELLE VALIDITÉ 
BEAUCOUP DE PAYS SOUHAITENT UN PROGRÈS RAPIDE DE GOCIATIONS, ET 

C'EST LE CAS DE LA FRANCE, MAIS FORCE EST DERE.,.~.:"". ·:.::.· !TRE QU'AUJOUR 

D'HUI LA CAPACITÉ DU PACTE DANS CE DOMAINE RiS IÈRE TANDIS 
QUE L'EMPLOI DES ARMES CHIMIQUES SUR D'AUTRE~' S NE SEMBLE. 

PLUS L'EXCEPTION. 

' ' 
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JE SOULIGNER~! ENFIN LA SUPËRIORITË DU PACTE DE VARSOVIE 
POUR LES ARMEMENTS CONVENTIONNELS.ET LA VOLONTÉ COMMUN~ DES CHEFS. 

D'ÉTATS OCCIDENTAUX, LORS DU DERNIER SOMMET DE L'ALLIANCE, À 

VOULOIR PORTE~ LA PRIORITË DES EFFORTS SUR CETTE QUESTION. QUELS 

QUE SOIENT L~S ESPOIRS SUSCITÉS PAR L'ADOPTION QUE J'ESPËRE 

PROCHAINE, Du MANDAT Dt CETTE FUTURE NÉGOCIATION ET AUSSI GRANDE 

SOI~T LA VOLONTÉ POLITIQUE, IL FAUT S'ATTENDRE À UN CHEMINEMENT 

ASSEZ LENT EN RAISON DES DIFFICULTËS QU'IL Y AURA À S'ACCORDER 

SUR LES DONNÉE·s QUANTITATIVES ET QUALITATIVES • 

• 

H~RS D'EUROPE ÉGALEMENT, LA PËRIODE'QUE NOUS TRAVERSONS, 

SEMBLE PLUS CARACTÉRISËE PAR LA DIMINUTION DES TENSIONS ET LA 

'RECHERCHE DË ~A NÉGOCIATION QUE PAR UNE EXTENSION DES CONFLITS 

ARMËS. 

l'ARRËT QUE L'ON ESPÉRAIT SANS TROP Y CROIRE; DE LA 

LONGUE GUERRE ENTRE L'IRAN ET L'IRAK CONSTITU~ LE SIGNE LE PLUS 

TANGIBLE DE CETTE ÉVOLUTION. D'AUTRES ESPOIRS SE DESSINENT EN 
AFGHANISTAN, AU CAMBODG~, VOIRE EN AFRIQU~ AUSTRAL~ OU ENCORE, 

PLUS ?RËS DE NOUS, AU SAHARA. 

MAIS CETTE ACCALMIE QUI PERMET NOTAMMENT D'ALLÉGER LES 

DISPOSITIFS MILITAIRES OCCIDENTAUX DANS LE GOLFE ARABO-PERSIQUE• 

NE DUIT FAIRE OUBLIER NI LES ANTAGONISMES MILLÉNAIRES, NI LA 

PERSIS1ANCt DES TENSIONS AU PROCHE-ORIENT QU'IL S'AGISSE DE LA 

SITUATION LIBANAISE OU DE LA QUESTION ISRAËLO-PALESTINIENNE. ON 

VOIT DANS TOUTE CETTt ZONE PERSISTER LES AFFRbNTEMENTS ET LES 

INCERTITUDES TANDIS QUE SE DËVELOPPENT DES POTENTIELS MILITAIRES 

DE MOINS EN MOINS CONTRÔLÉS PAR LES GRANDES PUISSANCES EN RAISON. 

·DE L'ÉMERGENCE DE NOUVEAUX PRODUCTEURS D'ARMEMENT. l'APPARITION 

DES MISSILES BALISTIQUES A CAPACITÉ.CLASSIQUE, PARFOIS CHIMIQUE 

VOIRE NUCLÉAIRE Y DtVIENT TRËS PRÉOCCUPANTE. 
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AU SUD DE LA MÉDITERRANÉE, LA LIBYE SEMBLE TEMPÉRER SON 

ATTITUDE AGRESSIVE MAIS CONSERVE LA CAPACITÉ DE FAIRE PESER UNE 

MENACE AÉRIENNE ET BALISTIQUE SUR UNE LARGE PARTIE bU BASSIN ET DE 

PERTURBER DES ÉQUILIBRES RÉGIONAUX TOUJOURS FR~GILËS, NOTAMMENT 

DANS LES PAYS DU MAGHREB. PLUS AU SUD ENFIN, L'OS RISQUES DE DESTA­
BILISATION DES PAYS D'AFRIQUE DEMEURENT LATENTS_ET CONSTITUENT UNE 

DONNÉE À PRENDRE EN COMPTE POUR LA SÉCURITÉ MONDIALE. 

' ' 
• 

AU-DELÀ DE L'AFFAIBLISSEMENT DES TENSIONS ET DE 

L'EFFET DÉMOBILISATEUR SUR L'ESPRIT DE DÉFENSE, FORCE EST DONC DE 

CONSTATER Q0~ LES MODIFICATIONS'VISANT À UNE RÉVISION FONDAMENTALE 
DES RAPPORTS ~f 'FORCE ET A UN ACCROISSEMENT DE LA STABILITÉ CONVE~ 

TIONNELLE SONT EN DEVENIR. RIEN NE LAISSE ENCORLAPPARAÎTRE LA 

RÉDUCTION DE L'EFFORT DE DÉFENSE DE L'UNION SOVIËÜQUE. 

• • 

ÜUTRE LE-NIVEAU DES MENACES, L1 ÉVOLUTIOf\l SENSIBLE DE 

LA STRATÉGie: DES DEUX GRANDS DEVRAIT À MON SENS I~C.ITER LES PAYS 
D'EUROPE À FAIRE PREUVE D'UNE PLUS GRANDE PRUDENCE ET A RECHERCHEF 

LES CONDiiiONS D'UNE SÉCURITÉ MOINS TRIBUTAIRt DÈ'{L;EUR PUISSANT 
~--.::.-_ 

ALLIÉ. CECI NE SIGNIFIE PAS QUE NOUS PUISSIONS NÜ.ÜS' PRIVER DE ... ~· 

L'APPUI DES ETATS-UNIS POU~ ASSURER LA SÉCURITÉ É~ EuROPE . 

• 
·:y:_, 
.~;: 

INDÉNIABLEMENT, LES DIRIGEANTS SOVIÉTIQ~ES ACCEPTENT 

AUJOURD'HUI UNE PLUS GRANDE TRANSPARENC~ 

~ÉORIENTER EN PRIORITÉ LEUR ORGANISATION 

ÉCONOMIQUE ET LES RELATIONS EXTÉRIEURES. 

QU'UNE UNibN SOVIÉTIQUE MODERNISÉE ET CAPABLE 

AVEC NOTRE AIDE TOUT SON POTENTIEL ET SA.PUIS. 

PROMOUVOIR SON DESSEIN ULTIME D'HÉGÉMONIE. 

...<. •• -<o.>.: 

DÉVELOPPEMENt 

T CRAINDRE 

DE .MOBILISé:' 
CONTINUE A· 
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SE SENTANT EN EFFET TRADITIONNELLEMENT ENCERCLÉE ET 

MENACÉE, CONTINUANT À MAINTENIR SON EMPRISE SUR LES PAYS DU PACTE 

ET su'R SES GLACIS SOUS PRÉTEXTE DE LES DÉFENDRE, ELLE NE PEUT . - ' . 

QU'ENTRETENIR UN OUTIL MILITAIRE FORT -MONSIEUR GORBATCHEV N'EN 

FAIT PAS MYSTËRE, DANS SON LIVRE "LA PERESTROIKA"- TOUT EN 
CHEiCHANT PAR SES DISCOURS SUR LA DÉNUCLÉARISATION ET LE DËSAR-. 
MEMENT, À AMOINDRIR LES CAPACITÉS DE DÉFENSi DES OCCIDENTAUX. 

DÉNUCLÉARISER, C'EST-À-DIRE DÉSANCTUARISER L'EUROPE 

OCCIDENTALE, CONSTITUE À N'EN PAS DOUTER L'UN DES TROIS OBJECTIFS 

MAJEURS Dt L'UNION SOVIÉTIQUE, LE SECOND ÉTANT LA COUPURE DU LIEN 

EUROPE DE L'OUEST/ETATS-UNIS ET LE TROISIËME LA DIVISION DES 

EuROPÉENS Eux-MËMES. 

GAGEONS QU'ELLE SAURA EXPLOITER SIMULTANÉMENT LES HÉSI­

TATIONS, LES DIFFÉRENCES D'APPRÉCIATIŒN VOIRE LES DiVERGENCES DES 

EUROPÉENS ENTRE EUX ET DES EuROPÉENS AVEC LES ETATS-UNIS;, SUR LES 

MODALITÉS DE LA MODERNISATION DES APPAREilS DE DÉFENSE OU ENCORE 

SUR LES CONDITIONS D'OBJENTION D'UNE PLUS GRANDE STABILITÉ CONVE~~­

TIONNELLE. GAGEONS QU'ELLE TENTERA AINSI DE DIVISER L'ALLIANCE 

ATLANTIQUE ET DE FAVORISER UNE TENDANCE AU DÉSENGAGEMENT AMÉRICAIN 
SUR CE CONTINENT TOUT EN FAISANT MIROITER AUX PAYS D'EUROPE LA 

PERSPECTIVE D'UNE "MAISON COMMUNE", ALORS QUE LA DIVISION BIEN 
RÉELLE DE CE CONTINENT DEMEURE INTANGIBLE POUR L'UNION SOVIÉTIQUE. 

* 

Du COTÉ DE NOS ALLIÉS AMÉRICAINS, DONT LA VOLONTÉ 

D'ENGAGEMENT EN EUROPE N~ ME PARAÎT PAS DEVOIR ËTR~ MISE EN DOUTE 

AUSSI LONGTEMPS QU'ILS MAINTIENDRONT DES CAPACITÉS NUCLÉAIRES ET 

. CONVENTIONNELLES SUR CE CONTINENT, J'OBSERVE PAR CONTRE DES 

ÉVOLUTIONS QUI DOIVENT INCITER À ~A.RÉfLEXION. 
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LE BESOIN DE RÉDUIRE LEUR DÉFICIT BUDGÉTAIRE N'EST PAS 
SANS CONSÉQUENCES SUR LE NIVEAU DE LEURS DÉPENSES MILITAIRES ET 

L'ON PEUT SE DEMANDER DANS QUELLE MESURE L'AMPLEUR DE LEUR EFFORT, 

NON P~S AU SEIN DE L'ALLIANC~ MAIS ICI EN EUROPE, NE SERA PAS 

RÉVISÉ. LE THËME DU PARTAGE OU FARDEAU SUR LEQUEL IL Y AURAIT 
; 

BEAUCOUP A DIRE,. EST À NOUVEAU À L'ORDRE DU JOUR ET IL EST À 

CRA;INDRE QUE LES PLAIDOYERS RÉDIGÉS PAR LES PAYS DE L 'EUROGROUPE A 
L'ATTENTiON DES PAYS NORD AMÉRICAINS NE SUFFISENT PAS À ATTÉNUER 

LA P~ES~JON DU CONGRËS POUR RÉDUIRE LE NIVEAU D~ PARTICIPATION 

AMËRICAIN. PAR AILLEURS, LES ETATS-UNIS NE PEUVENT SANS DOUTE PAS 

INVESTIR A LA FOIS DMNS L'INITIATIVE DE DËFENSE STRATËGIQUE ET 

DANS LA DÉFENSE DE L'EUROPE. 

CES TENDANCES TRANSPARAISSENT A TRAVERS DES ËTUDES 

STRAiËGI~UES COMME "DISCRIMINATE DETERRENCE" QUI, BIEN QUE NON 

OFFICIELLES, ~ONT LE FRUIT DES RÉFLEXIONS DE HAUTES PERSONNALITÉS 

·.RÉPUBLICAINES ET DÉMOCRATES. I_ES CONCLU~IONS DE CETTE ËTUDE OÙ 

L'EUROPE, ~APPELONS-LE, N'EST PAS CITÉE, SOULIGN~NT LA ST~ATÉGIE 

MONDIALE'DES ETATS-UNIS, L'IMPORTANCE CROISSANTE DU PACIFIQUE, LA 

VOLONTÉ DE TRAITER LES CONFLITS RÉGIONAUX LE PLUS LONGTEMPS 

POSSIBLE PA~ MOYENS CONVENTIONNELS, LE RECOURS PLUS SÉLECTIF ET 
P~US LIMITÉ AUX ARMES NUCLÉAIRES, LA NÉCESSITÉ DE DISPOSER DE 

FO"CES D'INTERVENTION RAPIDES CAPABLES D'ËTRE DÉPLOYÉES SUR LES 

LIEUX DE CRISE A PARTIR DU TERRITOIRE AMÉRICAIN. 

J'ARRËTE LÀ CETTE ÉNUMÉRATION MAlS NE FAUT-IL PAS VUIR 

A TRAVERS CES Oa~ECTIFS UNE CERTAINE CONVERGENCE DES INTÉRËTS 
AMÉRICAINS ET SOVIÉTIQUES À RECOURIR PLUS TARDIVEMENT AUX ARMES 

NUCLÉAIRES ET À VOULOIR TRAITER UN CONFLIT EN EuR6PE PAR MOYENS 

CONVENTIONNEL~ AFIN DE PRÉSERVER LA SANCTUARISATION DE LEURS 

TERRITOIRES ? 

* * 

k 

{ 
. ' 
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l'EFFORT DE DÉFENSE DES PAYS EUROPÉENS DOIT AUSSI POUVOI; 
RÉPONDRE AU DÉFI DES INNOVATIONS TECHNOLOGIQUES QUI OUVRENT EN 

PERMANENCE DES· HORIZONS NOUVEAUX POUR LES APPLICATIONS ~ILITAIRES. 

A DÉFAUT D'ATTEINDRE LEUR OBJECÙF AMBITJEUX, 
L'INITIATIVE DE DÉFENSE STRATÉGIQUE ET SON ÉQUIVALENT SOVIÉTIQUE > . 

CONDUIRONT AU MOINS A DES PROGRËS DANS LA DÉTECTION PRÉCOCE ET AU 

RENFORCEMENT DES DÉFENSES TERMINALES FACE AUX MENACES S'EXERÇANT i 
PARTIR DE LA TROISIËME DIMENSION. 

LES PROGRËS QUE L'ON PEUT ATTENDRE AUSSI DANS LE DOMAINE 
DES TRANSMISSIONS ET DU TRAITEMENT DE L'INFORMATION PERMETTENT 

D'ENVISAGER UNE GESTION PLUS COHÉRENTE DES ENSEMBLES DE FORCES A 
L 1 INTÉRIEUR DE· VOLUMES D'ACTION RENDUS PLUS EXIGUS EN RAISON DES 

PERFORMANC~S ACCRUES DES SYSTËMES D'ARMES ET DE LA RÉDUCTIDN DES­

DËLAIS DE RÉACTION. 

ÜUTRE UNE EXIGENCE ACCRUE D'INTEROPÉRABILITÉ, CETTE 
ÉVOLUTION TECHNOLOGIQUE N'EST PAS SANS CONSÉQUENCES D'ABORD SUR 

L'ÉLÉVATION DES COÛT~ DES SYSTÈMES D'ARMES ALORS QUE LA CONCUR­
RENCE ÉCONOMIQUE SE FAIT PLUS SÉVËRE, ENSUITE SUR L'IMPORTANCE DE: 

CRÉDITS A ACCORDER AUX RECHERCHES ET DÉVELOPPEMENTS AFIN DE DONNE' 

A L'EUROPE UNE PLACE A LA HAUTEUR DE SES MOYENS ET PRÉSERVER AINSl 
SA LIBERTÉ D'ACTION. 

Au MUMENT OÜ LA PERCEPTION DE LA MENACE S'ATTÉNUE ET 00 
CEHTAINS BUDGETS DE DËFENSE STAGNENT VOIRE DÉCROISSENT, IL Y A 

POUt"i LES PARTENAIRES EUr<OPÉENS UN ENSEMBLE DE PROBLËMES DONT LA 

SOLUTION EXIGE SANS DOUTE UN EFFORT DE SOLIDARITÉ ET DE 

COOPÉRATION. 

* 
* * 
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AU TERME DE CE CONSTAT PROBABLEMENT INCOMPLET DE LA 

SITUATION GËNÉRALE ET DE SES ÉVOLUTIONS, IL FAUT MAINTENANT 

EXAMINER L'ËTAT DE LA DÉFENSE EN EUROPE. 

JE N'AI PAS L'INTENTION DANS CETTE SECONDE PARTIE 

DE DRES~ER UN BILAN DES EFFORTS DE DËFENSE DES PAYS EUROPËENS. IL 

FAGDRAIT ACCUMULE~ DE NOM8REUX INDICATEURS CHIFFRËS DONT L'ËQUIVA­

LENCE SE RÉVËLERAIT SOUVENT DISCUTABLE. JE PENSE PAR EXEMPLE AUX 

TENTATIVES POUR COMPARER DES BUDGETS DE STRUCTUR~ DIFFËRENTE 
S'APPLIQUANT A DES ENSEMBLES QUI NE RECOUVRENT PAS TOUJOURS LA 

MËME CATËGORIE DE MOYENS. 

IL ME FAUT POURTANT AVANCER UNE APPRÉCIATION, NE 

S~RAIT-CE QUE POUR SUSCITER VOS RÉACTIONS ET AMORCER LE DÉBAT• 

I_'EXERCtCE.EST D'AUTANT PLUS DËLICAT QUE JE SUIS JUGEET·PARTIE 

~AI~ J~ ~~IS ESSAYER DE M'Y LIVRER AVEC OBJECTIVITÉ ET FRANCHISE 

··sANS ~ASQUER LES DIFFICULTÉS. CETTE ANALYSE DEVRAIT PERMETTRE DE 

DÉGAGER LES FORCES MAIS AUSSI LES FAIBLESSES VOIRE LES LIMITES DE 

NOTRE AMBITION COMMUNE. 

* * • 

JE NOTE TOUT D'ABURD QUE TOUS LES PAYS EUROPÉENS, A 
L'EXCLU~ION DES NEUTRES OU DES NON ALIGNÉS, ONT ADHÉRÉ PEU A PEU 
AUX Dl~POSITIONS DU TRAITÉ DE WASHINGTON. OR, AUCUN D'ENTRE EUX NE 

~ARAIT SONGER AUJOURD'HUI A QUITTER CETTE ORGANISATION MËME SI LA 

NATURE DE LEUR PARTICIPATION MET EN LUMIËRE DES DIFFÉRENCES. 

LES PAYS DE L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE, APRËS. 

AVOIR RELANCÉ CETTE 1NSTITUTION ONT RESSENTI DEPUIS 1986, SANS 

DOUTE EN RAISON DES NÉGOCIATIONS ENTRE LES DEUX GRANDS, LE BESOIN 

DE RESSERRER LEURS LIENS, DE CONCERTER LEURS POSITIONS EN ESPÉRANl 

QUE LEURS INTÉRËTS Dè SÉCURITÉ SOIENT MIEUX PRIS EN COMPTE. 

·l . ~ 
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CERTES IL N'EST PAS QUESTION POUR EUX DE BATIR UNE COOP! 

RATION OPËRAT!ONNELLE DONT LE DOMAIN~ EST DU RESSORT DE L'OTAN. 

MAIS LA STRUCTli~E DE L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE CONSTITUE UNE 

ENCEINT~ PRIVILËGIÉ~ POUR DÉFINIR DES ACTIONS DIVERSES SUSCEP-
. 1 . . 

TIBLES DE RENFORCER LA SÉCURITÉ TANT DANS LA ZONE DE L'ATLANTIQUE 

NORD QU'HORS ZONE. ÜANS CE CADRE, L'ADOPTION DE LA PLATE-FORME SUF 

LES{INTÉRËTS EUROPÉENS EN MATIËRE DE SÉCURITË A REPRÉSENTË UN PAS 

IMPORTANT. 

AU-DELÀ DE L'AFFIRMATION COMMUNE D'UNE VOLONTÉ DE 

DÉFENSE, UN AUTRE FACTEUR DE FORCE PRIMORDIAL EST L'ACCEPTATION 

PAR LES PAYS DE L'UEQ MAIS AUSSI PAR LES PAYS DE L'ALLIANCE, D'UN 

SYSTËME DE DÉFENSE FONDÉ SUR LA DISSUASION QUE PROCURE UNE 

COMBINA1SON APPROPRIËE DE FORCES NUCLËAIRES ET CONVENTIONNELLES. 
CETTE VOLONTÉ TROUY~ SA CRÉDIBILITÉ DANS LA CONTRIBUTION MAJEURE 

QU~ LES PAYS EUROPÉENS FOURNISSENT À LA CONSTITION DE CE~ FORCE~. 

C'EST AINSI QUE LE ROYAUME-UNI ET LA FRANCE APPORTENT À LA 

DISSUASION NUCLÉAIRE UNE VALEUR AJOUTËE QUI VA BIEN AU~DELÀ DE LA 
PART ARITHMÉTIQUE QUE ~~PRÉSENTENT LEURS FORCES; CETT~ PLUS-VALUE 

RËSULTE DU FAIT QU'IL S'AGIT DE DEUX PAYS EUROPËENS ET AUSSI DE 

DEUX CENTRES DE DÉCI$ION DISTINCTS DONT L'INDËPENDANCE AJOUTE UN 

FACTEUR SUPPLÉMENTAIRE D'INCERTITUDE POUR UN AGRESSEUR ËVENTUEL. 

~A CONTRIBUTION EUROPÉENNE S'EXPRIME ENCORE À TRAVERS LI 

PART QUE LES PAYS ASSUMENT POUR LA DÉFENSE CONVENTIONNELLE. 

CuNSIDËRANT LES FORCES DISPONIBLES EN tUROPt ET EN 

·ATLANTIQUE, ON CONSTATE QUE LES PARTENAIRES EUROPÉENS FOURNISSENT 
95 % DES DIVISIONS, 90 % DES EFFECTIFS, 90 % DE L'ARTILLER1E, 80 ~ 

DES CHARS, ~Q % DES AVIONS DE COMBAT ET 65 % DES NAVIRES DE GUE~QE 

MAJEURS. ILS DISPOSENT AUSSI DE 3 500 000 SOLDATS EN SERVICE ACTIF 

ET AUTANT EN RËSERVE, SOIT 1,5 A 2 FUIS .PLUS QUE LEUR PARTENAIRE 

AMËRICAIN_ (i). • 

(l) SOURCE : ETUDE DE L'tUROGROUPE "THE EUROPEAN ROLE IN NATO" 
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AJOUTONS ENFIN A CETTE LISTE NON EXHAUSTIVE, LES EFFORTS 

QUE NOS PAYS DËVELOPPENT EN MATIËRE DE COOPËRATION MULTILATËRALE 

ET BILATÉRALE POUR ACCROÎTRE L'INTEROPÉRABILITÉ, POUR RAPPROCHER 

DES BESOINS OU ENCORE POUR METTRE SUR PIED DES FORCES ÉQUIPÉES DES 

MËMES MATËRIELS bu DESTINÉES A REMPLIR DES MISSIONS EN COMMUN. LE 

GROUPE·ËÜROPÉEN INDÉPENDANT DE PROGRAMMES, LA MISE SUR PIED D'UNE 

FD~CE AÉRIENNE DE DÉTECTION DES AÉRONEFS VOLANT A BASSE ALTITUDE, 

LA CRÉATION D'UNE BRIGADE FRANCO-ALLEMANDE CONSTITUENT DES 

ËXEMPLES DE CES ACTIONS EN COOPÉRATION VISANT A RENFORCER LA 

SÉCURITÉ COMMUNE. MAIS CES EFFORTS SONT-ILS SUFFISANTS ? 

• • 

CONSIDÉRONS MAINTENANT, COMME L 1 ~N DIT PARFOIS, LA 

"BOUTEILLE SOUS SON ASPECT A MOITIÉ VIDE" AFIN D'IDENTIFIER LES 

FAIBLESSES OU LES LIMITES D,E LA DÉFENS_E DE L'EUROPE. 

* 

POUM CERTAINS, LA POSITION DE LA FRANCE A L'ÉGARD DE 

L'OTAN P~~AIT UNE FAIBL~SSE QUE SEULE LA RÉINTÉG~ATION DE SES 

FORCES DANS LA STRUCTURE MILITAIRE INTÉGRÉE POURRAIT ËLIMINER. 
JE VOUDRAIS EN QUELQUES MOTS MONTREM QU'I~ S'AGIT "D'UN MAUVAIS 

PROCËS" ET QU'EN FAIT, LA POSITION DE LA FRANCE CONSTITUE POUR 

L'ALLIANCE PLUS UNE FORCE QU'UNE FAIBLESSE. 

lL EST VRAI QUE LES FORCES FRANCAISES NE S'ENGAGERAIENT 

PAS AUTOMATI~UEMENT AUX COTÉS DE L'ALLIANC~ ET QU'UNE TELLE 

DÉCISION EST STRICTEMENT NATIONALE. MAIS LE PROCESSUS EST PARFAI­

TEMENT IDENTIQUE POUR LES AUTRES PAYS DE L'ALLIANCE. 1~ Y A BIEN A 
CE STADE, DANS LE CADRE DES DISPOSITIONS DU TRAITÉ DE WASHINGTON, 

AUTONOMIE DE DÉCISION POUR TOUS. LA SEULE DIFFÉRENCE VIENT DE CE 

QUE LES FORCES_ FRANCAISES N'OCCUPENi PAS UN CRÉNEAU. DANS LA. 

DÉFENSE DE L'AVANT. 

________ __c __ L:_ __ _..:c _________ _ 
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EN RAISON DE CETTE SITUATION, CERTAINS CRAIGNENT QU~ 

L'ENGAGEMENT DES FORCES FRANCAISES AUX enTÉS DES ALLIÉS N'INTER­

VIENNENT PAS OU TROP TARDIVEMENT. POUR OT~R CE DOUTE, JE RAPPEL­

LERAI QUE, DËS 1~66, LE GÉNÉRAL DE GAULLE A CONSIDÉRÉ QUE LA 

FRANCE AURAIT EN CAS DE CONFLIT EN EUROPE A COMBIN~R SA STRATÉGIE 

AVEC 'CELLE DE SES ALLIÉS. CETTE VOLONTÉ S'EST TRADUITE PAR LA MIS; 
·; 

EN PLACE DE MISSIONS MILITAIRES FRANCAISES AÙPRËS DES GRANDS 

COMMANDEMENTS, PAR UNE SÉRIE D'ACCORDS OPÉRATIONNELS, PA~ DES 

EXERCICES, PAR DES MESURES DE RÉORGANISATION PERMETTANT AUX FORCE 

DE MANIFESTER PLUS TOT LA SOLIDARITÉ DE LA FRANCE ET O'APPORTER U: 

APPUI SIGNIFICATIF : PRËS DE 20'% DES FORCES DE L'ALLIANCE EN 

CENTRE EUROPE AVANT L'ACHEMINEMENT DES RENFORCEMENTS ALLIÉS. 

N'Y-A-T-IL PAS LA UNE VOLONTÉ DE SOLIDARITÉ INDÉFECTIBL: 

ET PRÉCOCE DE LA PART D'UN PAYS CONVAINCU QUE SA SÉCURITÉ EST 

·ÉTROITEMENT LIÉE A.CELLE DE SES ALLIÉS ? FAUT-IL RAPPELER QU'ICI 
· MËME LES PLUS HAUTS RESPONSABLES POLITIQUES SE SONT SUCCÉDÉS POUR 

, "' "' 1 AFFIRMER AVEC FERMETE LA DETERMINATION FRANCAISE A EXPRIMER AU 

PLUS TDT CETTE SOLiDARITÉ ? VOICI UN MOIS, LE PRÉSIDENT DE LA 

RÉPUBLIQUE DISAIT A CETTE TRIBUNE QUE LA FRANCE "SERA PRÉSENTE DË 

LA PREMIËRE MINUTEi AVEC TOUTES SES FORCES Y COMPRIS NUCLÉAIRES". 

MAIS IL EST VRAI AUSSI QU'EN CAS D'ENGAGEMENT, LES 

FO~CE~ FRANCAISE~·DEMEURERAIENT SOUS COMMANDEMENT NATIONAL PARCE 

QUE LA DÉCISION D'EMPLOI DES FORCES NUCLÉAIRES NATIONALES QUI LES 

CUUVKENT EN PERMANENCE NE PEUT ËTRE PARTAGÉE MËME SI DES CONSUL­

TATIONS PRÉALABLES PEUVENT SE DÉROULER ENTRE LE PRÉSIDENT DE LA 

RÉPUBLIQUE FRANCAISE ET LE CHANCELIER DE LA RÉPUBLIQU~ FÉDÉRALE 

D'ALLEMAGNE. 

IL S'AGI~ LA D'UN PROCESSUS BILATÉRAL QUI N'EST PAS 

FONDAMENTALEMENT D~FFÉRENT DES PRATIQUES EN VIGUEUR AU SEIN DES 

. ORGANISMES INTÉGRÉS. LA DÉCLARATION D'ATHËNES, EN EFFET, ~AISSE 

BIEN Aux CHEFSD'E]AT DE~ ETATS-UNis ET.Du.RoYAUME-UNI·LE SOIN· , . . 
DE DÉCIDER EN DERNiER RESSORT DE L'EMPLOI DES ARMES NUCLÉAIRES. 

l!. 
•· v 
(';, 
!i 
i- . 
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N'Y-A-T-IL PAS LÂ. UNE GARANTIE DE CRËDIBILITË ? N'EST-CE PAS 

ACCRO!TRE LA DISSUASION QUE DE MAINTENIR COMME NOUS LE FAISONS UN 

LIEN INDISSOCIABLi ENTRE FORCES CLASSIQUES ET FORCES NUCLËAIRES. ? 
NOUS POURRONS REVENIR. A CES NOTIONS AÜ MOMENT DES QUESTIONS MAIS 

JE VOUDRAIS POURSUIVRE NOTRE PANORAMA. 

UNE DIVERGENCE INQUIËTANTE ME PARAIT RËSIDER DANS 

~'ATTITUDE RËSERVËE DE CERTAINS PAYS D'EUROPE QUANT AU PARTAGE DU 

RISQUE. LE 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 ËLËMENT C~EF DE LA DISSU­
ASION. LA CRËDIBILITË DE CE CONCEPT IMPLIQUE QUE CHAQUE PAYS SIGNI . -
~!E-CLAIREMENT SON INTENTION DE SE DËFENDRE ET PRENNE D'ABORD SA 

. PART DE LA DISSUASION EN ACCEPTANT LE STATIONNEMENT ET LE TRANSIT 

SU~ SON SOL D'ARMES NUCLËAIRES OU EN DËVELOPPANT SES PROPRES 
A~MES. ÜR CERTAINS PAYS DE L'ALLIANCE .N'ACCEPTENT PAS OU MAL DE 

PRENDRE CE RISQUE DËS LE TEMPS DE PAIX. IL EXISTE MËME DES 
COURANTS DE PENSËE QUI SE DISENT FAVORABLES A DES OPTIONS TYPE 

TRIPLE ZËRO OU A LA CRËATION DE ZoNES EXEMPTES D'ARMES NUCLËAIRES 

SANS VOIR MALHEUREUSEMENT, QUE CES ZONES RESTERAIENT DES RÉCEP­

TACLES POTENTIELS. lL Y A LA DES ATTITUDES NÉFASTES POUR LA CRÉDI-

-BILITÉ DE DISSUASION. LA SÉCURITÉ DE L'EUROPE PAR LA DËNUCLÉARI­

SATION ET PAR UNE PRÉTENDUE DISSUASION CONVENTIONNELLE EST UNE 

IDËE FAUSSE. J'AURAI L'OCCASION D'Y REVENIR .. 

. ___ ·,--; 

.·.: 
' 
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LA CRËDIBILITË EXIGE AUSSI QUE NOUS SOYONS ATTENTIFS 
AUX MODERNISATIONS QUI INTERVIENNENT OU INTERVIENDRONT DANS LES 

. SYSTËMES NUCLËAIRES À COURTE PORTËE OU AÉROPORTÉES SOVIËTIQUES. 

COMME L'A DIT UN JOUR MONSIEUR \t/ORNER DEVANT LE CONGRËS DES 

TECHNIQUES DE DËFENSE : "~'URSS MODERNISE, N'EN PARLE PAS ET NOS 

MÉDIAS SONT MUETS. NOUS PARLONS ET NE MODERNISONS PAS ET NOS 

MËDtAS EN PARLENT SANS CESSE". FIN DE CITATION. CETTE SITUATION 

ELLE AU~SI PEUT COMPROMETTRE LA SÉCURITÉ. 

CERTAINS D'ENTRE VOUS POURRAIENT SOULIGNER A ~USTE TITRE 

QUE LA CRÉDIBILITË EXIGE ËGALEMENT LA MODERNISATION DES FORCES 

CONVENTI~NNELLES SANS POUR AUTANT COMPROMETTRE LES EFFORTS DE 

RËDUCTION DES ARMEMENTS. PAR ANALOGIE AVEC LES ARMES NUCLÉAIRES, 
ILS POURRAIENT AVANCER QUE LE PARTAGE DU RISQUE, C'EST AUSSI 

ACCEPTER AU MIEUX LE STATIONNEMENT SUR SON SOL DES FORCES CONVEN­

TIONNELLES ALLIÉES, ~U MINIMUM FACILITER L'ACCUEIL ET LE SOUTIEN 

DES UNITÉS DANS LE CADRE D'OPÉRATIONS DE RENFORCEMENT ET .DE 
REDÉPLOIEMENT. 

JE SUIS TOUT À FAIT D'ACCORD MAIS EN NOTANT TOUTEFOIS 
QUE LA SIGNIFICATION N'A PAS LA MËME PORTÉE QUE POUR LES ARMES 

NUCLÉAIRES. LA FRANCE, DANS CE DOMAINE, EST PARFOIS MONTRÉE DU 

DOIGT MAIS JE RAPPELLERAI SEULEMENT QUE DES MESURES SONT DÉJÀ 

PRISES DANS CE SENS. 

J'EN VEUX POUR PREUVE LES EXERCICES SE DÉROULANT SUR LE 
TERRlTUIRE FRANCAIS AVEC DES TRANSITS D'UNITÉS DU ROYAUME-UNI OU 

DES DÉBARQUEMENTS DE MOYENS SUR LES COTES ATLANTIQUES. J'EN VEUX 

ÉGALEMENT POUR EXEMPLE L'EXISTENCE SUR LE SOL FRANCAIS DU RÉSEAU 

D'OLÉODUCS I~TERALLIÉS PAR LEQUEL SERAIT ACHEMINÉE UNE PA~T IMPOR-. 

TANTE DU CARBURANT NÉCt::SSAIRE AUX. OPËRATIONS EN CENTRE-EUR'OPE. 
j 

* 

. ._ ·-· ... 
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LA TROISIËME FAIBLESSE RÉSIDE NON PAS TANT DANS LA DIFFË 
RENCE DE STRATÉGIE ENTRE LA FRANCE ET L'OTAN DONT J'AI SOULIGNÉ LE 

CARACTËRE COMPLÉMENTAIRE. ET LE FACTEUR SUPPLÉMENTAIRE D'INCERTI­

TUDE QUI EN RÉSULTE MAIS JANS LE R~LE TROP IMPORTANT, IL ME 

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

·vous SAVEZ QUE LA FRANCE DIFFËRE DE SES ALLIÉS QUANT 

AU CONCËPT D'EMPLOI DE SES ARMES NUCLÉAIRES DE THÉÂTRE QU'ELLE 

QUALIFIE DE PRÉSTRATÉGIQUES. ELLE VEUT AINSI MONTRE~ Q0'IL S'AGIT 

D'ARME~ AU SERVICE DE LA DISSUASION ET NON PAS D'ARMES DESTINÉES ' 
UNE BATAILLE QU'ELLES DOIVENT PRÉCISÉMENT INTERDIRE. OUTRE LEUR 

FONCTION ESSENTIELLE ET TROP SOUVENT OUaLIÉE D'UNE DISSUASION 
D'UNE FRAPPE EN PREMIER ADVERSE, LEUR EMPLOI NE PEUT EN EFFET SE 

CONCEVdiR QUE DANS LE CADRE D'UNE FRAPPE UNIQUE D'ULTIME AVERTIS-., 
SE-MENT APPLIQUÉE SUR DES OBJECTIFS MILITAIRES ET NON PAS SOUS LA 

FORME DE FRAPPES SUCCESSIVES ET DOSÉES COMME LE PRÉVOIT LA 

DOCTRINe DE LA RIPOSTE GRADUÉE ET DE LABATAILLE DE L'AVANT. 

JE NE SUIS PAS CONVAINCU QU'UN RENFORCEMENT COÜT~UX DES 
MOYENS CONVENTIONNELS, RENFORCEMENT VERS LEIJUEL D'AILLEURS 

PERSONNE À L'OUEST NE S'ENGAGE VRAIMENT, DESTINÉ À RETARDER LE 

PAS~AGE AU NUCLËAIRE, SOIT DE NATURE A ~ENFORCE~ LA DISSUASION. 
CECI N'EXCLUT PAS, BIEN AU CONTRAIRE, LA MODERNISATION DES MOYENS 

AFIN D'ÉVITER LE CONTOURNEMENT DE CETTE DISSUASION. 

l'INTRODUCTION DE TOUTES LES TECHNOLOGIES ÉMERGENTES ET 

~A RÉALISATION DE STOCKS DE MUNITIONS COHÉRENTS POUR TENIR . . 

PLUSIEURS SEMAINES FACE AU PACTE NÉCESSITERAIENT EN EFFET DES 

DÉPENSES EXORBITANTES ALORS QUE LE CONTEXTE GÉNÉRAL N'EST PAS 

·FAVORABLE À UN TEL ACCROISSEMENT DES DÉPENSES DE DÉFENSE; 

- .·_,.,_ 

. ;:: 
. ' 



-~ -. -~-. -:- .. 
. ··.._·. 

,--, 
····-" 

.. r­
. -1; 

- lB -

PAR AILLEURS ·uNE BATAILLE CONVENTIONNELLE EN EUROPE 
SERAIT PRDBABLEMENT TOUT A0SSI INSUPPORTABLE DU'UN CONFLIT 

NUCLÉAIRE AUQUEL ELLE SEMBLE INÉLUCTABLEMENT DEVOIR ABCJTIR. EN 
EFFET,· LA DISSUASION CONVENTIONNELLE N'A JAMAIS EMPËCHÉ LA GUERRE 

MËME DANS DES SITUATIONS DE RAPPORT DE FORCES ÉQUILIBRÉS 'EN EUROP 
VOIRE MËME DANS DES SITUATIONS DU FAIBLE AU FORT HORS D'EUROPE. 

JE NE SUIS DONC PAS DE CEUX QUI CROIENT À LA DISSUASION 

CONVENTIONNELLE MËME SI BIEN ENTENDU IL CONVIENT D'EXIGER DES 

SOVIÉTIQUES LA DISPARITION DES DÉSÉQUILIBRES. JE SUIS DE CEUX QUI 

PENSENT QUE C'EST LA DISSUASION NUCLÉAIRE COMPLÉTÉE PAR UN NIVEAU 

CONVENTIONNEL SU~FISANT QUI NOUS A VALU 40 ANS DE PAIX • 

• 

POUt< CLORE CE CONSTAT DES FAIBLESSES OU DES, INSUFFI­

SANCES, J'INSCRIKAI AU PASSIF LE BILAN DES MODES DE RÉALI~ATION 
D'ARMEMENT. 

NOUS AVONS TOUS-PRÉSENT À L'ESPRIT DES EXEMPLES DE 
SYSTËME~ D'ARMES DÉVELOPPÉS EN COOPÉRATION PAR UN NOMBRE PLUS OU 

MOINS GRAND DE PARTENAIRES EUROPÉENS. CITONS PAR EXEMPLE LE 

CHASSEUR DE MINES TRIPARTITE, LES AVIONS JAGUAR, TORNADO, LES HÉLJ 
COPTËRES LYNX, L~S MISSILES DE DIFFÉRENTE NATURE, TELS LE MISSILE 
ANTICHARS MILAN, LE MISSILE SOL-AIR ROLAND. 

DE NOMBREUX PROJETS SONT EN PHASE DE DÉFINITION OU DE 

DÉVELOPPEMENT COMME L'HÉLICOPTËRE NH 90, OU ENCORE LES MISSILES 

ANTICHARS DE 3ËME GÉNÉRATION. MAIS IL FAUT BIEN RECONNAÎTRE QUE LP 

PART DES ARMEMENTS DÉVELOPPÉS DANS LE CADRE D~UNE CDOPÉRATION 

EUROPÉENNE RESTE FAIBLE POUR BEAUCOUP DE NOS PAYS. 

-~-· 
~ . 

' ~- ·• 
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JE CROIS INUTILE D'EXPOSER TOUTES LES CONSËQUENCES QUI 

RËSUL TENT DE CÇTTE SITUATION. SOULIGNONS CEPENDANT LA DUPLICATION 

DES EFFORTS DE RECHERCHE ET DE DËVELOPPEMENT QU'ENTRAÎNE L'ADOP­

TION; DE SOLUTIONS NATIONALES COMME ON LE CONSTATE POUR LES CHARS 

DE COMBAT OU AUJOURD'HUI, UNE FOIS ENCORE, AVEC LE DËVELOPPEMENT 

DE SJEUX AVIONS DE COMBAT EN EUROPE. SOULIGNONS ENCORE LES DIFFI­

CULTËS ENGENDRËES EN MATIËRE D'INTEROPËRABILITË DONT CERTAINES NE 

~EUVENT ËTRE RËSOLUES MËME AU PRIX D'UN EFFORT FINANCIER. SOUS CET 

:ASPECT, LE POIDS DU PASSË EST SOUVENT CONSIDËRABLE. EN FAIT, LES 

EXIGENCE~ DES INDUSTRIELS PRËVALENT SOUVENT SUR CELLES DES ËTATS­
. ·MAJORS QUI SONT PRËTS LE PLUS SOUVENT A S'ENTENDRE. CELA COÜTE 

CHER ET NUIT A L'EFFICACITË DES'FORCES. 

IL Y A DONC DANS LE DOMAINE DES ARMEMENTS UNE SITUATION 

· -~LOBALEMENT PEU SATISFAISANTE AU MOMENT OÙ L'ÉVOLUTION DES 

TECHNIQUES, LES CONDITIONS NOUVELLES DES THËATRES D'OPËRATIONS 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 
TROISIËME PARTIE DE MON EXPOSË QUE J'ABORDE MAINTENANT • 

• 
• • 

ÜUELLES ACTIONS FAUT-IL DËVELOPPER OU PROMOUVOIR POUR 
VALORISER NOS FORCES ET RËDUIRE NOS FAIBLESSES AFIN D'ACCROÎTRE 

L'EFFORT DE DËFENSE EN EuROPE ? JE V'AIS DËVELOPPER QUATRë AXES 

D'EFFORT ET VOUS PROPOSER DE RETENirt POUR LA PËRIODE DES QUESTIONS 

TOUT CE QUI EST RELATIF À LA COOPËRATION MILITAIRE BI ET MULTILATÉ 

RALE COMPTE TENU_ QUE CE DOMAINE NE POSE PAS DE DIFFICULTËS 

.MAJEURES. 

• 
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LE PREMIER DOIT VISER A DËVELOPPER UNE ACTION GËNËRALE 

D'INFORMATION A L'ËGARD, 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
SIT1ION· DES ËLÉMENTS OBJECTIFS ET CLAIRS QUANT A LA NATURE DES 

RAPPORTS DE FORCE ET AUX PERSPECTIVES DE LA MAÎTRISE DES ARMEMENTS 
SOUS TOUS LES ASPECTS DE FACON À CONTREBATTRE DES APPRËCIATIONS 

MANIFESTEMENT ERRONËES. 

L'EXERCICE N'EST PAS SIMP~E MAIS IL EST INDISPENSABLE. 

IL ~'EST PAS SIMPLE CA~ IL FAUT RENDRE. ACCESSIBLES ET 

ASSfMILABLES DES DONNÉES CONSIDËRËES SOUVENT COMME CONFIDENTIELLES 

DONT L'INTERPRÉTATION EST COMPLEXE. IL EST DÉLICAT AUSSI DANS LA 

MESURE DÛ CETTE CAMPAGNE D'INFORMAiiON PE~MANENtE PEUT ËTR~ RECUE 

CüMME UNE ACTION DE PROPAGANDE ET CONTESTÉE PAR DES COURANTS 
D'OPPOSITION AGISSANT LIB~EME~T DANS NOS SYSTËMES DÉMOCRATIQUES. 

L'EXERCICE EST POURTANT INDISPENSABLE AFIN DE DONNER 

LES ÉLÉMENTS D'APPRÉCIATION NÉCESSAIRES À DES CITOYENS QUI N'ENTEN 

DRAIENT QUE LES PROPOSITIONS IMPRESSIONNANTES DE DÉSARMEMENT 

CONTENUES DANS LES DISCOURS VENANT DE L'EST ET LARGEMENT DIFFUSÉS 

DANS NOS SOCIÉTÉS DE LIBERTÉ. 

CUNCRËTEMENT, IL S'AGIT DE DÉVELOPPER L'ESPRIT DE 

DÉFENSE EN AGISSANT À TOUT NIVEAU ET À TOUT MOMENT À TRAVERS LE 

SYSTËME ÉDUCATIF MAIS AUSSI PAR LES MÉDIAS OU ENCORE PAR LES 

ORGANISATIONS ?ROFESSIONNNELLES VOIRE SOCIO-CULTURELLES. LA 

DÉFENSE EST EN EFFET L'AFFAIRE DE TOUS. 

; 

• 
i' 
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CHACUN DE NOS PAYS A DANS CE' DOMAINE UNE EXPË.RIENCE 

QU'IL IMPORTE DE PARTAGER. l'INITIATIVE QUI A CONDUIT À VOUS 

R~SSEM8LER AU SEIN DE L'IHEDN VA DANS CE SENS. 

* 

LE DEUXIËME AXE D'EFFORT SE SITUE PLUS AU NIVEAU DES 

IN~TANCES DIRIGEANTES QUE DES OPINIONS. IL DOIT AVOIR POUR 

OBJECTIF DE PRËSENTER UN FRONT UNI SUR LES GRANDES QUESTIONS 

STRATÉGIQUES DONT J'AI DËJÀ SOULIGNË L'IMPORTANCE POUR LE MAINTIEJ 

DE LA SÉCURITÉ SUR CE CONTINENT. 

LA DËTERMINATION DES INTËRËTS EUROPËENS EN MATIËRE OE 

SÉCURITË, LA DÉFINITION D'UN ESPACE STRATËGIQUE COMMUN, L1 ËLABO­

RATION DE POSITIONS CONCERTÉES QUANT AÙX O~JECTIFS ET AU PROCESSU: 

DE LA MAÎTRISE DES ARMEMENTS, LA CONJUGAISON DES EFFORTS POUR 

CONTRIBUER À LA SËCURI~Ë OU AU RËTABLJSSEMENT DE LA PAIX, LÀ OÜ 

LES INTÉRËTS EUROPÉENSSONT CONCE-RNËS, SONT AUTANT DE DOMAINES SUi 

LESQUêLS LES POINTS DE VUE DOIVENT SE RASSEMBLER SI NOUS.VOULONS 
ABOUTIR À UNE EUROPê PLUS UNIE ET PLUS FORTE, APPORTANT SA JUSTE 

PART À LA SËCURITÉ MONDIALE. 

L'UNION DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE OFFRE UNE STRUCTURE 

SANS ËQUIVALENT POUR HARMONISER LES POSITIONS DE NOS PAYS ET POUR 
LEUR CONFÉRER UNE PLUS GRANDE CAPACITÉ D'INFLUENCE À LA FOIS SUR 

LEURS ALLIÉS MAIS AUSSI DANS LES NËGOCIATIONS DIVERSES. 

IL IMPORTE AINSI DE TRADUIRE EN ACTIONS CONCRËTES LES 
OBJECTIFS QUE NOUS NOUS SOMMES FIXÉS EN ADOPTANT LA PLATE-FORME Dl 

LA HAYE IL Y A UN PEU PLUS D'UN AN. LAISSONS AUX EXPERTS LE SOIN 

D'AVANCER DES PROPOS.ITIONS PARMI LESQUELLES ON PEUT SOUHAITER DES 

CONSULTATIONS SUR LES QUêSTIONS RELATIVES À LA STABILITÉ CONVEN-

v 

TIONNELLE, DES RÉUNIONS DES CHEF~ D'ÉTAT-MAJOR POUR FAIRE ENTENDRl 

DES AVIS TECHNIQUES SUR CE TYPE DE. PROBLËMES OU ENCORE POUR DONNE!' 
-- . - . 

· .. ·L'IMPULSION A LA cooPËRATIONè MILITAIRË ET A L~ RECHERCHE o'ÙNE 

PLUS GRANDE INTEROPËRABILITÉ. 

. <-· 'l 
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TOUTES CES ACTIONS NE SE VEULENT EXCLUSIVES DES 

RELATIONS-BILAT~RALES QUI DEMEURENT NËCESSAIRES POUR AFFINER DES 

SOLUTIONS PLUS SPÉCIFIQUES À CERTAINS PAYS. ELLES NE SE VEULENT 

EXCLUSIVES NON PLUS DES PROCESSUS DE L'ORGANISATION DU TRAITÉ DE 

L'ATLANTIQUE NURD. ELLES CHERCHENT AU CONTRAIRE À APPORTER LA 

DIMENSION COMPLÉMENTAIRE D'UN ENSEMBLE EUROPÉEN PLUS UNI ET À 

RENFORCER AINSI LA CRÉDIBILITÉ DE L'ALLIANCE • 

• 

LE TROISIËME AXE D'EFFORT DÉCOULE DE CES PRINCIPES SUR 

LESQUELS NOS CHEFS D'ETAT ET DE GOUVERNEMENT SE SONT ACCORDÉS. 

MAIS IL CONVIENT DE LEUR DONNER UNE RÉALI3É ET UNE VISIBILITÉ À 

MON SENS ESSE~TIELLES. POUR RÉSUMER D'UNE PHRASE, JE DIRAI QU'IL 

IMPORTE DE NE PAS BAISSER LA GARDE DE N~S SYSTËMES DE DÉFENSE 

TANT QU 1 AÜCUNE CONTREPARTIE SIGNIFICATIYE N'AURA ÉTÉ RÉALISÉE 

EN MATIËRE DE RÉDUCTION DES CAPACITÉS .PFFI;NSIYES DU PACTE DE 
V~RSOVIE, EN MATIËRE D'ÉLIMINATION DES ~RMES CHIMIQUES OU ENCORE 

DE RÉDUCTION DES ARMES NUCLÉAIRES STRATÉGIQUES. 

UN TEL OBJECTIF EXIGE DE MONTRER NOTRE ATTACHEMENT À 

LA DISSUASION NUCLÉAIRE ET NOTRE DÉTERMINATION À POURSUIVRE NOS 

EFFORTS Dt DÉF~NSE. C'EST A CE PRIX QUE LES GOUVERNEMENTS 

OCCIDENTAUX TROUVERONT LE MEILLEUR APPUI POUR NÉGOCIER UNE PLUS 

GRANDE SÉCURITÉ À UN .NIVEAU PLUS BAS D'~RMEMENT. 

EN EFFET, LA CRÉDIBILITÉ DE LA DISSÛASION NE PEUT ËTRE 

ASSURÉE PAK LE SEUL DISCOURS. IL FAUT AINSI DONNER UN CONTENU 

CONCRET A DES FORMULES ENCORE TROP VAGUES TELLE "LA COMBINAISON 

APPROPRIÉE DE FORCES NUCLÉAIRES ET CONVENTIONNELLES". LA CRÉDI­

BIL.ITÉ DE LA DISSUASION NUCLÉAIRE EN EU_i30PE NÉCESSITE UN EFFORT 
'~ 

PARTICULIER DE NOS PAYS AFIN DE BIEN MO~TRER QUE CETTE AMBITION 

·. EST ÀUSSI LA NOTRE ET PAS SEULEMENT CELÉE DE NOTRE PUISSANT ALLIÉ 
·.~ 

.AMËRICAIN. ~':: 

-~ 

' ,__ _______________________ ,;,_ ___________ t:. 
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POUR CELA, IL FAUT CRÉER. LES CONSENSUS NÉCESSAIRES POUR 

L'ACCEPTATION DU DÉPLOIEMENT D'ARMES NUCLÉAIRES SUR LE MAXIMUM DE 

NOS TERRITOIRES QU'IL S'AGISSE DE MOYENS AÉRIENS POUVANT ATTEINDRI 

LE TERRITOIRE SOVIÉTIQUE, DE MOYENS AËRONAVALS TRANSITANT DANS LE' 

PORTS OU D'ARMES NUCLÉAIRES DE THÉÂTRE SEULES CAPABLES DE CONFÉREI 

AUX FORCES CONVENTIONNELLES UNE VALEUR DISSUASIVE. AINSI L'ACCORD 

DONNÉ PAR L'ITALIE POUR LE REDÉPLOIEMENT SUR SON TERRITOIRE DE LA 

40fËME ESCADRE AÉRIENNE DE F 16 CONSTITUE UN SIGNE FORT QUE LES 

RÉACTIONS SOVIÉTIQUES ONT D'AILLEURS SOULIGNÉ. 

CETTE ACCEPTATION DU PARTAGE DU RISQUE EST PRIMORDIALE 
' 

POUR LA DISSUASION CAR ELLE CONDITIONNE LE MAINTIEN DE LA 

PUISS~NCE AMÉRICAINE EN EUROPE ET LE COUPLAGE ENTRE LES DEUX RIVE 
DE L'ATLANTIQUE. REFUSER LE RISQUE OU DU MOINS EN RÉDUIRE L1 IMPOR 

TANCE SERAIT ENCOURAGER LE REDÉPLOIEMENT DES MOYENS NUCLÉAIRES DE 

NOS ALLIÉS A~ÉRICAINS SUR DES NAVIRES OU DES BOMBARDIERS A LONG 

RAYON D'~CTION. UNE TELLE ÉVOLUTION PpURRAIT ABOUTIR A LA REMISE 

EN CAUSE bES PROCESSUS DE CONSULTATION VOIRE DE L'IMPORTANCE DE L 

PRÉSENCE CONVENTIONNELLE AMÉRICAINE EN EUROPE. 

Nou~ DEVONS AUSSI ËTRE DE LA PLUS EXTRËME VIGILANCE 
QUANT AU DÉVELOPPEMENT DES SYSTÈMES NUCLÉAIRES SOVIÉTIQUES EN 

·PARTICULIER DE LA MODERNISATION DES ARMES DE THÉÂTRE. PARAL­

LÈLEMENT, IL CONVIÈNDRA DE S'ASSURER QUE LES CAPACITÉS D'ATTEINDR 

LES FORCES MILITAIRES DU PACTE DEMEURENT, NE SERAIT-CE QUE POUR L: 

DISSUADER DE FRAPPER EN PREMIER CAR IL EN CONSERVERA LA CAPACITÉ. 

TOUTES CES ACTIONS, À L'ÉVIDENCE, NÉCESSITENT POUR 

LONGTEMPS ENCORE DE MAINTENIR LES EFFORTS BUDGÉTAIRES D'AUTANT QU• 

LA COHÉRENCE EXIGE AUSSI LA MODERNISATION DES FORCES CONVENTION­

NELLES. JE VOUS RENVOIE TOUTEFOIS AUX RÉSERVES QUE J'AI FORMULÉES 

PRÉCÉDEMMENT QUANT A L'AMPLEUR DES EFFORTS .NÉCESSAIRES ET À LA 

.FAUSSE SÉCURITÉ QU'IL Y AURAIT A FONDER LA DISSUASION SUR CES 

·SEULS MOYENS. · 

- ·-- _,; '• 

• 
. •.. 
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LE QUATRIËME AXE D-'EFFORT, POUR TERMINER, DOIT CONDUIRE 

À RECHERCHER UNE PLUS GRANDE CONCENTRATION DES EFFORTS EN MATIËRE 

DE RËALISATION DES A~MEMENTS AFIN, LÀ AUSSI, DE MIEUX RENTABILISE~ 

L'EMPLOI DES RESSOURCES SANS PRËLËVEMENT EXCESSIF SUR LES 
' RICHESSES NATIONALES. POUR CELA, IL NOUS FAUT RËDUIRE LES 

DUP.;LICATIONS -POUR N::: PAS DIRE LES MULTIPLICATIONS- DE CERTAINS 

SYSTËMES D'ARMES. 

LE TEMPS N'EST PLUS DE CONVAINCRE LES ~OLITIQUES ET LES 

MILITAIRES DE L'INTËRËT ET SANS DOUTE DU CARACTËRE INËLUCTABLE DE 

CETTE ËVOLUtiON MËME SI NOUS CONNAISSONS LES DIFFICULTËS OU LES 

CONTRAINTES, PAR EXEMPLE; DES DËVELOPPEMENTS EN COOPËRATION. LES 

POLITIQUES Y VOIENT UN 'MOYEN D'ASSURER LA DËFENSE·À MEILLEUR PRIX 

EN ATTENDANT QUE LES PROGRËS .DE LA MAÎTRISE DES ARMEMENTS SE 

MATËRIALISENT. LES MILITAIRES, ËGALEMENT SENSIBLES AUX ASPECTS 
FINANCIERS, Y VOIENT SURTbUT UNE GARA~TIE D'INTEROPËRABILITË ET 

SOULIGNENT L'INTËRËT DE RAPPROCHER AU PLUS TÔT LES BESOINS 

OPËRATIONNELS ET D'HARMONISER LES CALENDRIERS. 

LA SENSIBILISATION EST SANS DOUTE PLUS RËCENTE CHEZ LE.S 
INDUSTRIELS COMPTE TENU DE LEUR INTËRËT À CONTR0LER LE TRANSFERT 

DE TECHNOLOGIES QUI FONT LEUR AVANTAGE ET DE PRËSERVER LEUR 

LIBERTË D'ACCËS AUX MARCHË~ À L'EXPORTATION DANS LE CADRE D'UN 
SYSTËME D'ËCONOMIE LIBËRALE. CEPENDANT, LA TENDANCE AU RËTRËCIS­

SEMENT D~ CES MARCHËS, LA CONCURRENCE INTERNATIONAlE SËVËRE, LA 

NËCESSITË D'INVESTIR DES CRËDITS IMPORTANTS À LA RECHERCHE ET AU 

DËVELOPPEMENT QUE LES ETAT'> Nf PEUVENT PLUS TOTALEMENT ASSUMER, 

SONT AUTANT DE RAISONS QUI DOIVENT LES IN.CITER À REGROUPER LES 

EFFORTS, À MULTIPLIER LES ENTENTES POUR ATTEINDRE L'ËCHELLE 

SUFF !SANTE. 

~- ' 

~-
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A"L'INSTAR DE CE QUE NOUS AVONS FAIT POUR LE DpMAINE 

CIVI~ AVEC LES PROGRAMMES EURÊKA ET ESPRIT, SACHONS A~SSl DANS LE 

DOMAINE MILITAIRE METTRE EN COMMUN OU PARTAGER CERTAINS EFFORTS EN 

MATIËRE DE RECHERCHE El DE DÉVELOPPEMENT. SACHONS ENCORE DÉVE­

LOPPER DES PROCÉDURES D'ACHATS CROISÉS ET, PEUT-ËTRE AUSSI, 

ENCOURAGER UNE CERTAINë SPÉCIALISATION. 

EN UN MOT, SACHONS CONSTRUIRE DE FAÇON PRAGMATIQUE 

UNE INDUSTRIE EUROPÉENNE DES ARMEMENtS A PARTIR D'UN POTENTIEL 

INDÉNIABLE OU CHACUN, IL EST VRAI, NE POURRA GAGNER SUR TOUS LES 

TABLEAUX. 

DE MËME, LES RËGLES D'ÉLIGIBILITÉ EN VIGUEUR AU SEIN 

DE L'OTAN DEVRAIENT-ELLES ËTRE ASSOUPLIES AFIN D'ÉVITER DES 

SITUATIONS PARADOXALES QUI FONT·PAR EXEMPLE QU'UNE FUSÉE EURO­

PÉENNE ARIANE NE.PEUT PLACER SUR ORBITE DES SATELLITES DESTINÉS A • 
LA DÉFENSE 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 LANCEUt<S CHitJOIS ·? Où EST L' INTËRËT DES PAYS · 

EUROPÉENS DANS CE CAS 7 JE VOUS LAISSE JUGES • 

• 
IL Y AURAIT ENCORE BEAUCOUP A DIRE SUR LE THËME DE LA 

MEILLEURE UTILISATION DES RESSOURCES. IL FAUDRAIT POUR CELA 
DÉVELOPPER NOTRE CONCERTATION ET MIEUX TIRER PARTI DE STRUCTURES 

COMME LE GROUPE INDÉPEr•DANT DE PROGRAMMES OU ENCORE ÉTENDRE DES 

ORGANISATIONS COMME FINABEL QUI RASSEMBLENT AUJOURD'HUI LES CHEFS 

D'ÉTAT-MAJOR DE NOS ~RMÉES DE TERRE. 

POUR CELA, IL FAUT D'ABORD SE RENCONTRER. LES E~CEINTES 

ET LES OCCASIONS NE MANQUENT PAS. CETTE SESSION Y CbNTRIBUE A SA 

FAÇON ET JE ME FÉLICITE QUE LE CENTRE DES HAUTES ÉTUDES DE L'ARME­

MENT, DONT NOUS OCCUPONS L'AMPHITHÉÂTRE, ORGANISE L'AN PROCHAIN~ A 
L'IMAGE DE VOTRE RÉUNION, UNE SESSION EUROPÉENNE.DE RESPONSABLES 

DE L'ARMEMENT POUR FAVORISER. DE .NOUVEAUX RAPPROCHEMENTS •. 

• • 
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ME VOICI AU TERME DE CET EXPOSÉ CONSACRÉ Â L'EFFORT DE 

DÉFENSE EN EuROPE. 

EN DÉPIT DES INSUFFISANCES OU DES FAtBLESSES QUl J'AI 

MENTIONNÉES, CETTE ANALYSE NE ME CONDUIT PAS AU PESSIMISME MËME Sl 

L'OBJECTIF QUE NOUS VISO.NS, CELUI D'UNE EUROPE PARLANT D'UNE SEULE 

vo{x AU SEIN DEL 'ALLIANCE ET DISPOSANT D'UN OUTIL DE DÉFENSE 

EUROPÉEN PLUS HOMOGËNE, EST ENCORE LOIN. 

NOS PAYS APPORTENT DES ATOUTS IRREMPLAÇABLES Â LA 

DÉFENSE DE NOS INTÉRËTS COMMUNS. LA DIMENSION EUROPÉENNE QU'ILS 

DONNENT Â LA DISSUASION NUCLÉAIRE~ L'IMPORTANCE DES FOR~i~ 
CONVENTIONNELLES QU'ILS RASSEMBLENT, LA SOMME DE LEURS EFFORTS 

~UriGÉTAIRES QUE LES CONSÉQUENCES DU MARCHÉ UNIQUE DEVRAIENT 

PERMETTRE ENCORE DE VALORISER, LE NIVEAU DE COOPÉRATION ENTRE LES 

FORCES MILITAIRES SONT DES SIGNES MAR~UANTS QUI INCITENT SANS 

DUUTE NOTRE ALLIÉ AMÉRICAIN Â NOU•S DEMANDER PLUS ET NOTRE GRAND 

VOISIN DE L'EST Â CHERCHER À NOUS AFFAIBLIR. 

MALGRÉ NOS D"FFÉKENCES ET LES OBSTACLES, IL NOUS FAUT 
CONT1NUE~ À RASSEMBLER CE CAPITAL ET À MOBILISER NOS OPINIONS AFI~ 

DE RESTER VIGILANTS AUSSI LONGTEMPS -QUE LES RÉDUCTIONS D'ARMEMENT! 

SOUHAITABLES NE SE SERONT PAS MATÉRIALISÉES. 

Su~ CETTE VOIE, TROIS DANGERS NOUS GUETTENT : LE RELÂ­

CHEMENT PRÉMATURÉ DE NOTRE EFFORT DE DÉFENSE SANS CONTREPARTIE 
SuFFISANTE À L'E~T, LA DIVISION DE NOS-PAYS SUR LES GRANDES 

QUESTIONS STRATÉGIQUES AVEC LE RISQUE DE VOIR LES DEUX GRANDS 

RÉGLER LES PROBLËMES DE DÉSARMEMENT Â LEUR NIVEAU ET ENFIN LA 

DÉNUCLÉARISATION DE L'EuROPE. NOUS POUVONS LES DÉJOUER SI, COMME 

PAR LE PASSÉ NOUS EN AVONS LA VOLONTÉ. SUUVENEZ-VOUS DE LA 

BATAILLE POUR LE DÉPLOIEMENT DES MISSILES DE THÉÂTRE JUSTEMENT 

BAPTISÉS EUROMISSILES. FËLICITONS-N6US QU'ELLE AIT ÉTÉ GAGNÉE CAR 

SI LES PERSHI~~ 11 N'AV~IENT ËYË MIS EN PLACE, LES SS 20-SERAIENT 

PROBABLEMENT ENCORE DIRIGÉS .SUR NOUS POUR .LONGTEMPS. 

~· 
( 
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JE NE DOUTE PAS QUE LA COMMUNAUTË DE DESTIN QUI NOUS 

·•··· 
' 

·. ·. ·•. ·~ 
..:·~ 

~; 
'. ' ·li .· . r . 

T 

LIE ET LE POTENTIEL QUE REPRËSENTENT LES 320 MILLIONS D'EUROPËENS 

SOIENT LA SOURCE DE NOTRE DËTERMINATION POUR RËALISER LE PILIER 
EURO?ËEN DE LA DËFENSE AU SEIN .DË L'ALLIANCE ATLANTIQUE SANS 

LAQUELLE IL .NE SAURAIT Y AVOIR DE SËCURfTË EN EUROPE. IL EST TEMP! 
QU'UNE EuROPE DEVENUE MAJEURE SUR LE PLAN ËCONOMIQUE LE SOIT AUSSJ 

DA~\ LE DOMAINE DE LA 0ËFENSE. 

JE VOUS REMERCIE DE VOTRE ATTENTION • 

.. '~ ;.-
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1 ANNEE 1987 1 

t!UDE OTAN · PIB . DEPENSES % 

JU11.LET 88 
PAYS (GDP). · DE DEP~rE DEFENSE 

DEFENSE Pm ·* 
l&ILLIONS $ US courants 

1 EUROPE 1 

' 

. U.E.O. 3.770.054 128.949 3,4 

U.E.O. + ~PAGNE 4.095.06'6 137.549 3,4 
PORTUGAL + .. ·~ ,-: . - --· 

------

OTAN EUROPE 4.398.543 148.181 -3~_4 
-

~.l!.:U'l'.w":."' EUROPE ** 
416.620 9.950 . 

!(sauf YOUGOSLAVIE) (1986) ~ _. .-.,_,_ -: 

--·-... 
. • - : è ; 

1 AME&IQUE DU NORD 1· · 

OTAN AYERIQUE 4.850.262 296.919 

• ! VIX: PENSIONS 

.. SOURCE WIUTARY BALANCE (Suède,Finlande,suisse,!utriche) ·. 

------'---------'----- -----



1 EFFORT DE DEFENSE J 
!ANNEE 198~ VILLIONS DE $ us courants 

ETUDE OTAN Pm DEPENS~ % 

PAYS lmlmDED!mm 
Juillet 88 GD Pl DE Dmtm /PIB * 

FRANCE 873 861 . 34 530,4 4,0 

RFA 1 118 839 34 135,1 
Sans 

3,1BERm 

ROYAUME UNI 666 722 31 209,1 4,7 
UEO ITALIE 751 261 18 354,0 2,4 

PAYS BAS 214 641 '6 503,4 3,0 

BELGIQUE 138 526 4 143,7 3,0 

LUXEMBOURG 6 204 73,1 1,2 

TOTAL UEO ~ 770 054 128 948,0 3,4 

ESPAGNE 288 925 
' 

7 469,7 2,6 
. PORTUGAL -

36 087 1 130,6 3,1 

AUTRES NORVEGE 83 068 2 759,2 3,3 

PAYS GRECE 46 996 2 839,5 6,0 

EUROPEENS DANEMARK 102 126 2 143,5 2,1 

TURQUIE 65 961 2 889,6 4,4 

. ISLANDE 5 326 1 1 
TOTAL OTAN EUROPE ~ 398 543 148 181,0 3,4 

OTAN ETATS_UNIS 4 436 018 288 157,0 6,5 

AMERIQUE CANADA 414 244 8 762,1 2,1 

SUEDE 4 080 

NEUTRES FINLANDE 1 260 

(Military SUISSE 3 180 
balance 87-88) AUTRICHE 1 430 
"' AVEC PENSIONS 
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.. j EF'F'ORT VUJTAIU .DE REcJÏERcHE ri DEVELoPPEMENT] t 

; 

MIIJJONS $ US % 

PAYS PRIX_TAUX DE CHANGE R et D /BUDGET~ 
1980 DEFENSE 

ROYAUlŒ UNI 3 814,2 -12,79 
FRANCE 3 152,1 •u.2s 
RFA 1 139,8 4,27 

UEO ITALIE 325,2 2,85 
PAYS BAS 49,2 0,93 

' 

BElGIQUE 1,4 0,04 
LUXEMBOURG 

TOTAL UEO 8 481,9 . 7,94 
NORVEGE 50,7 . 2,50 
ESPAGNE 36,3 ** ----- 0,52 

AUTRES GRECE 3,8 0,13 
PAYS DANEMARK 2,7 0,17 

EUROPEENS TURQUIE 0,9 ** ·----, o,o3· 

PORTUGAL . 

ISLANDE 
; 

TOTAL OTAN EUROPE 8 576,3 --~.-- ·• 6,98 
OTAN ETATS_ UNIS 27 796,7 -·_- 13,08 

AMERIQUE CANADA 133 'Ji' 2,18 
SUEDE 387,1 . .<L" 1119 .. -_ ~-- ""'; ... 

·. ~!~~~: 
'"" ' 

NEUTRES FINLANDE 7,1 .. :;:(i~ 0 60 
. . .·- :-~~~~~~- ' 

SUISSE . ~ -,~_:-.:~~' 
-_·s_-:_-~s 

AUTRICHE . ·.:·_~;#1 
,· jJ_~ 

- ''i 

•nnn 
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Séminaire U.E.O. 

I.H.E.D.N., Paris 

(-'! ' . 

L'EUROPE ET SON EFFORT DE DEFENSE 

L'Europe et son effort de défense ; ce titre 

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

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

et d'une vision cohérente et d'une appréciation unique de 

ce que sont ses besoins. Tel est sans doute l'objectif 

mais telle n'est pas encore la réalité. 

Les chiffres ne manquent pas, qu'il s'agisse 

de présentations 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. 

auxquelles s'emploient les experts, selon ce qu:ils sou­

haitent démontrer, contribuent, en définitive, ~plus ~ 

entretenir la confusion dans les esprits qu·~ faire la 

lumière sur ce qu'est réellement l'effort de 6~f~nse euro-

péen. Les premières questions qui viennent ~ l!esprit, 

avant même de Chercher ~ comprendre la significat~ion des 

chiffres, est de .savoir, tout d'abord, de quelle ~Europe il 

s'agit et, ensuite, de quelle défense, compte tenujdu 

contexte géostratégique. Alors seulement il sera possible 

de saisir la mesure relative d'un effort européen ou plut6t 

des différentes contributions faites au nom d!un tel 

effort. Ces deux questions préalables se résument: en 

ceci : quelle Europe et quelle défense pour cet~te Europe ? 

iai 

. no~ 

,. 
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Quelle Eur~p~ ? 

Pour la Belgique, la marche vers l'Union Euro~-

péenne inclut la sécurité et la défense. Peut-on réellement parler 

de souveraineté européenne sans défense alors que celle-ci 

en est l'expression par excellence ? 

Po•er la question dans ces termes, c'est déj~ y répondre. 

Mais le fait est que certains parmi les Douze évitent dé la 

poser, du moins dans des termes aussi directs. D'autres, 

.par contre, dont M. GORBATCHEV lui-m~me, sont conscients 

Clfle 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 Comlnune" • ~ inhiber "le processus" dans l'es-

poir de mieux le contrôler ou de l'arr~ter dans sa course~ 

une étape intermédiaire. Pour l'URSS,l 'Europe des Douze 

peut s'épanouir mais il est préférable qu'elle ne dépasse 

pas la sphère économique. 

L'enjeu de.la sécurité comme élément de la 

constru~tion _européenne est considérable. Sans dimension 

de sécurité,. il n'y aura vraisemblablement jamais de réelle 

souveraineté politique européenne. La finalité du processus 

se trouverait modifiée. L'URSS semble l'avoir compris 

mieux que les.Européens eux-m~mes. 

La vision majoritaire en Belgique est celle 

d'une Europe souveraine à la fois européenne et occiden­

tale_, c.à.d. engagée aux ~ôtés de ses partenaires nord-amé-

ricains .. C'est tout le contraire d'une Europ~ neutre ou 

_non-alignée. Les données géostratégiques sont telles qu'une 

Europe neutre et non-alignée serait nécessairement sous 

surveillance - m~me si elle n'était que bénigne -de l'URSS . 

. 1 .. 



1 'effort requis seraient· d'une toute autre naturi;t~iie dans 
l' 

·le ·cadre ·d' ùne défense ·occidentale ; mais il ne ·S'• agit que 

d'une hypoth~se l mentionner pour mémoir•. 

Mais - dira-t-on - la souveraineté auro~éenne, 

c'est le tr~s .lorg terme. Entretemps, l~s nouze ne sont pas 

d'accord sur la place que la défense occupe, et devra occu-

per, dans la construction européenne. Peut-on réellement 

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

Que dire aussi • ceux qui sont Européens, et 

qui plus est alliés, et qui ne font pas partie des Douz'e 

par choix ou pour toute autre raison ? la réponse -. 

un peu facile j'en conviens- est que la défense européenne 

n'existe pas ~ncore, mais qu'il y a, par contre, une voca-

tion européenne partagée par certains plus que d'autres. 

C'est ici qu'intervient l'UEO qui regroupe 
·dps pays européens qui ressentent plus directement que d'au-

tres la communauté de destin qui ~-es lie, Ils 

ont décidé de donner • cette com.munauté une expres;ion dans 

le domaine de la d/fense. Cette démarche va se·poursuivre 

non pas comme une formule alternative, mais parall~lement 

• celle de l'Union, aussi longtemps que les Douze, en 

tant que groupe, ne seront pas prêts à reprendre, à leur 

niveau, les engagements de l'art. V du Traité de Bruxelles 

révisé, ainsi que les engagements politiques déc6ulant de 

la plate~forme de La Haye. 
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Il· serait excessif et inexact de 

que l'UEO incarne l'Europe de la d'fense, pour la 

raison que, toute vocation mise à part, l'Europe de 

d'fense, c'est plus.que les pays ~embres de l'UEQ. Ceci 

dit, les engagements souscrits par ceux qui sont aujour­

d'hui les Neuf, notamment dans la plate-forme de La Haye, 

vont se traduire- du moins faut-il.l'esp,rer- par une 

cohérence plus grande de leurs efforts de d'fense respec­

tifs. C'est en ce sens, et à ce niveau, que, qualililti­

vement, on peut d'jà parler d'un effort de défense europ,en 

ou plus exactement d'un effort identifiable comme tel. 

~C'est finalement par rapport à l'art. V du Trait' de 

Bruxelles r'vis' et aux exigences de la plate-forme euro­

p,enne qu'il faut mesurer les efforts consentis par les 

uns et les autres. 

Quelle d'fense ? 

Dans la plate-forme de La Haye, le!> pays 

signataires parlaient en leur .nom, mais ils 
,-;. 

'taient conscients de ne pas limiter 

l'Europe au seul espace UEO. La plate-form~ réaffirme 

un certain nombre de donn,es inéluctables car touchant à 

ln "'<~opoli tique et certains principe·s fondamentaux. tels 

1' indivisibilité du risque et, par conséquence,- 1' unité.~de: la strat'-_._,. -

gie propre à le conjurer, c. à .d. uni t' de la dissuasi0n.1kcouplage 
---~·t;~ ' 

avec les Etats-Unis tant au ni,;eau nucl,aire que ccri!entionnel. 

Concrètement, cela veut dire que 

d'une dissuasion cr,dible est et restera fo 

nir pr,visible, sur une combinaison ad,quate 

·maintien 

l'ave-

·1. 
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· 1 c · nees ont été repri-nucléaires et con'ventJ.onne s ~ es ,exl.ge. . 

ses par le Sommet de l'OTAN, c.à.d. qu'elles sont valables 

non seulement-pour tous les Européens, qu'ils soient mem-
. · · nour tous les alli6~ nord-bres des 9, des 12, m~1s AUSSL ,. 

américains ou européens. Telle est la loi de· l'indivisi-

bilité, telles sont les données de base de toute défense· 

de i'F.urope: 

La Stratégie des Neuf n'est donc pas et ne 

p~ut pas &tre fondamentalement différente de celle des 

S~ize. un but de l'UEO est de valoriser les contributions 

spécifiques de ses membres. C'est à ce niveau que s'opère 

le processus d'identification. Cette identification ne 

peut aboutir à passer sous silence que les efforts des 

autres Européens contribuent aussi, et souvent de manière 

très significative, au renforcement du potentiel de la 

sécurité européenne et à l'expression concrète d'une 

solidarité plus large qui découle du Traité de Washington. 

Sans vouloir entrer ici dans un débat inutile 

sur les mérites de la riposte 'flexible et de la défense 

de l'avant, contentons-nous de constater, comme le fait 

la plate-forme, que la contribution des Européens à la 

mise en oeuvre de la dissuasion implique, de leur part, 

un effort nuc:léaire et conventionnel crédible et efficace. 

Tel est le prix de leur détermination à défendre l'inté­

grité des frontières. 

Mais il y a aussi une autre dimension plus large que 

la sécurité. Elle dépasse singulièrement la notion de 

défense des frontières dont patle l'art. V .. Il ~·agit, 

cette fois, de l'art. VIII qui élargit singulièrement 

l'horizon européen. C'est toute la question d"e la défense 

des intér&ts de sécurité européens hors. Euro Elle ne 

s'inscrit plus directement dans le cadre de" iance, 

quand bien m&me elle ne doit pas méconnai exigences 

et la solidarité entre alliés. 

,, 
il 
'1 
ii 
1 
~ 
1: 
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Ces efforts~sont~ils l la mesure des exigences?· 
'~ 

C'est donc en partant de la plate-forme de 

Haye qu'il faut apprjcier les,contributions des pays mem­

bres en faisant l la ~ois le bilan de ce qui se fait mais 

aussi de ce qui devrait se faire pour en développer toutes 

les potentialités qu'elle contient. Je le ferai l partir 

de trois grandes catégories d'exigences : le nucléaire, la 

défense conventionnelle, les intérêts hors Europe. 

\e nucléaire 

C'est une contribution essentielle. Elle est 

directe dans le cas de la France et du Royaume-Uni. Pour 

d'autres, elle prend la forme d'une association ad hoc 

avec les Etats-Unis. On dit parfois que le nucléaire 

ne co6te pas cher ou qu'il s'agit de la forme de dissua­

sion la.plus économique parce que la plus·absolue. C'est 

une façon toute relative de parler. 

On .snnqP., P:n Cli.,~~nt: .~pl M~ ;::ni-x- ·n"nuhl P-r;::lp_;::l·C"; t.?.~ 

auxquelles sont assoèiés les pays européens non nucléaires. 

Dans ce cas précis, le co6t spécifique ne porte effective­

ment que sur la mise en oeuvre de la capacité nucljaire 

proprement di te et non sur le développement},:c-1' achat, 

1 'entretien du système nucléaire. Les cha~g-~"s: ou les 

ogives restent propriété du Gouvernement ami·€;fcain. Le 

lanceur, est propriété du pays hôte. Le coi:rf\)·d'une telle 
~·Ii-

dissuasion est donc égal au co6t conventionpe:l; augmenté 

marginaleme~t du co6t nucléaire ~ charge de; Etats-Unis. 



:· 7 .·-' · .. 

La situation des deux forces nucléaires auto­

nomes est toute différente . Nul ne contestera l'ampleur 

de 1 'effort. français en matière· nucléaire ni le prix .de 

1' indépendance. Nul ne contestera non plus le coût du 

programme de modernisation des forces nucléaires britanni­

ques, malgré les économies résultant de la coopération avec 

l·~S Etats-Unis. 

Mais en matière nucléaire, l'effort budgétaire 

ou financier n'est encore qu'une partie du coût total. Il 

s • agit aunt tout d • un in·vestissement en termes poli tiques. 

Pour les pays européens associés· aux Etats-Unis, ce coût 

politique e~mime l'essentiel, comme en témoignent les 

débats qui entourent le problème de la modernisation. 

Cet engagement est la manifestation la plus 

visible de la volonté des Européens ~t des A~éricains de 

partager le risque, ainsi que les charges et les respon­

sabilités qui en découlent. C'est l'expression même du 

couplage, donnée inquantifiable mais néanmoins fondamen­

tale. 

L'existence de forces nucléaires qualifiées 

d'autonomes dans un cas, d'indépendantes dans l'autre 

constituent, elles aussi, au-delà de nuances dont je ne 

veux pas sous~estimer l'importance, une contribution utile 

et.reconnue comme telle à la dissuasion. Leur mérite.est 

d'apparaître aux yeux des autres Européens comme une réas­

surance, alors mime que, pour l'ennemi potentiel, elles 

accroissent encore la marge d'incertitude. 

L 

f; 
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'A terme se posera le probl~me ~e l'euro~ 

p~anisation de ces forces. Il serait vain de discuter 

aujouid'hui de la mani~re dont cette mutatiop s'op~rera car 

elle n'est' pas pour demain. Elle poserait aujourd'hui des 

problèmes insurmontables. A voul-oir forcer le mouvement 

dans ce sens, au nom d'une certaine 6oncepti6n de l'Europe, 

on aboutirait très certainement à l'effet inverse ou encore 

à précipiter le processus de dépérissement dés forèes 

nucléaires. autonomes. Il est a priori difficile de voir en 

~ quoi la cause de l'identité européenne et, à plus forte 

raison, celle de la défense 
telle précipitation, à moins 

européenne serait servie ·par une 

de se déclarer partisan d'une 

dissuasion purement .conventionnelle. Mais on sait qu'elle 

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

Le conventionnel 

C'est le domaine· où, e_nsemble ,· les Européens 

font le plus mais où les insuffisances sont aussi les plus 

flagrantes. 

~t pourtant, à se contenter d'une information 

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

Vous connaissez tous ces chiffres 

dont il resort que : 

- en moyenne, les Européens dépensent 3 %du PNB pour leur 

défense. Mais c'est une mesure approximativ• et finale-

ment fort peu significative des rendements effectifS.. 

Certes les uns dépensent plus que d'autres, mais la 

vraie question, c'est à quoi et comment ? 

g i ii:U,Q_i! 2 $1&Ui& #iMAIJb .4 . J&S: 
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S'agissant de ce. qu'il' est convenu d'appeler les outputs, ·1 ·~~pe 
(chiffres Eurogroupe, ·~.à.d. tous moins la France) représente à 

elle seule ~0 %du personnel, 95 %des divisions eh place, 

80% des chars, 80 %des avions de combat, 65 %des bateaux 

disponibles. 

Mais ce n'est encore qu'une partie du problème ou une 

présentation utile sous l'angle du burden sharing, mais 

sans· plus. 

Les chiffres des pays UEO ont le mérite de 

présenter la réalité sous forme d'éléments plus compara­
·~ 

bl·es puisque ces pays forment un ensemble plus homogène 

et que la France en rait partie, ce qui carres-

pond à une plus juste appréciation des choses. De plus, 

point n'est besoin ici de faire la distinction entre 

forces intégrées et forces nationales puisque toutes 

concourent à la mise en oeuvre des engagements UEO. 

Une étude vient d'être présentée aux Ministres 

sur les contributions des Etats membres à la défense 

commune. Elle conclut qqe, depuis ~970, les dépenses de 

défense des Etats membres ont augmenté de 31 % en term~s 

réels. Dans les 90% des forces et capacités alliées en 

Europe fburnies par les Européens, la grande major~té 

l'est par les pays de l'UEO, comme on pouvait s'y atten­

dre. 

L'effort de défense, c'e~t aussi le soutien 

dans le domaine de l'infraStructute, de l'accueil, de la 

logistique que se fournissent entre eux les pays membres de 

l'Alliance sur des bases bilatérales•ou multilatérales. Le 

cas le plus exemplatif est celui de l'Allemagne fédérale où 

sont stationnées la plus grande majorité des force~ alliées et 

où se déroulent les grands exercices, le tout appuyé par 

une infrastructure considérable. En Belgique, accords 

sur les lignes de communication au profit 



américains, canadiens, a~glais et françai5 représentent 

élément. non négligeable de l'effort _de défense, quand 

même il n'est p~s directement quantifiable. Tous ces pays, 

y compris la France, sont à un titre ou l'autre engagés 

dans ce type d'activité qui, dès le temps de crise, modi­

fierait profondément. leur environnement civil. 

Contrairement à ce qu'affirme souvent le 

Congrès américain, l'Europe n'est ni absente ni itrespon­

.. sable lorsqu'il s'agit d'assumer sa part de la défense 
collective. Mais le bilan est moins rose que les chif-

fres ne le laisseraient croire, même 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 statistiques publiées à un titre ou 

l'autre méconnaissent que : 

- en termes non plus de nombres mais de capacités effecti­

ves, le,bilan est beaucoup moins-brillant. Pour l'Euro~ 

groupe, les chiffres camouflent des disparftés considé­

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

1 'autre. . Les gros bataillons so.nt dans le ·:.:sud, le 

matériel so_phistiqué au Centre, sans contiguïte géogra­

phique entre l'un et l'autre -
-Certes d'un point de vue UEO; c.à.d. essent{~llement le 

Centre Europe, la situation est nettement pius' homo-. 

gène, mais l'insuffisance des capacités stati~nnées 

effectivement à l'avant et l'ahsence de 

réserve en nombre suffisant, compromettent.~ne: défense 

de 1 'avant dont il faut reconnaître que les',:''êx~igences 
sont très lourdes 
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Les chiffres cités plus haut ne visent que leà,ifèo'rces 

; .. 
en place. Elles ne pourraient résister, ~ elle~ Beu-

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

la démographie joue contre nous très certainement dans 

la région Centre Europe. 

Face à ces contraintes qui nous affectent 

plus directement qu'elles ne touchent l'Est et en parti­

culier 1' URSS qui bénéficiera touj:Jurs d'une faculté de 

concentration et de mouvement sur les lignes intérieures 

qui nous feront toujours défaut, les nouvelles technolo-

gies offrent une solution autant qu'elles nous posent 

de nouveaux problèmes. Le coGt de ceB technologies est 

tel que le gain d'efficacité risque d'être effacé par la 

diminution plus que proportionnelle des nombres. A 

chaque cycle de rééquipement, les quantités diminuent au 

point qu'il n'est pas exagéré de parler de désarmement 

structurel. 

Les solutions 

Les chiffres sont une chose, les réalités qu'ils révè­

lent ou qu'ils camouflent en sont une autre. Ce qui compte surtout, 

c'est l'enseignement que l'on veut bien en tirer. 

Les Alliés, les Européens plus 

Américains, sont confrontés à une menace bi 

réponse au défi réside moins dans une quelc 

de faire plus en ter~es budgétaires que de' 

combinant les efforts des uns et des autre 

certains peuvent et devraient faire plus::. 

o~ en sont les choses, il est raisonnable 

misation des efforts individuels abouti 

misation de nos.inefficacités combinées.: 

lle. 

les 

La 

volonté 

mieux en 

au point 

qu'une maxi­

maxi-
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crédibles, commencer à s'organiser pour renéorcer leur 

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

Seules des .coopérafions concrètes et visibles 

permettront de rendre ''manifeste'' l'engagement de défendre 
les frontières. 

L'effort pour y parvenir est multiforme. 

Depuis une quinzaine d'années, là voie tradi­
tionnelle, mais indirecte, vers la coopération européenne 

en matière de défense a été la coopération dans le domaine 
de l'armement. Cette 
maintien à terme d'un 

voie garde· toute son importance. Le 

effort européen de défense crédible 
passe, au préalable, par le maintièn, en Europe, d'une. 

industrie européenne viable. Le maintien d'une telle base 

industrielle requiert des efforts et peut entrainer des 
coûts supplémentaires. L'offre monétairement la plus 
avantageuse n'est-elle pas le plus souvent a~éricaine ? 

Encore faut-il que l'industrie européenne re~t~ compétitive 

car il ne peut s'agir d'acheter n'importe quoi,à n'importe 

quel prix sous· prétexte que le produit ser.ait europé~n. 
Ceci est avant tout affaire de coopération et d'organisa­
tion. 

Le GEIP a le mérite de regrouper tous les 

alliés européens. Cette organisation, à la ilafssanœ de 

laquelle la Belgique a fortement contribué,-~ donné effec­

tivement naissance à quelques projets menés en coopération. 

Ces. projets ne sont pas assez nombreux. pour permettre une 

distribution adéquate des participations. Le GEIP reste 

trop souvent un cadre multilatéral où s'organisent de 

simples coopérations ponctuelles et limitées à quelques 

partenaires. Ce qui manque au GEIP, c'est une réelle 

vision d 'avenir qui soit européenne au plein sens du 
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terme. Au-del~ des actions ponctuelles, il fa~f urie stra-

tégie industrielle. Le GEIP est conscient du problème, 

mais sa solution dépasse les compétences des seuls Minis-

tres de la Défense. Poser 

c'est poser la question du 

le problème eri ces termes, 

rôle de l~ Communauté Euro-

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

marché eur?péen, l'avenir de l'~rt. 235 du Traité de Rome. 

La défense de l'Europe, pour ne pas même 

parler de la défense européenne, passe par la définition 

d'une stratégie industrielle. C'est un domaine dont l'UEO 

~evra se préoccuper non pas pour définir des besoins ou 

gérer des programmes, mais pour donner, dans toute la 

mesure du possible, les impulsions politiques néces­

saires. Encore faut-il que l'UEO ait elle-même 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 avànt tout l'affectation 

des forces et la mobilisation des moyens au service d'une 

stratégie. ·Voici· des domaines où, au ni veau .. européen,· 

tout ou presque reste ~ faire. 

Il ne suffit pas d'affirmer, comme on le faiÏo encore trop 

souvent, que 1 'organisation des aspects mili·t:aires de la 

défense, c'est l'affaire de l'OTAN pour les uns ou que la 

solution du problème est ~ rechercher, pour les autres, 

dans un superbe isolement ou, ~ la limite, par le seul 
;~::._ 

biais de la coopération bilatérale. 
. ' ~-,., 
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. Dans l'OTAN, l'int~gration est,• 

beauc.oup moins pouss~e. qu • on ·ne l.e dit. 

et. complète· au niveau des structures de commandement::;: 

encore, elle ne devient effective qu'en temps de guerre.: 

pour autant que les Gouvernements nationaux donnent le feu" 

vert en temps voulu. Les forces et les moyens, eux, res-

tent natio~aux, bien qu'il faille noter un d~veloppement 

des progra~mes multilat~raux financ~s par les budgets 

d'infrastructure. ·L'int~gration est donc relative, mais 

elle a l'immense m~rite de fournir, dès le temps de paix, 

un cadre de planification très utile. 

Quand il s'agit d'int~gration, l'Europe en 

tant que telle est absente 

pr~cis~ment l'int~gration. 

pourtant, sa vocation, c'est 

Elle pourrait et devrait faire 

beaucoup plus. Il est courant de ~~~1er de partage des 

charges et r6le et des responsabilit~s au niveau atlanti-

que. Cettes, dans tout ce d~bat, l'~l~ment de discours 

l'emporte sur l'action concrète ; mais il n'empiche qu~ le 

d~bat atlantique est intense, Rien de tel au niveau euro­

p~en, et pourtant le partage de l'effort ne_devrait-il pas 

itre vu comme un problème intra-europ~en, avant, qu • il ne 

devienne un problème transatlantique. Le partage de 

l'effort de d~fense, c'est, pour les Europ~ens avant mime 

les Am~ricai?s, le partage des tâches, des missions et, en 

d~finitive, c'est aussi la rationalisation. 

La rationalisation a mauvaise r~plltation. On 

y a g~n~ralement eu recours pour justifier l'ab~ndon d'une 

mission. ou une diminution de l'effort sp~cifique. Pour­

tant, l'Europe de la d~fense n'aura de sens que si elle 

d~bouche sur une plus grande efficacit~. Il y a plu-

sieurs façons de rationaliser pour ~viter le.g~5pillage 

. des ressources, l'une d'elles est la sp~cialis'à'tion . , ,,--

.r._-~"" 
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Une .question qui se p~se est 'videmment de save ·comment 
sp,cialiser au-del~ de~ tâches p'riph,rique• ou d'une 

,' 

r'partition de fait qui e~iste d'j~i parce que _nombre de 

pays europ,ens ne disposent pas de toute la panoplie des 

capacit's requises pour faire face, globalement, ~ la 

Pour sp,cialiser de façon 

faut des st.ructures de d'cision appropri,es, 
efficace, il 

c.~.d. des 
structures supra-nationales. Il est clair que l'Europe 
n'en est pas encore là, mais le moment est venu de se 
mettre en chemin. L'UEO n'a pas •11e-m~me une;vocation 

supranationale, mais elle peut fourn.ir un cadre de r'fle­
~xion et de concertation. 

Sans vouloir r'soudre ici, sur le plan des 

principes, la d'licate question de la sp,cialisation, 

certaines coop,rations concrètes peuvent être lanc,es sur 
des bases ·ad hoc. La coopération ne doit pas n'cessaire-

ment s',tendre toujours à tous les sept et, auj6urd'hui, 

aux neuf pays membres. Il y a place pour des-programmes 

bi- ou trilatéraux. La Brigade franco-allemande èst un 
exemple. Cependant, liOrganisation devra veiller ~ la 

coh,rence des d'marches et 'viter qu'elles ne conduisent ~ 
prononcer des exclusives. 

La réalisation et la gestion en commun de 

projets opéiationnels constiiuent une autre piste de r'fl~-
xion. Des programmes tels que l'aéromobilité, l'inter-

diction ~ longue distance, la collecte et le traitement de 

l'information que de telles missions exigent, sont autant 

de domaines qui dépassent les capacités individuelles d'un 
pays tel que la Belgique. Que dire dè l'espace où l'Europe 

est très présente sur le plan civil, mais étrangement 

absente sur le. plan militaire. 

Le choix, pour nombre d'Européens, est de 

s'associer en combinant leurs ressources dans.·--~es domaines 

bien précis où ils décident de concentrer leJf~ efforts. 
·o,; 

Toute autre voie ·les contraindra tôt ou tar~:,.,,~jl' ab~ndon. 
; ·;y:)?{~ 
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Celui:~i~utait un effet d'l't~re· no~ seulement ~bi • 
\' . 

' 'l' ' pays consid'r'' mais sur l'Europe en tnt que tellt~. 

uns, certes, maintiendraient, pour un temps encore, 

effort, mais les autres n'auraient d'autre choix 

repli. La solidarit' europ,enne serait ehtam,e. 

global en pâtirait. 

que 

L'effort 

Nous n'avons donc pas beaucoup de ~hoix, 

quand biep mime ndus ne sommes pas.n,cess~irement d'accord 

entre nous sur les remèdes et les proc,dures. 

Mon propos est simplement de souligner que le maintien, à 

_terme, d'un effort de d'fense ~r,dible sur le plan europ,en 

'o,cessitera une gestion des efforts nationaux dans un 

e_spri t européen. Encore faut-il que les pays puissent se 

mettre d'accord sur un v'ritable projet. Ne commençons pas 

par poser le problème en termes de souverainet' ou d'aban­

don de la souverainet' ; ce serait le meilleur moyen de ne 

pas aboutir. Mais engageons-nous à coop,rer sans exclusive 

ni a priori quant à la meilleure formule po'?si_ble. Le 

d'veloppement progressif d'une identit' europ,enne en 

matière de défense devrait permettre de mieux sensibiliser 

les opinions par rapport aux exigences de la'd'fense et de 

d'gager les ressources correspondantes. 

Les intérêts hors Europe 

La d'fense de l'Europe, c'est -~0n·l'a dit­

plus que la d'fense des frontières, c'est aus~i ~a d'fense 

des int,rits de s'curit' européens oG qu'ils ~di~nt menac's 

(comme le dit l'art. VIII). 

La proposition que l'Europe puisse avoir des 

iht,rits strat,giques qui ne se r'sumeraient pasi~ la 

seule addition des intérêts nationaux ou de puissance de 

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

qu'Organisation a toujours eu 

avant mime d'avoir conscience qu'elle avail 

~·est probablement la raison pour laquell~ 

jamais exercées. 

·· s Europe 

nt,rits. 

e les a 
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·La perception est en train de changer. Les 

pays de l'UEO s''veillent • la dimen~ion hors zone.Comme 

on dirait dans l'Alliance, l''volution de la menace, son 

caractère omnidirectionnel et multiforme, la diversifi­

cation des pôles de risque font que les choses changent. 

Il est clair que la BelgiqUe n'aurait pas 

envoy' une flotille dans le Golfe arabe-persique pour s'y 

livrer, même avec d'autres partenaires, à des op,rations de 

.;cJ,minage pour des raisons d' int,rêts purement nationaux. 

C'est une certaine vision de la pr,sence de l'Europe et de 

son rôle dans l~ monde qui l'a amen'e • agir de la sorte. 

Certes,le Golfe est un exemple parmi d'autres 

qui n'est pas n'cessairement appel' • se repr,senter, 

du moins dans les mêmes termes. Mais le problème est 

pas,. Les r'ponses se situent au niveau politique et 

politico-militaire. 

Au plan proprement po Ti tique et diplomatique, 

l'action doit viser • jeter les bases d'un environnement 

propice • l''panouissement pacifique de nos int,rêts l'qi­

times. Cette· comp,tence est au sens le plus large exerc'e 

par les douze dans le cadre de la coop,rati,o.n politique 

europ,enne. Mais s'agissant des int,rêts proprement stra-

t'gigues,. la politique ne se conçoit pas sans-les moyens 

d'action correspondants. 

Faut-il cr,er une force d'interv~ntion euro­

p,enne, comme l'id'e en est parfois soulev'e~ 

' i 
t 
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. Quels seraient le cadre, les structures •< .les 

·prise' de· décision et de· commimd~ment ? Seule• 1 'UEO pou 

rait fournir'~n tel cadre, mais l'Organisation n'a pas, 

pour le moment du.moins, d'ambitions opératiorinelles, bien 

qu'il's··agisse d'un domaine o~ on ne peut pas affirmer a 

priori qu'il y ait double emploi avec l'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 

0Espagrre). Mime la Belgique n'est pas sans moyens. Il y 

a donc place pour des synergies aù sein de l'UEO et, ici 

aussi, pour des spécialisations. Les Européens pouraient 

créer non pas une force permanente d'intervention, mais un 

pool de forces et de moyens susceptibles d'être affectés 

hors zone. 

Le fait est que la dimension .hors Europe ou hors UEO va 

prendre une importance croissante. Au-delà de la mise en 

commun des moyens disponibles, l'effort des Européens doit 

porter sur la mise en place et,là o~.c'est nécessaire, sur 

la création de capacités de projection de forces, à commen­

cer par des capacités de transport aérien et de soutien 

logistique à longue distance. Le hors. zone a donc une 

place dans la définition d'une structure européenne d~ 

défense, ainsi que dans ses ramifications industrielles, 
- __ , __ , __ 
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J'ai tenté de décrire non pas tant l'effort 

de défense au service de l'Europe que les composants 

nucléaire, conventionnel au sens le plus large, hors Europe 

de cet effort. 

projet. 

L'Europe de la défense n'est encore qu'un 

Les réalisations là où elles existent sont 

fragmentaires et partielles~ L'UEO ne coïncide ni avec 

1l'Europe ni avec l'aire géographique de la 

défense européenne. Toutefois, les coopérations qui se 

nouent sous son égide pemettront de donner aux efforts de 

défense des membres une certaine cohérence européenne. 

En guise de conclusion, je voudrais faire 

quelques remarques qui me semblent aussi fondamentales 

qu'élémentaires. 

- Il n'y aura pas de défense européenne sans que les Euro­

péens individuellement maintiennent, et si possible 

améliorent, leur effort national de défense. Comme.- le 

précise la plate-forme, il faut veiller à ce que le 

niveau des contributions de chaque Etat reflète ses 

carpacités de manière adéquate. A plus long terme, 

l'établissement de normes européennes en matière de 

défense serait une bonne chose. Mais 1 'engagement' restera 

avant towt une responsabilité nationale. 

- Il faut veiller ensuite, toujours en citant la plate-

forme., à l'utilisation efficace des ressources. 

ce niveau que la coopération intervient. 
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- La défense de l'Europe, 

dissuasion nucléaire et 

c'est l'adhésion à une 

conventionnelle appuyée ~ur la 

disp6sition des m0 yens correspondants. 

Enfin, l'effort de défense-européen s'intègre dans une 

politique européenne de la sécurité ·au sens le plus 

complet du term&. Cet effort n'obéit pas à une dynamique 

propre mais s'adapte à un besoin qui, lui-même, est 

fonction d'un certain niveau de menace. 

n'est pas une donnée fixe. 

Cette_ menace 

Le contrôle d'armement fait 

partie intégrante de notre politique de sécurité. L'es-

poir existe que la négociation permettra d'améliorer la 

stabilité. Le contrôle d'armement ne changera pas, même 

en étant optimistes, .les données de notre stratégie, 

mais il pourra en alléger les exigences tant sous l'angle 

des nombres que des conditions de déploiement. Le coût 

de la défense de l-'avant ou de la défense des frontières 

pourrait en être réduit d'autant en mettant l'accent 

sur les réserves plutôt que sur la rapidité de réaction. 

Encore faudrait-il que les Européens fassent la démons­

tration qu'ils sont prêts à négocier, mais aussi à main­

tenir l'effort voulu individuellement et collectivement: 
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It is a great pleasure to. have been asked to participate in 

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

another WEU country since I became Minister of State at the FCO, 

the first occasion I have had to speak about security policy. I 

delighted that my fi~st foray into these subjects should be 

undertaken here in Paris. I should like to pay tribute to the 

French Government for havihg conceived and brought into being this 

seminar. I·hope that .it will fully realise the ambitions. 

and 

am 

entertained for it. 

Nonetheless, pleasure is mixed with anxiety. This is a 

formidable audience for a maiden speech on European 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 

flood the public scene. But they remain vague." But while I admit 

to adding to the flood, I hope that I can avoid adding tc the 

vagueness. 

I start with two debating points. 

The North Atlantic Alliance seems tc be in a perpetua! state of 

crisis. Each year we are told by commentators, and soriietimes by our 

own advisers, that the challenge which faces the Alliance has never 

been more acute; the threat never more insidious;· the'd'ifficulties 

never more intractable. Doom and gloom are NATO's constant 

companions. 

Yet European ·security and the prosperity which has:grown .under 

the protection of that security, .have been 

of the last forty years. The institutions 

1940s, set on their way by the. 1947 Treaty 

the great . suÇçess story 

establisheèt;Î1h: the late 

of Dùnkirk .~'~~J1ed by 
.. ' -.:Y!s:,~ . 

France and the United Kingdom, remain in place toda y, d~e.i.S:Pi te .the 
- ._- - -·rc:t::-;:;-i:~ 

vast changes 

interlocking 
in our circumstances sin ce th ose da ys:_,: TJ:i~~ 

·. ' '. . . -';iffi~~~ 

structure of institutions,. bringing into, _p)3.r,tnership 
' ... >~<~~<~;,::: 

and alliance the countries of Western Europe and the.coûntries of 

}~ 1 North 
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North Altier ica,· remains- the basis' è:f··: European secur 

of our discussions~ 

So are things really changing? Is the Western security nexus 
in the process of altering its fundamental character? Are we, with ·· 
a11 the.talk of European defence identities and burden-sharing, 

wi tness.ing sorne shi ft in the tectonic plates of the transatlantic 

security relationship? Or is it going to be business as usual, with 

only miner variatic)ns and hiccups, for another 40 years? 

Let us look first at sorne of the current trends. It'is one of 

the.phenomena of the 1980s that the Europeans are examining more 

closely th.~ir role in the Alliance and the organisation of their 
security. There are a nurnber.of objective reasons for this. Let me 

cite a few of them. First, our own increasing economie success. We 

are richer than we were, and .Our combined economie power is new much 

closer tc that of the United States, whose share of the free world's 

_total production steadily declines. rt is increasingly hard to 

resist recognising that we can new afford to do more in our own 

defence. And if we sense this, so 

as the constraints on their defence 

do the Americans - particularly 

become more conscious of comrnitment 
1 

budget have grown, and they 

tc ether parts of the world -(South West Asia, central America) as weil· as. to Western Europe .. 

have 

But the central fact is that the US is now a debtor nation, with 

intractable domestic economie 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 furt~_er 

stimulus tc rapid European 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 defence equipment: 

somehow they always grow faster still. And that is another factor 

which in the 1980s has pushed the Europeans together tc find ways of 

spreading the load by increasing competition and collabora:tion 
. . . - ··~·-,_<;-

between us, though the · example of EFA and Rafale, ·-tc whiètt 
. . . . __ ,-·-·- :.~-_:;_~,~~r;;:s .. :·_,_··-·.~.,. 

President Mitterrand drew attention,· shows that, sadly,.::wi[!'J still 
. - ·: ~-~-:,~;~;t_ . . ,. '· -. , .. 

have a long way to go. Another factor is the simple onêV·ô'f 
';:;::4<{i.~~ 
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élemographic changes: as the biith rate falls in many of our· 

countries, notably in Gerrna~V, it requires us tc look again at how 
we organise our securi ty .· 

These are practical factors. There are new political factors 
toc. As we develop our economie integration 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. Yeu do not need me tc remind yeu of the whole 

long-running psycho-drama of the INF Agreement, and the new 
perspective which this gave tc links between Europeans in the 

defence field. And my last - but far from least - exarnplè: the 
Gcrbachev· phenomenon. By his deplcyrnent of the notion of a cornrnon 

Europea·n horne, obscure though it may be, he bas given a specifie 

èxtra push tc thinking in Europe· about what the links between us 

should be. But more general~y, the changes that he is striving to 

make tc the Soviet system, aÎ1d the changed approach to the rest of 

the world which is implied, provide another reason for re:exarnining 

sorne traditional attitudes. As a nurnber of comrnentators have 

pointed out, one effect of Gor bach ev' s change if of directi;n has 

been tc. cause the main focus of east-west relj;!tions·to re'turn to 
~ _- ~;- )_ -

Europe. 

All this means that there .is currently rouch talk aJ::out the 
European defence identity and the European pillar. sc .i .. take as my 

·o.--·- ~ 

theme a simple question: what does it mean, at the end .c:i:f,,the 1980s, 

tc be a "good European" as far as security and defence ,are: 
·:~""' -

concerned?" 

My starting point· is Mrs Thatcher's speech in Septèrnber tc the 

College of Europe in Bruges. It aroused a certain interest. But 

the defence section of that speech was the subject of fewer 

commentaries than sorne ether parts, perhaps because it offered less 

tc those who are only interested in trying tc prove that·Britain is 

less c9mmitted tc Europe than her partners. Let me 

recapitulate the main points she made on defence, wh 

tc this proposition. 

-------·------ ········--·-----,---
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She emphasiséd_ that:-Jwi thin the Atl~ntic .Alliance 

should bear' a full part of the defenè:é of freedom, particularly. -~: 
Europe grows weal th-ier. She did not see the future ·of Eu;z:-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 out the solutions. It was now 

a question of giving substance to those declarations: of keeping up 

public support for nuclear deterrence; of meeting the requirements 

for effective conventional defence; of developing the WEU, not as an 

alternative to NATO, but as a means of strengthening Europe's 

contribution to the common defence of the West; above all of 

preserving Europe's unity and resolve. Arms control should be 

pursued. }3ut 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 sorne 

specifie ingredients to put in the recipe outlined by Mrs Thatcher 

in Bruges . 

. The starting point of any defencepolicy, not just .in Europe 

now, but anywhere· at anytime, has to be an objective appreciation of. 

the potential threat it is designed to counter,· measured:by 

capabilities not by declared intentions. And despite sorne signs of 

restraint bythe 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 strategie and theatre nuclear 

as well as the conventional fields continues. Soviet defence 

spending amounts, by our estimates, to seme 14-16% (or perhaps more) 

of their ~NP and continues ta grow by 2% in real terms each year. 

I confess ta seme amazement therefore wh en Soviet · s'pokesmen 

complain that any modernis~tion of the Alliance's theati~ nuclear 

systems will be totally contrary to.the new spirit oft~~ times.· 

Let . us, as the Chinese advise, seek tru th from facts •. ':'~~e facts ~a-re · 
.;.~~:'/~ 
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The Soviet, Union is continuing to. replace· i ts .FROG . 

short:range nuclear missiles with.the longer-range, more accurate 

SS21s. It has introduced five theatre.air-launched cruise .. missiles. 

Its fleet of Backfire and.Fencer nuclear.capable aircraft cc.mtinues 

ta grow .. Its nuclear capable artillery are being rnodernised. At. 

.s~a ~t has recently. deployed the SSN21 sea-launche.d cruise missile. 

And what about the nurnbers 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 deçade. It 

has published the numbers which it now possesses, 4,600. Unlike the 

Soviet Union which is going ahead full stearn with a panoply of 

modernisation programmes, the Alliance is at present discussing 

options. '·Sadly, options do not de ter. 

So the first characteristics of a good European in the defence 

field is realism: the ability ta appreciate how things are; and not 

to confuse them with how we hope one day they may be. 

Which brings me to the specifies of what we Europeans should be 

doing. our Heads of State and Governrnent agreed at the NATO Surnrnit 

in March that the Alliance's strategy of deterrence rernain 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, beth practical 

and intellectual. 

My predecessor in this job gained himself sorne notoriety,by a 

speech to the 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 rernarks today. 

But I would underline the seriousness we attach to inputs. The 

British Government announced on 1 November significant increases ta 

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 sorne 20% above what it was when the Conservative 

1 Governrnent 
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Government took office -in .·1979. ·Y et as a proportion of:'.·­

is the same as in 1978:- Which underlines the point ·that' 

riéher we Europeans can afford to shoulder a greater share of 

Alliance. defencr;, burden than be fore, without · eating up a _-grea ter 
·-· ~· . 

proportion of our national wealth. But since my predecessor speke 

ta the WEU Assembly trends in defence spending have not universally 

moved in the right direction. For example, I cannet but express our· 

disappointment at the Belgian Government's announcement iri August 

that it intends ta eut its 1989 defence budget by 3.4% in .cash terms 

from the 1988 level. 

Sa my second characteristic of the good European is commitment, 

including financial commitment, ta defence. Making speeches and 

commission:ï;ng reports is fine. But at the end of .the day we must be 

willing ta put our money where our mouths are. 

Improving outputs is just as important as·improving inputs. We 

need ta pursue efforts ta introduce more :competition into defence 

procurement and ta collaborate more with one another where this 

makes economie sense. A significânt range of future British defence 

equipment will be produced collaboratively. We are partn~;rs in the 

·European Fighter Aircraft, the EH101 and A129 Helicopters, the 

TRIGAT anti-tank weapon, the Multiple Launch Rocket system, the NATO 

Frigate Replacement. We need ta .cooperate more in the logistics and 

training fields where significant opportunities for savings exist, 

for example, in simulator training. We need ta look at the 

possibilities of common programmes. We already 

airborne early warning programme. We should be 

capabilities which we will need in future, eg. 

have thec common 
... 

looking, __ at ether 
- \'-;- ·' 

advancec(::c; 

- sùrveillance and target acquisition, where the systems.·\Vhich will be 

deployed will caver areas exceeding those of individualt;~rmy corps . 
. _, ' 

sa the good European, in the defence .field as elsewhère, is the 

one who tries ta maximise the return. of his investment,-·:and 

increasingly that involves common or collaborative 

cross-procurement. There are always good reasons, 

lobbies, for buying or acting nationally. But 

will surely hang separately if we do not hang 

run we · 
' 

' ] ... '- .:. 

Just 
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Just as converitional forces- need to be kèpt. up to date, so. too 

' . 

do nuclear forces. As the WEU Platfo:tmstated, .it is only the 

nuclear element of deterrence which can confront a potential 

aggressor with an unacceptable risk. The Platform went on to 

. 7mphasise that, in addition to the contribution which the 

.. independent nuclear forces of France and the United Kingdom make 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 cannet be based on hope. Decisions do 

have to be taken. President Mitterrand said in his IHEDN speech 

that Franêe would not deny itself any type. of weapon which the ether 

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 European accepts that 

subscribing to the theory of deterrence has practical ,consequences - ' 

which ·.l!lust be followed through, if the theory is not t:o become 

hollow words. 

Having efficient forces and good equipment is not however . 

sufficient in itself. Deployments, and plans for co-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 

ether aid and assistance in their power". I read with the keenest 

interest the .official text of President Mitterrand's IHEDN speech. 

France.ts allies will have noted the clear assurance that "France 

will be at her allies' side from the first minute". In the WEU 

Platform, the WEU members re-commit themselves to defend any member 

country at.its borders. In a report-tc this week's WEU Ministerial 

this concept has been. further developed-. · Stress is laid in it on 

the importance which severa! member states attach to their 

commitment to Germany on whose territory they station forces under 

1 various 
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var ious arrangements. And. reference cc is mad !;le· to .the 

effort which is rëq_uiréd in rnaintaining them. 

For an effecti.ve defence to be mounted in Europe's particuîar 
conditions, an int~,grated command structure is necessary. Without 

it there would.be little coherence in our defence. I fully 

recognise that not all members of.the·Alliance wish to rnake their 

defence arrang7ments, as we do, within NATO's Integrated Military 
Structure. I hasten to add, in case any French members of the · 

audience are begi~ning to bridle, that they are_ not about to be 

subjected to a pre:ssing invitation to rejoin that structùre. 

France's steps to t:ücken 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 

development's such as the exercise called 'Cheeky Sparrow' which took 

place l.ast year in which French forces operated alongside German 

forces with.ln 100 kms of the inner German border. We ourselves have 

made proposais for the further development of Anglo-French 

co-operation, suggesting that French forces might participate in 

exercises in the NORTHAG area, that there woÛld 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 response to these proposais has been ext:JCemely p9sitive and. can 

provide·a gooct·exarnple of how the pooling of efforts can strengtheri 

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 well 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 usin the WEU from now on the developments of the· 

concept·of defence at partners' borders. 

nJ· .. 
1. J ... ~""' 

'l'he bilateral links and co-ordin~ agreeme.nts,. ·important 

though th·ey are, can only work in limited cases. They may be 

appropriate for countries who see their role as contributing to a 

strategie reserve or as operating principally in the air or maritime 

1 fields 
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fields· .... But they arè manifestly ,not. the way<t;c}. g~~~1i~é-~ 
collective_ 'defence of-the frontline, particularly along the 

Eastern border of the Federal Republic. For those European 

countries - the Netherlands, Belgium and the United Kingdom - who 

along with the Gerroans, Americans and Canadians actually help defend , 

this frontline, integrated command arrangements are essential. 

Sc, the good European accepts that the obligation of solidarity 

in defenée means.the necessity of an integrated force posture at 

least for those countries who participate directly in forward 

.defence. And even where integration is not considered tc 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 tc our defence planning and tc our defence 

posture cannet, on their own, guarantee our security. In the 

nuclear age, and on a continent where the level of military 

confrontation, beth nuclear and conventional, is as high as it is in 

.. Europe, arms.control has tc be an essential element in our security 

arrangements. We Europeans have a vital responsibility for ensuring 

that our political and intellectual input into arros control is 

. ,, . strong and clear-headed. In forroulating this inpüt 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 arros control agreements can be reached with the Soviet Union 

which genuinely enhance Western, and particularly European, 

security. But they also show that such agreements will only be 

.reached after patient practical negotiation. They also show however 

that although new thinking may now be gaining. ground in Moscow, the 

Russians give nothing away for nothing when it·comes to arros 

control. They will niake 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 objectives as a result of our own 

unilateral actions. Certainly they have an economie interest in 

But all the evidence of Rus~ian and Soviet history making progress. 

is.that they will not throw away an advantage_'-~n the security 
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side even if it' ênaoles "then(to have a higher standard·bf living. 
We must not therefore riskàliowing· any such uncovenanted 
advantages. to them. 

This means that the Europeans must have a clear view of their 

arms control priorities and be prepared to formulate and implement 

credible policies for achieving 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 

which we <ill.hope will be achieved 'during thè coming months or 
years. Ànd we have discussed the prospects for the conventional 

stability talks which we hope can begin later this year or early 

riext . 

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

will be the test of whether Mr Gorbachev is serious in what he has 

sëiid about reducing asymmetries and about el iminating the capabili ty 

for surprise attack and large scale offensive action. What the West 

needs are clear and precise proposals to put on the table.~he day. 
that the new talks open. Good work has already been done in 

devèloping sùch proposals. Of course, political sènsitivities are 

involved, particularly when it comes to ·zonal ~rrangements· and th.e. 

precise nature of the linkage of the new talks with 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 toc much of 

our time distracted by the arcana of theology. 

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 
reé;ruirements of deterr~nce mean that decisions·will be needed over · 

the modernisation. of these forces. There are those who argue that 

such decisions can, or should, only be.undertaken in the coptext of 

seme arms control proposal. For my own part, I would never,rule·out 

arms control as an element in enhancing European securi ty · :f.f.I any . ,, 

field of military capability. But, bearing in mind our otb~r 
priorities, it is surely for those who faveur an arms cont~bl 
approach to explain of what itwould consist; how and.wheri2:$.t might 
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work; and why the-Russians would have any 

on terms which we would find acceptable. 

· Jî{·~~,~·:·utt~."·, _ 
incentive for: negotiating · 

i. 

So the goodEuropean needs always to bear in mind the 

possiblity of enhancing s~curity tqrough arros control; and to 

contribute in an active, intellectual ànd practical manner to the 

formulation of proposais for this purpose. But he also·needs to 

remember that arros control cannat by itself be a panacea for our 

security problems; and that arros control, as the past teaches us, 

will only.work if the ether side is convinced of our resolve and our 

seriousness and has a mutual interest in negotiating. 

I ho9e that this British recipe for European defence can serve 

as a practical input to your discussions. With strong defences we 

can, as Mrs Thatcher has said, pursue dialogue with the East on a 

consistent ba sis in good times and bad. n~l!;i arros control '~. 
' 

it is perhaps not sufficiently appreciated that we in the West have 

the initiative in every single field. It was the Alliance's INF 

proposai ·which was accepted by the Soviet Union. It is .the US 

proposais which form the basis of the emerging START agreement. The 

framework of the cw Convention is Western. The final text of the 

Ccinventional Stability Talks mandate will be extraoÏ:dinarily close 

to the original Western draft-. on the sübstance of convèntional 

;; arros control, Mr Gorbachev has now accepted the Western idea that 

asymmetries should be eliminated by the si de wi th the most' 'reducing. 

So let us·not undersell ourselves. We do have a winning formula in· 

both the defence and arros control fields. We should not change it; 

we should develop it. And let Mr Gorbachev come to u:;;.·t·The 

foundations of the common European home have been laid by,the West: 

free economies; human rights; and a manifest incapacit::/ .. t9 attack 

the 'East.. If Mr Gorbachev wishes to have a room in th~':;'l:iouse, he is 

welcome .. But it will be our house, which we have no n~ed(to think 

of rebuÜding. .- 'r;j~ i 
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INTERVENTION DE MONSIEUR ROLAND DUMAS 

MINISTRE D'ETAT, MINISTRE DES AFFAIRES ETRA.."lGERES 

DEVANT LA ·sESSION EUROPEENNE DE L'IHEDN 

(PARIS, 18 NOVEMBRE 1988) 
le. ~ 

* 
LES NEGOCIATIONS SUR LE DESARMEMENT 

ET LA SECURITE DE L'EUROPE 

JE SUIS PARTICULIEREMENT HEUREUX DE M'EXPRIMER .DEVANT 

VOUS, RESPONSABLES VENUS DE PLUSIEURS PAYS EUROPEENS, SUR LE 

SUJET DU DESAR.>1EMENT. A UN MOMENT OU LES RELA.TIONS. EST-OUEST 

S'ENRICHISSENT DE PERSPECTIVES NOL~LLES, LES EUROPEENS ONT 

LEUR PROPRE VISION DES CHOSES, QUE PERSONNE D'AUTRE NE PEUT 
·-;.. 

EXPRIMER A LEUR PLACE. 

L'UNE DES MOTIVATIONS ESSENTIELLES DES ETATS MEMBRES DE 

L'UEO A ETE, EN DEVELOPPANT LEUR COOPERATION AU SEIN DE CETTE 

ORGANISATION, DE MIEUX AFFIRMER LES INTERETS SPECIFIQUES DE 

L'EL~OPE EN MATIERE DE DEFENSE ET DE DESARMEMENT. 

L'URGENCE DE CETTE REFLEXION S'EST 

MANIFESTEE APRES LE SOMMET DE REYKJAVIK, OU 

CORPS D'UNE NEGOCIATION ENTRE LES.DEUX GRANDS 

QU'ELLE ETAIT AU COEUR DU DEBAT. 

DE 
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ON ;<Œ PORTE PAS ·ATTEINTE A LA· SOLIDARITE DES MEMBRES DE _-
' t 

L'ALLIANCE 'ATLANTIQUE SI L'ON CONSTATE LES DIFFERENCES DE-__ ' 

PERCEPTION NATURELLES ENTRE LES trnS ET LES AUTRES QUI RESULTENT 

DE FACTEURS GEOGRAPHIQUES ET POLITIQUES EVIDENTS. SELON QU'ON 

SE PLACE D'UN COTE OU DE L'AUTRE DE L'ATLANTIQUE, DES NOTIONS 

TELLES Qt;ï:: DISSUASION, RIPOSTE, AVERTISSEMENT NUCLEAIRE, 

.BATAILLE, (;UERRE 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'EUROPE ONT TENDANCE A INTERPRETER CETTE 

DOCTRINE EN PARTANT D'INTERETS SPECIFIQUEMENT EUROPEENS. 

LA REFLEXION EUROPEENNE COMMù~E QUI A COMMENCE, ET DONT 

CETTE SESSION REPRESENTE UNE NOUVELLE MANIFESTATION, ~'A POUR . 

BUT EN AUCUNE FACON DE RENFORCER CES DIFFERENCES DE PERCEPTION 

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

DEFINISS&~T PLUS C~IREMENT LEURS INTERETS EN TANT 

QU'EUROPEENS, D'APPORTER UNE MEILLEURE CONTRIBUTION A,"; LA 

SECURITE OCCIDENTALE DANS SON ENSEMBLE. 

CETTE REFLEXION COMMUNE, A QUELLES CONCLUSIONS ABOUTIT-
-~ -:~~-;- j 

ELLE POUR CE QUI EST DU DESARMEMENT? J'EN APERCOIS.DËUX 

PRINCIPALES : 

- EN PREMIER LIEU, NOUS PENSONS TOUS QUE 

DISSOCIER. -

f· 
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IL SERAIT IMPARDONNABLE DE SE\
1
LAISSER ALLER A DES 
i. 

ÀCCORDS DE DESARMEMENT DONT LA SECURITE .·DE L 1 EUROPE AURAIT A 

SOUFFRIR. HAIS CE SERAIT AUSSI HECONNAITRE GRAVEMENT 

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 PREHIERE FQIS.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 DES 

OCCIDENTAUX ; MAIS POL'R LA PREMIERE FOIS, CETTE PERSPECTIVE 

N'EST PLUS UNIQUEMENT DU DO!"'.A!NE DU DISCOURS, IL N' EST .. ,.PAS 

IMPOSSIBLE QU 'ELLE ENTRE DA."S LE CHA.'1P DE LA REALITE~ . t;OUS 

DEVONS NOUS Y PREPARER SERIEUSEMENT, AVEC- VIGILA.~CE '• •SANS 
-----~··- . 

A.~IERE-PENSEE. MIEUX VAUT S'Y PREPARER EN EFFET QUE~DE NIER 

L'EVOLUTION 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 QU.t:. JAMAIS NECÈSSAIRE, 

CAR IL FAUDRA QUE LES EUROPEENS DETERMINENT LES MOYENS'PROPRES 

. QU'ILS DOIVENT CONSERVER DANS LA NOUVELLE SITUÀTION:/ILS 

DOIVENT D'ABORD LE FAIRE ENTRE EUX.·--::·:·-. -- ··S • 
.. 

NOUVEL EQUILIBRE .DES FORCES NE PORTE PAS 

SEULEMENT A LA SECURITE OCCIDENTALE, MAIS AUSSI· 

f r 
1 
·f 

1 
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. POSSIBILITE. POUR LES PAYS 01 EUROPE DE CONTl\IBUER PAR. LEtJR5< 

l "'r • \ .· . 

MOYENS PROPRES A LA DEFENSE, COMME 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 BRIT~~IQUE. 

2. LE DEUXIEME MESSAGE DES EUROPEENS, TIENT DANS LE 

FAIT.QUE LE DESARMEMENT EST UN OUTIL AU SERVICE D'UNE VISION 

POLITIQUE. 

QUELLE EST. CETTE VISION? 

A) C'EST TOUT D'ABORD LA DISPARITION PROGRESSIVE DES 

DIVISIONS HERITEES DE LA GUERRE, L'APPARITION DE RELATIONS 

POLITIQUES, , ECONOMIQUES, CULTURELLES PLUS FLUIDES ·EN'l.'RE TOUS . 

LES ETATS, DE L'ATLANTIQUE A L'OURAL. 

., .. 

CETTE IDEE D 1 UNE EUROPE PLUS SOUPLE, PLUS FLEXIBLE, VA 

DE PAIR AVEC UNE PLUS GRANDE TRANSPARENCE DES REALITES, 

MILITAIRES, LA DISPARITION PROGRESSIVE DES DESEQUILIBRES D&~S 

LES ARSENAUX, DES RISQUES D'INTIMIDATION, ET MEME D'AGRESSION. 

DANS CETTE VISION-LA, ÇELLE DE L 1 ELJROPE DE LA CSCE, LE 

DESARMEMENT A NATURELLEMENT UN GRAND ROLE A JOUER : IL. DOIT 

-·- ,_,, 

FAIRE SAUTER L'UN DES VERROUS - LE DESEQUILIBRE - QUI 

ENTP.AVE LES PROGRES VERS LES RELATIONS NODV"ELLES ··QUE~NOUS 

VOULONS ETABLIR. 
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. B) N~OUBLIONS PAS; DANS CETTE PERSPECTIVE;- LE'~qLE DE 

L'EUROPE PE L1\ COMMUNAUTE : CHACUN SAIT QUE L1\ CONSTRUCTION · 

EUROPEENNE NE SERA COMPLETE QUE LORSQU 1 ELLE S 1 ACCOMPAGNERA DE 

CET ATTRIBUT INDISPENSABLE DE L'IDENTITE POLITIQUE QU'ÈST L1\ 

CAPACITE EN MATIERE DE SECUIÙTE. IL N'Y A PAS DE CONTRADICTION 

ENTRE NOS EFFORTS-DE DESARMEMENT ET L'EMERGENCE DE CETTE 

IDENTITE EUROPEEh~E EN MATIERE 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'OU, L1\ 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 

CONDUCTEù~ - DES EFFORTS 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 DA..~S LA POLITIQUE DE SECURITE DE LA FRANCE: : :c'EST . ·.-.-.-.-_ 

LUI QUI DICTE NOTRE POSTURE DE DISSUASION MAINTENUE-AU STRICT 

NECESSAIRE ; C.' EST WI QUI NOUS FAIT PREFERER ù"NE 

DEUX _ETAGES SEULEMENT : L'ULTIME AVERTISSEMENT ET 

A 

,..-_ 
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STRATEGIQUE. C 1 EST LUI QUI NOUS FAIT SOUHAITER QUE LES. GRANDES .· . 

PUISSANCES REDUISENT MUTUELLEMENT LEURS ARSENAUX NUCLEAIRES .. 

REDONDANTS. C'EST.AUSSI CE PRINCIPE QUI NOUS INTERDIT DE 

NEGOCIER LA REDUCTION DU NOTRE TANT QUE L'ECART DEMEURÈRA CE 

QU'IL EST. 

~ IL EST ENCOURAGEANT QUE LES NOUVEAUX DIRIGEANTS 

· SOVIETIQUES NOUS AIENT EMPRUNTE CE THEME DE LA SUFFISANCE. 

N'ENTEJD-ON PAS MAINTE.'<ANT 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. 

SACRIFIER LE SUPERFLU : IL NE SERVIRAIT A. RIEN·;· DE 

PROCLAMER QU'ON A DEFINITIVEMENT OPTE POUR UNE POSTURE 

MILITAIRE DEFENSIVE, SI TOUT - LE VOLUME ET LA LOCALISATION DES 

FORCES SUR LE TERRAIN, LES BUDGETS MILITAIRES, LES-~NSTRUCTIONS 

DONNEES AUX COMI"..ANDANTS DES UNITES, L 1 ENSEIGNEMENT.,MI.LITAIRE 

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

DES CAPACITES QUI SONT CELLES DE LA CONTRE OFFENSI\TE.i. VOIRE DE 

L'OFFENSIVE PURE ET SIMPLE. 

A CET EGARD, LA "SUFFISANCE RAISONNABLE" 

EST, A NOS YEUX, LA PIERRE DE TOUCHE DE LA 

SOVIETIQUES DE DESARMER, DONT LE PRESIDENT DE LA REP!J~L,IQUE ·A 

PROPOSE DE FAIRE LE TEST EN DEUX OU TROIS ANS DE 

LA NEGOCIATION SL~ LA STABILITE CONVENTIONNELLE 

.··-
BIENTOT. , ... ·' -· 
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\'LA. SUFFISANCE, C'EST AUSSI CONSERVER LE NECESSAIRE, LE •·· 
' ' 1 

MINIMUI-: \ INDISPENSABLE. NOUS PARVIENDRONS D'AUTANT MIEUX A FAIRE 
·( 

DISPARAITRE CE QUE LES ARSENAUX ACTUELS ~ CLASSIQUES ET 

. NUCLEAIRES· -' ONT DE SUPERFLU, QUE• NOUS CONSERVERONS CE MINIMUM 

NOUS PERMETTANT DE NOUS PRESERVER DE L'AGRESSION. SI L'OPTION 

NUCLEAIRE DISPARAISSAIT, SI NOUS N'AVIONS PLUS D'ARMES 

ATOMIQUES; ·LE DESARMEMENT S 1 ARRETERAIT : LE DESARMEMENT N 1 EST 

PQSSIBLE AUJOURD'HUI QUE PARCE QUE NOUS SOMMES. EN QUELQUE 

SORTE. f>DOSSES A LA DISSUASION. ET IL IRA D'AUTANT PLUS VITE, . 

ET D'AUTANT PLUS LOIN. QUE CETTE DISSUASION SERA ~~INTENUE A . 

SON NIVEAU NECESSAIRE ET SUFFISANT D'EFFICACITE. 

- CECI EST AUSSI VRAI EN 'CE OUI CONCERNE L'EVOLUTION 

TECHNIQUE DES FORCES. LE MINIMUM NECESSAIRE A LA DISSUASION, 

C'EST EVIDENT,. EVOLUE AVEC LA MENACE, QUI ELLE.,.MEME .EST 

FONCTION DE L'EVOLUTION DES TECHNOLOGIES. PLUS PROCHE"ON SERA 

DU MINIMUM, PLUS IMPORTANT IL SERA DE MAINTENIR LES. FORCES AU 

NIVEAU TECHNIQUE VOULU. 

JE VOUDRAIS PROFITER DE CETTE REFLEXION POUR CORRIGER 

CERTAINS MALENTENDUS, CONCE~~ANT NOTRE ATTITUDE SUR LA:MODERNI-

SATION DES ARMES A COURTE PORTEE. 

TOUT D'ABORD LA MODERNISATION DES ~"!ES FRANCAISES, ET. 
c:_;'· 

NOTA.'1MENT DES ARMEMENTS PRESTRATEGIQUES : CELLE-CI EST ENGAGEE 
. "•"--' ---. 

ET SE POURSUIVRA. ELLE VISE PRECISEMENT A ~~INTENIR 

AU 

'! 
. t 
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VOLUME QUE NOUS ESTIMONS. NECESSAIRE POUR EMPECHER IA GUERRE. 

NOTRE CONCEPTION DE.IA DISSUASION, ET i.E ROLE QU'Y JOU!:: NOTRE 

ARMEMENT PRESTRATEGIQUE, NOUS INTERDIT DE FAIRE DEPENDRE IA 

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

QUELCONQUE NEGOCIATION. 

E;NSUITE IA MODERNISATION DES ARMES A COURTE PORTEE DE 

NOS ALLIES DE L'ORGANISATION INTEGREE : NATUltELLEMENT, IL NE 

NOUS RÊVIENT 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. ·. 0 "-; 

RECOMMANDATION EST D'ORDRE POLITIQUE : LE MOMENT~STENGAGENT 

LES NEGOCIATIONS SUR LE DESAR"ŒMENT CONVENTIOiiNEL N'EST PAS 

FORCEMENT LE MEILLEUR POUR PRENDRE DE TELLES DECISIONS. 

SI, A L'ISSUE DE DEUX OU TROIS ANS DE NEGOCIATION SUR 
- .--~-

LES ARMEMENTS CLASSIQUES, AUCUN MOUVEMENT SIGNIFICATIF .N'A PU 

ETRE ENREGISTRE POUR ATTESTER DE LA VOLONTE DES SOVIETIQUES DE 

REDUIRE L'ACCUMULATION DISSYMETRIQUE D'ARMEMENTS QUI_EXISTE A 

LEtJR PROFIT EN EUROPE, . IL SERA PLUS AISE ALORS DE PRENDRE LES 

DECISIONS QU'ON A ESTIME NECESSAIRE. NOUS SAVONS CES DECISIONS 

f· 
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\\ IL NE S 'AGIT, ON LE VOIT; NI. D 1 INTERFERER AVEC i.E 
·-. \' . : ·., 

PROCES.iUS ·NORMAL DE • DECISION DE L '·ORGANISATION INTEGREE, NI 
. l{ . . ·- . ' . 

. . ' 

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

. ENTRE LA DISCUSSION PROCHAINE SUR LA STABILITE CONVENTlONNELLE 

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

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

VENTIONNEL. 

;IL NE S'AGIT PAS NON PLUS DE SE RESIGNER PAR AVANCE A 

DEU~ 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 DEFINIR LE 

MESSAGE DES EUROPEENS DANS LE CHAMP DU DESARMEMENT : 

DESARMEMENT ET SECURITE ; DESARMEMENT ET VISION POLITIQUE ; ET 

D'INDIQUER COMMENT, A NOTRE AVIS, LE DESARMEMENT DOIT ETRE AXE 

SUR LA NOTION DE SUFFIS&~CE. 

JE VOUDRAIS MAINTENANT EN TIRER DEVANT VOUS CERTAINES 

t. 
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1; LA NEGOCIATION ÇHIMIQUE, TOUT D'ABO~. .. ; 

ELLE CONSTITUE POUR NOUS, VOUS LE SAVEZ, UNE PRIORITE. 

LA FRANCE A VOULU LE SOULIGNER EN-INVITANT, EN TANT QUE 

PUISSANCE DEPOSITAIRE DU PRoTOCOLE DE GENEVE DE 1925, IOUS 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 llU 7 OU 11 JANVIER PROCHAINS. '. , 

CETTE CONFERENCE A UN DOUBLE OBJECTIF : REAFFIRMER 

L'INTERDICTION D'USAGE DE L'~~ CHIMIQL~, DONNER L'IMPULSION 

NECESSAIRE A LA NEGOCIATION A GENEVE, D'UN~ INTERDICTION PLUS 

GLOBALE : CELLE, NON SEULEMENT DE L'USAGE, :!'.AIS ENCORE. DE LA 

FABRICATION, DU TRANSFERT ET DE LA POSSESSION D'ARMES CHIMI-

QUES. 

LES CIRCONSTANCES RECENTES N'ONT FAIT QUE SOULIGNER 

L'IMPORT&~CE DE CETTE ENTREPRISE : OU BIEN L'ON SE RESIGNAIT A 

CONSIDERER COMME INEVITABLE L'USAGE D'ARMES CHIMIQÛESc-bANS CER-

. TAINS CONTEXTES, ET IL N'Y AVAIT PLUS A DOh~R CHER. DES EFFORTS 

. FAITS A GENEVE POUR BANNIR COMPLETEMENT CES AJL~S. OU BIEN L'ON 

REAFFIRMAIT, AUSSI SOLENNELLEMENT QUE POSSIBLE, L'INTERDIT 

INTERNATIONAL QUI PESE SUR L'USAGE ET L'ON SAUVkÎT AIN~I LES 

CHAI< CES DE PARVENIR A L'INTERDICTION COMPLt.--rE. ' --·-

' - -· - ·-·--·-- ~·. 



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

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

·JE VOUDRAIS A CET EGARD SOULIGNER LES DECLARATIONS DU 

PRESIDENT DE LA REPUBLIQUE A.NEW YORK PUIS ICI MEME A L'IHEDN, 

SUR LA CONCEPTION.FRANCAISE DE LA NEGOCIATION CHIMIQUE: NOUS 

AVONS RENONCE A L'IDEE DE MAINTENIR UN DROIT A LA PRODUCTION 

D'ARMES, MEME SOUS CONTROLE INTERNATIONAL ETROIT, DURÀNT 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 OU 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 DO!"'.AINE CHIMIQUE, C'EST 

L'ABSENCE TOTALE D'ARMES, IL IMPORTE QUE CE SOIT L'ABSENCE 

TOTALE POUR TOUT LE MONDE. NOUS DEMEURONS PREOCCUPES PAR LE 

MONOPOLE DE FAIT QUI RISQUE D'ETRE CELUI DE L'UNION SOVIETIQUE 

EN EUROPE D'ICI QUELQUES ANNEES, TANT QUE LA CONVENTION N'AURA 

PAS VU LE JOUR, ET QUE SES PREMIERES DIX ANNEES NE SE SERONT 

PAS ECOULEES; NOUS DEMANDONS DONC QUE DES L'ENTREE EN:VIGUEL~ 
{ 

DE LA CONVENTION, LES UNITES DE PRODUCTION SOIENT DESACTIVEES 
' 

ET PLACEES SOUS CONTROLE JUSQU 1 A LEUR DEMA.'ITELEMENT_ ~~FE CT IF. 
,~o-.:~ i 

NOUS DEMEURONS PREOCCUPES EGALEMENT PAR LA PROLIFERATION 

CHIMIQUE DANS LE TIERS-MONDE, ET LA TENTATION POUR,CERTAINS 
• 

D'ECHAPPER A LA REGLE GENERALE. 

. .. 
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CE .QUI IMPORTE EN MATIERE 0 'ARMES CHIMIQUï:;S, C'EST ,DE 
\ ' . 

CREER UNE INCITATION TRES FORTE A CE QUE LA . PROGRESSION VERS 

' ZERO, LOIN DE SUIVRE UNE ASYMPTOTE INTERMINABLE, SE FASSE AUSSI 

RAPIDEMENT QUE POSSIBLE. 

2. LES NEGOCIATIONS CONVENTIONNELLES, EN DEUXIEME LIEU. 

J'AI DEJA EU L'OCCASION DE LES EVOQUER. JE VOUDRAIS SIM­

PLEMENT RAPPELER LES RAISONS QUI EN FONT UNE AUTRE DE· NOS PRIO­

RITES~ 

NOUS NOUS SOMMES PRONONCES POUR L'ACCORD SUR LES FORCES 

NUCLEAIRES INTERMEDIAIRES, PARCE QU'IL MARQUAIT UN TOURNA.l'<T 

MAJEUR DANS LE DESARMEMENT. POUR LA PREMIERE FOIS, oN· SE 

DEBARRASSAIT D'UNE CATEGORIE ENTIERE D'ARMES, DONT LES VOLUMES 

ETAIENT DISSYMETRIQUES DE PART ET D'AUTRE; ET EN S'ACCORDANT 

SUR LES PROCED'URES DE VERIFICATION TRES INTRUS IVES, 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 EUROPE, IL NOUS PARAIT QUE L' ECI..J>..IRAGE 

DOIT ETRE MIS SUR LE CONVENTIONNEL APRES LE NUCLEAIRE ! LE 

PRESIDENT DE LA REPUBLIQUE AVAIT REGRETTE QUE 

. COMMENCE PAR LE COMMENCEMENT, LES ARSENAUX 

STRATEGIQUES DES DEUX GRANDS. 

DESARMEMENT NUCLEAIP~ PAR L'EUROPE, C'EST-A-DIRE. . C'EST 

1 
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IMPORTANT, MAIS IL EST TEMPS QUE ·LE 
\-\ 

DESAR.'ŒMENT NUCLEAIRE 
' \ \ 

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 :. D'OU LA 

PRIORITE QUE NOUS LUI ACCORDONS. 

CETTE PRIORITE EST D'AUTANT PLUS VIVEMENT 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 

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'AMBITION.cO'ERIGER 

UNE DEFENSE ANTI-MISSILE OU A L'IDEE, CARESSEE LORS DU SOMMET 

DE REYKJAVIK, DE SUPPRIMER TOUS LES MISSI·LES BALI~Ùl'IQUES : 

· .. · . 
' 

ETAIT-ON PRET A PRENDRE SON PARTI OU DESEQUILIBRE CONVENTIO~~EL 

. EN EUROPE ALLAIT-ON DECIDER DE LA SECURITE EUROPEENNE SANS 

L'AVIS DES PRINCIPAUX INTERESSES ? 

1 

I.A PERSPECTIVE DE L'OUVERTURE TRES PROCHAINE D'PNE 

NEGOCIATION SUR LA STABILITE DES FORCES ET ARMEMENTS'Ct-ASSIQUES 

NOUS CONVIE PRECISEMENT, NOUS AUTRES EUROPEENS, A MANifESTER 

COMMENT S'ARTICULENT DANS NOTRE ESPRIT LA REOUCTIONfDES ARSE-

NAUX PRESENTS SLTR NOTRE SOL ET NOTRE VISION DE FUTURE. 

r" 
' ~,-
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D'OU L' I&PORTANCE ESSENTIELLE QU 1 IL Y A A MES YEuX A NE ' 
" ~ ' 

DELEGUER PUR~NT ET SIMPLEMENT AUX DEUX ALLIANCES,; OU AUX 
' 

PAS 

DEUX PUISSANCES QUI Y ONT ·LE PLUS DE POIDS, LA CONDUITE D'UNE 

NEGOCIATION, ET PLUS ENCORE L'EXPRESSION D'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 ~VENIR COMMUN. 

-ION A IJoi.AGINE DES SOLUTIONS COMPLEXES POUR TRADUIRE LE 

FAIT QUE, DANS L'Eu~OPE 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. fo'.AIS. IL FAUT QUE LE 

MESSAGE POLITIQUE, LUI, NE S'EN TROUVE PAS BROUILLE : LA 

NEGOCIATION SUR LA STABILITE CONVENTIONNELLE S'INSCRIT' POUR 

NOUS DANS LE PROCESSUS DE LA CSCE, C 1 EST-A-DIRE DANS '1~ 

DIALOGUE POLITIQUE, ECONOMIQUE ET CULTJREL DES 35 PAYS DE CE 

FORUM. 

ELLE DOIT S'Y INSCRIRE DES AUJOURD'HUI, PUI~~-v~ 

L&~CEMENT MEME DE LA NEGOCIATION NE SERA POSSIBLE 

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

! 

i . ·., ., • 



' " ... , · .. 

ELLE DOIT· S'Y INSCRIRE AUSSI A MESURE QUE iT..ES SEMAINES . 
. \ . . . · .. 

PASSERONT, CAR NOUS NE VOULONS PAS LAISSER S 1 ORGAl'iiSER VNE ONCE 

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 PRATIQUES ~REUNIONS 

D'INFO~~TION 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 1978 EN 

LANCANT LA CONFERENCE SUR LE DESARMEMENT EN EUROPE. 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'APPELA:i:s:TOUT A 

L'HEURE LE VERROU DES DESEQUILIBRES CLASSIQUES SUR LA VOIE 

D'UNE EUROPE PLUS Ouv~RTE ET PLUS UNIE, DE L'ATLANTIQUE A 

L'OURAL. SI NOUS Y PARVENONS, MESDAMES ET MESSIEURS;= :THEME 

Ql]I ETAIT LE MIEN AUJOURD'HUI -DESARMEMENT ET 

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

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 

FOREIGN ÜFFICE OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, 
AT THE IHEDN EUROPEAN SEMINAR ON DEFENCE ISSUES 

IN PARIS ON 21 NOVEMBER 1988 

. !>. é\ ? 

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 SEMINAR ON SECURITY 

ISSUES. LET ME TAKE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS MY PARTICULAR 

SATIFSACTION AT 

• • ISTITUTO Affcl!'i 
181 I~JE!lN. Zl JIU. LI· R::lMA 

--- -- --·-··· ·---·-----·· ·------~----· 
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THE HOLDING OF SUCH A SEMINAR, WHERE HIGH-RANKING REPRESENTATIVES 

OF WEU COUNTRIES CAN DISCUSS FONDAMENTAL PROBLEMS OF EUROPEAN 

SECURITY, THIS SHOWS THATL FOLLOWING ITS REVITALIZATION, THE WEU 

HAS GAINED FURTHER WEIGHT, WE HAVE SUPPORTED FROM TYE OUTSET THIS 

INITIATIVE\ LAUNCHED BY THE FRENCH GOVERNMENT, 

- 2 -

; 

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

CONTROL, WHICH IS THE SUBJECT J 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, 

- 3 -



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 

GoRIACHOV- ARE A VISIBLE SISN OF A DYNAMIC UPWARD TREND. AT_THEIR 

FIRST SlJMMIT IN GENEVA, GENERAL SECRETARY GORBACHOV AND PRESIDENT 

- 4 -

REAGAN REAFFIRMED THEIR DETERMINA.TION TO INTENSIFY DIALOGUE AND 

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 
,---· 

THIS CHANGE. 
) 

EVEN ON A SOBER ASSESSMENT, WE HAVE TO ACKNOWLEDGE 

- 5 -



• 

ON ACCOUNT OF ITS DETERMINATION TO MAKE ITS ECONOMY AND SOCIETY 

MORE EFFICIENT. THIS RENDERS THE SOVIET UNION A BETTER AND MORE 

RELIABLE PARTNER. AFTER MANY YEARS OF IDEOLOGICAL CONFRONTATION 

THERE IS THUS FOR THE FIRST TIME THE PROS.PECT OF A THOROUt.;H 

. IMPROVEMENT OF WEST-EAST RELATIONS. THIS OPPORTUNITY SHOULD BE 

EXPLO~TED. 74r'J 44./ f<oft••'V ..fo e/o 
W. ·11... A !'""' J ""< "~ '(.. Ç( o-ru """'- .,_ 1/ 
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THE POSITIVE DEVELOPME 
NT 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 

7 

·.', 

., 
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ADEQUATE. DEFENCE CAPABILITY AND OF COHESION AND SOLIDARITY 

WITHIN THE ALLIANCE REMAINS AN ESSENTIAL PREREQUISITE FOR A POLICY 

OF DIALOGUE AND CO-OPERATiON - A POLICY DESIGNED TO BRING ABOUT AN 

EVER MORE STABLE AND CONSTRUCTIVE WEST-EAST RELATIONSHIP. 

- 8 -

THE FUNDAMENTAL IMPROVEMENT OF US-SOVIET RELATIONS HAS ALREADY HAD 

AN IMPACT ON DISARMEMENT AND ARMS CONTROL. A MAJOR LANDMARK IN THE 

RAPPROCHEMENT OF THE TWO SUPERPOWERS'. POSITIONS ON DISARMAMENT AND 

ARMS CONTROL WAS THE REYKJAVIK SUMMIT IN NOVEMBER 1986. IT WAS A 

BREAK THROUGH TOWARDS A CONSTRUCTIVE DISARMAMENT DIALOGUE AIMED AT 

. TANGIBLE RESULTS. THE REYKJAVIK SUMMIT LAID THE BASIS FOR 

- 9 -
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THE CONCLUSION IN DECEMBER 1987. OF THE TREATY ON THE GLOBAL' .' ~~'!;. 

. . . . 

ELIMINATIO~ OF SOVIET AND AMERICAN LAND-BASED INTERMEDIATE-RANG~ 

MISSILES, PREVIOUS A~REEMENiS MERELY RESTRICTED ARMS AT A HIGH 

LEVEL, Now AN ENTIRE CLASS OF WEAPONS IS BEING DESTROYED FOR THE 

FIRST TIME, 

- 10 -

THE INf TREATY REFLECTS IMPORTANT PRINCIPLES: 

-\VHOEVER POSSESSES MORE WEAPONS HAS.TO SCRAP MORE; 

- 11 -
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1-, THE '_CONTRACTiNG PARTIES HAVE AGREED ON STRINGENT:. MUTUAL '1 
l ,, 

. ' ON-SITE INSPECTIONS THAT ARE COMPULSORY AND REPRESENT A 

DECISIVE CONTRIBUTIQN TOWARDS WEST-EAST CONFIDENCE-BUILDING, 

THESF PRINCIPLES ALSO SET THE _TREND FOR FUTURE DISARMAMENT AGREE-

MENTS, THE INF TREATY MUST BE FOLLOWED BY FURTHER FAR-REACHING 

- 12 -
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DISARMAMENT STEPS IN THE CONVENTIONAL,' NUC[EAR AND CHEMICAL FIELDS, 

'/ 
WE WANT 

1 LEVELS, 

TO CREATE GREATER SECURITY THROUGH EQUAL CEILINGS AT LOWER 

AND WE S~EK THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS~ 

Ar THE MEETING OF NATO FoREIGN MINISTERs IN REYKJAVIK ON 11 AND 

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

- 13 -
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THEIR ARMS CONTROL OBJECTIVES. T~EY REAFFIRMED THAT THE 

COMPREHENSIVE CONCEPT OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL TO BE ELAB9-

j:_:_ 
:' .·-. \ ;--~­

!' 

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

.A 50 PER CENT REDUCTION IN THE STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE NUCLEAR 
' 
WEAPONS OF THE UNITED STATES AND THE SOVIET UNION, 

- 14 -
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THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS, 

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A STABLE·AND SECURE LEVEL OF CONVENTION­

/ 
AL FORCES, BY THE ELIMINATION OF DISPARITIES, IN THE WHOLE OF 

EuROPE, AND 

- 15 -
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WITH THE ESTAB.LISHMENT .. OF A CONVENTIONAL IN CONJUNCTION 

BALANCE AND THE GLOBAL ELIMINATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS; 
• 

TANGIBLE AND VERIFIABLE REDUCTIONS OF AMERICAN AND SOVIET 

LAND-BASED.NUCLEAR 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 TO 

COMBINE MILITARV EQUILIBRIUM AT A LOWER LEVEL WITH THE ENHANCEMENT 

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

REDUCING 

THEIR OFFENSIVE CAPABILITIES, 

- 1]-
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SINCE -THE FUTURE OF OUR CONTINENT IS AT STAKE, WE EUROPEANS, 

BEAR SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONTRIBUTING TOWARDS THE . 

FUNDAMENTAL IMPROVEMENT OF WEST-EAST RELATIONS THROUGH PARALLEL 

POLIT:CAL EFFORTS. THE CSCE FINAL ACT OF HELSINKI DIRECTS THE 

COURSE rOWARDS A NEW OROER ON OUR CONTINENT, IN WHICH ALL 

EUROPEANS CAN LIVE IN PEACE AND ENJOY THEIR INALIENABLE RIGHTS. 

THE FINAL ACT CONTAINS 

- 18 -

ALL ELEMENTS NEEDED FOR CREATING A PEACEFUL ORDER IN EUROPE MARKED 

BY RESPECT ~OR HUMAN RIGHTS, BY CO-OPERATION IN ALL FIELDS AND BY 

THE REPLACEMENT OF CONFRONTATION WITH CO-OPERATION, THE HELSINKI 

FINAL AcT LINKS THE RENUNCIATION OF THE USE OF FORCE AND THE 

REAFFIRMATION OF THE TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF ALL COUNTRIES IN 

EUROPE TO THE CONCEPT ûF PEACEFUL CHANGE AND THE RIGHT OF SELF-

- 19 :- ' 
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1.DET~RMINATION OF ALL NATIONS,· THE CSCE PROCESS PAVES THE WAY FOR 
-1--

. 
.REDUCING TENSIONS, RECONCILING DIFFERENCES AND DEVELOPING COMMON 

INtERESTS ACROSS THE BORDER BETWEEN tHE TWO POLITICAL SYSTEMS, lT 

VI VI DL Y REFLECTS THE AWARENE SS OF EUROPE' S UN ITY AND 1 DENT ITY, AT 

THE SAME TIME IT SECURES OUR LINKS WITH THE UNITED STATES OF 

AMERICA AND CANADA, 

- 20 -

THE CSCE PROCESS THEREFORE CONSTITUTES A BROAD-BASED APPROACH TO 

SECURITY AND CO-OPERATION, ÜF ESSENTIAL IMPORTANCE IS THE HUMANI-

• TARIAN DIMENSION, WHICH IS INTENDED TO MITIGATE THE CONSEQUENCES OF 

EUROPE'S DIVISION AND BRING ABOUT PROGRESS IN WEST-fAST RELATIONS 

THAT CAN BE DIRECTLY EXPERIENCED BY THE PEOPLE CONCERNED, THE 

HUMANITARIAN ELEMENT OF THE CSCE PROCESS WlDENS THE SCOPE OF THE 

- 21 -
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TRADITIONAL RULES OF 
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INTERNATIONAL~RELATIONS 

"\i 

. - '"' 

.. _, 

,• . \':--
AND HAS. BEEN ACCEPTED ~.·_. 

AS AN EQUAL COMPONENT OF DETENTE, HUMAN AND CIVIL RIGHTS HAVE 

BECOME A LEGITIMATE TOPIC .OF THE WEST-EAST DIALOGUE, THE QUEST FOR 

GREATER PERSONAL FREEDOM OF THE l'iDlVIDUAL AND FOR THE EVOLUTIONARY 

CHANGE OF SOCIAL AND POLJT!CAL CON~ITJONS HAS BEEN REINFORCED AND 

FURTHER LEGITIMATED BY THE CSCE PROCESS, WE WELCOME THE FACT THAT 
'\ 

- 22 -
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THE SOVIET UNION AND OTHER COUNTRIES OF -T-HE 
lv'ARSAW 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 UNI.oN's 
DECLARED READINESS TO 

RELEASE POLITICAL.PRISONERS IS A VISIBLE 
MANIFESTATION OF THIS 

- 23 -
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DEVELÛPMENT AND AT THE SAME TIME A POSITIVE ou'~COME OF THE WEsT' s 
\ ~ 

· PERSEVERANCE, 

WE ARE THEREFORE WILLING TO SUPPORT WITHIN THE CSCE FRAMEWORK A . . 

. HUMAN RIGHTS CONFERENCE IN Moscow, FOLLOWING ONES IN PARIS AND 

- 24 -

(OPENHAGEN, PROVIDED THAT - LET ME EMPHASIZE THLS - IT MEETS THE 

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 

- 25 -
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CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY-BUILDING MEASURES APPLICABLE TO THE WHOLE , 

OF EUROPE, WHICH CAN BE VERIFIED BY MANDATORY ON-SITE INSPECTIONS, 

THIS MARKED A M~jQR STEP QN THE ROAD TOWARDS GREATER TRANSPARENCY 

AND THE ELIMINATIQN OF DISTRUST IN EUROPE, 
! 

·~· 

- 26 -

As VOU KNOW, THE WEST PROPOSED IN ITS BRUSSELS DECLARATION ON 

CoNVENTIONAL ARMS CoNTROL. ISSUED AT THE END OF 1986. THAr PARALLEL 
• 

NEGOTIATIONS BE HELD: ON THE ONE HAND, NEGOTIATIONS BETWEEN THE 

23 MEMBERS OF THE TWO ALLIANCES ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CONVENTION-

AL STABILITY IN THE WHOLE OF EUROPE AND, ON THE OTHER, NEGOTIATIONS 

AMONG THE 35 SIGNATORIES TO THE CSCE FINAL ACT ON FURTHER 

. ~·: 

- 27 ..: 



CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES, THE OBJECTIVE~. MODALITIES AND 

PARTICIPANTS FOR THE ~EGOTIATIONS AS WELL AS THEIR STATUS IN 

RELATION TO THE CSCE PROCESS HAVE SINCE THEN BEEN THE SUBJECT OF 

DISCUSSIONS IN VIENNA. WE HOPE THAT THESE DISCUSSIONS ARE SOON 

CONCLUDED.BY REACHING CONSENSUS SO THAT THE START OF THE CONVEN-

TIONAL STABILITY NEGOTIATIONS IS NOT DELAYED ANY LONGER. 

- 28 -

-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: 

- 29 -
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., IS TO ESTABLISH STABILITY GOAL·' OF THE NEGOTIATIONS THE MAIN 

DEMANDED BY THE EAST); AND SECURilY (AND NOT REDUCTIONS. AS 

AND STAND ON AN EQUAL REDUCTIONS ARE A MEANS TO THIS END 

FOOTING ALONGSIDE OTHER MEASURESJ 

- 30 -

A STABLE AND SECURE BALANCE IS FIRST TO BE ESTABLISHED I~ THE-

NEGOTIATIONS; IN OTHER WORDS, IT DOES NOT EXIST YET; 

THE AIM IS NOT EQUAL REDUCTIONS, BUT EQUAL CEILINGS IN LINE 

WITH THE GOAL OF THE NEGOTIATIONS; THE EASTERN CONCEPT OF 

- 31 -
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. ·. ··· .• •· ..•. ·.SPECIAL ZONES HAS BEEN REPLACED BY THE WESTERN 

AL DIFFERENTIATIONJ . 

PROVISION H~S EXPRESSLY BEEN MADE FOR A DETAILED EXCHANGE OF 

INFORMATION AND FOR THE RIGHT TO ON-SITE INSP,ECTIGNS WITHOUT 

ANY POSSIBILITY OF REFUSAL, 

- 32 -
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. ··; IN THE TALKS HELD BETWEEN FOREIGN MINISTER GENSCHER AND HIS SoVIET 

COUNTERPART. FoREIGN MINISTER SHEVARDNADZE. ON THE FRINGES OF THE 

UN-

GENERAL ASSEMBLY. !~PORTANT PROGRESS PROVED POSSIBLE, THE SOVIET 

UNION HAS DROPPED ITS ELEVENTH-HOUR DEMAND 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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CORRESPONDS. TO THE WESTÉRN PROPOSAL OF 1 SEPTEMBER OF THIS YEiJ:, .•. .•.. · . 
. ,''. ·' 

THE SUBSTANCE OF WHICH FOREIGN MINISTER GENSCHER HAD ALREADY 

DISCUSSED WITH FORE1GN MIKISTER SHEVARDNADZE IN Moscow ON 30 JULY: 

THE SUBJECT OF THE NEGOTIATIONS ARE CONVENTIONAL FORCES. INCLUDING 

CONVENTIONAL ARMSJ NUCLEAR WEAPONS ARE EXCLUDEDJ DUAL-CAPABLE , 

WEAPONJ MAY BE NEGOTIATED, 
~ 

- 34 -

THE MAIN ISSUE STILL UN$ETTLED IS THE GEOGRAPHICAL SCOPE OF THE 

NEGOTIATIONS, ABOYE 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, 

- 35 -
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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 ,P'ROBLEM QF EuROPE' S SEC UR ITY I S MADE THE SUBJECT 

OF NEGOTIATIONS, THE FINAL ADOPTION OF A MANDATE FOR CONVENTIONAL 

STABIL1TY NEGOTIATIONS PRESUPPOSES A BALANCED AND SUBSTANTIVE 

- 36'-
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OUTCOME TO THE CSCE FOLLOW-UP MEETING IN VIENNA. WE HOPE THAT 

SUCH AN ·AGREEMENT IS SOON REACHED THERE. 

WE SEEK A STABLE MILITARY BALAN~E 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 
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. FOR THE PURPOSE OF ELIM!NATING THE EXISTING !MBALAN:Es IN .THE . . _ -\~~<,. ' 
CONVENTIONAL SPHERE, 

A REAL!STIC APP.RO.ACH TO THETASKS OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL 

REQUIRES A SOBER ASSESSMENT OF THE MILITARY SECUR!lV SITUATION 

EXIST!NG IN EUROPE TODAY. ALL RESPONSIBLE ANALYSES ARRIVE AT THE 
'-~. 
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CONCLUSION THAT THE WARSAW PACT, WITH THE SOVIET ARMY AS ITS CORE, 

POSSESSES THE CAPABILITY FOR LAUNCHING SURPRISE ATTACKS AND 

LARGE-SCALE OFFENSIVES AGAINST WESTERN EUROPE. THE WESTERN ALLIANCE 

DOES NOT POSSESS ANY SUCH CAPAB!LITY VIS-A-VIS THE EAST. THE AIM OF 

THE NEGOT!AT!ONS ON CONVENTIONAL DISARMAMENT MUST BE TO ELIMINATE 

THIS CAPACITY FOR LARGE-SCALE OFFENSIVES AND SURPRISE ATTACKS, 
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·BuiLDING ON THE RESULTS OF THE STOCKHOLM DOCUMENT OF SEPTEMBER 1986 

AND ON THE POSITIVE EXPERIENCE GAINED WITH lTS IMPLEMENTATION, WE 

SEEK TO NE GOT I ATE FURTHER .CONFIDENCE- AND SE CUR I TV-BUILDING MEA-

SURES AIMED AT INCREASING THe TRANSPARENCY AND PREDICTABILITYO.F 

MILIT~RY ACITIVITIES, THE AIM CANNOT BE/SOLELY TO IMPROVE GRADUALLY 

THE MEASURES ALREADY AGREED ON AT STOCKHOLM; INSTEAD, WE ARE 

- 40 -

_, 

STRIVING FOR NEW, SUBSTANTIVE MEASURES, AGREEMENT LARGELY EXISTS ON 

-
A MANDATE FOR FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS ON CONFIDENCE- AND SECURITY_; 

BUILDING MEASURES, THE 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 EXISTIIG DIFFEREN~~~ 
,:, 

OPINION BETWEEN THE AMERICAN AND FRENCH GOVERNMENTS, 
'. •; 

THE 60VERNMENT OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 6ERMANY ACCORDS HIGH 

PRIORITY TO THE EARLY CONCLUSION OF A GLOBAL AND ADEQUATELY VERIFI-

ABLE CONVENTION PROHIBITING CHEMICAL WEAPONS, THESE WEAPONS. OF 
-~ 
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WHOSE TERRIBLE EFFECTS WE HAVE AGAIN BEEN-REMINDED RECENTLY. MUST 

BE ABOLISHED ONCE AND FOR ALL, WE ARE IN FAVOUR OF REDOUBLED 

EFFORTS AT THE GENEVA CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT SO THAT A SATISFAC-

TORY SOLUTION CAN sqoN BE FOUND TO THE OUTSTANDING VERIFICATION 

PROBLEMS. EVERY COUNTRY MUST èE ABLE TO RELY ON ANY MILITARILY 

- 43 -
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RELEVANT VIOLATION OF A CHEMICAL WEAPONS BAN BEING SUBJECT TO A· 

HiGH RISK OF DISCOVERY, 

THEREFORE WE ALSO WELCOME THE FACT THAT A CONFERENCE OF THE SIGNA-

TORIES TO THE 1925 6ENEVA CoNVENTION IS TO BE CONVENED AT PARIS 

',:. 

NEXT JANUARY, WE SHALL DO OUR UTMOST TO HELP MAKE THE CONFERENCE A 

- 44 -

SUCCESS. IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT IT SHOULD STIMULATE THE GENEVA 

NEGOTIATIONS. ABOVE ALL WE SHOULD SEEK TO ENSURE THAT NO COUNTRY 

IN THE WORLD REFUSES TO ACCEDE TO THE CONVENTION. 

IN THE NUCLEAR FIELD, CONSIDERABLE RAPPROCHEMENT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED 

AT THE START TALS ON HALVING THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARSENALS OF THE 

- 45 -
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.·.·li\ 
UNITED STATES AND THE SOVIET UNION, THERE.ARE PLEASING~IGNS,iHAT·,). 
NEXT YEAR THE START NEGOTIAJI.ONS WILL BE . ·~· VIGOROUSLY PURSUED BY•TkE · 

'· 

BusH ADMINISTRATION ON THE BASIS OF .WHAT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED UNTIL 

NOW, A START AGREEMENT ON THIS BASIS CONCERNS NOT ONLY THE TWO 

SUPERPOWERSJ THE ESTABLISHMENT OF STRATEGie STABILITY ALSO SERVES 

EUROPq'S SECURITY INTERESTS, 

- 46 -
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WESTERN EuROPE'S SECURITY IS PARTICULARLY ENDANGERED BY SHORT-RANGE 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS, fH(.EAST 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 
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SYSTEMS,· THIS IMBALANCE IS.THE 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. i 

- 48 -

THE ALLIANCE HEADS OF STATE OR GOVERNMENT REAFFIRMED THIS ARMS 

CONTROL OBJECTIVE IN MARCH 1988. IN KEEPING WITH THE REYKJAVIK 

MANDATE, ~HE ALLIANCE IS DEALING WITH THE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF 

THE COMPREHENSIVE CONCEPT OF ~S 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 CO~PREHENSIVE POLICY OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL IN LIN~ WÎT~ 
•. 1 r 

THE ALLIANCE'$ OBJECTIVES CALLS FOR POLITICAL SOLIDARITY WITHIN THE 

ALLIANCE AND THE MAINTENA~CE OF AN ADEQUATE DEFENCE CAPACITY, WE 

ARE IN AGREEMENT WITH THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE ALLIANCE THAT, UNDER 

THE EXISTING CIRCUMSTANCES AND WITHIN THE FORESEEABLE FUTURE, THE 

STRAT~GY OF WAR·PREVENTION REQUIRES A SUITABLE MIX OF NUCLEAR AND 

- 50 -

.CONVENTIONAL FORCES, THE UNITED STATES' CONVENTIONAL AND NUCLÈAR 

PRESENCE IN EUROPE WILL REMAIN INDISPENSABLE, 

IN OROER TO MAKE PROGRESS TOWARDS THE GOAL OF A PEACEFUL ORDER FOR 

THE WHOLE OF EUROPE, DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL EFFORTS MUST BE 
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SUPPLEMENTED BY AN INtENSIFIED 

CO-OPERATION, 
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AND BROAD-BASED 

THE TWO SUPERPOWERS UNDOUBTEDLY HAVE A SPECIAL ROLE TO PLAY IN THIS 

RESPECT. TOO, BuT THE EUROPEAN$ EQUALLY BEAR RESPONSIBILITY FOR A 
' 

FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE, THEY MUST NOT ONLY PERCEIVE THEIR RESPONSIBILI7 --~ 

- 52 -

TV IN THE PRESENT SITUATION, BUT ALSO LIVE UP TO IT, THE EUROP~AN 

(OMMUNITY HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP POLITICAL CONCEPTS FOR 

SHAPING EUROPE'S FUTURE AND THUS THE CHANCE TO PLAY A ·pr . 
ONEERING 

ROLE, 

- 53 -
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•• '< To MAKE FURTHER HEADWAY IN WEST-EAST RELATIONS. IT IS ESSENnAi.. .. 
·., -'•', 

.THAT THE COUNTRIES OF WESTERN EUROPE UNITEDLY PRESENT tOMMON. 

POSITIONS IN SECURITY POLLCY AND IN POLICY TOWARDS THE EAST, 

THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION IS GRADUALLY ACQUIRING THE ROLE ASSIGNED 

TO IT BY THE PLATFORM OF 27 ÜCTOBER 1987, THE WEU IS INTENDED TO 

- 54 -

GIVE THE PROCESS OF EUROPEAN UNIFICATION A SECURITY DIMENSION, 

WITHOUT WHICH EUROPEAN UNION WOULD BE INCOMPLETE, lN THE PLATFORM 

• 
ON EUROPEAN SECURITY lNTERESTS, THE WEU COUNTRIES ACKNOWLEDGED THAT 

A EUROPEAN SECURITY POLICY MUST INCLUDE NOT ONLY THE NECESSARV 

EFFORTS FOR MAINTAINING POLITICAL SOLIDARITY WITHIN THE ATLANTIC 

ALLIANCE AND ADEQUATE MILITARV STRENGTH, BUT ALSO - AS. IMPORTANT 
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PARTS - DISARMAMENT AND ARMS CONTROL AS WELL AS DIALOGUE IN.TEGRAL . 

Co -OPERATION WI.TH THE COUNTRIES OF THE WARSAW AND COMPREHENSIVE 

THE CSCE PROCE SS FOR THE PURPOSE OF COMPREHENSIVE PACT. FULL USE OF 

AN IMPORTAN T ASPECT OF THIS COMMON SECURITY POLICY, CO-OPERATION IS 

- 56 

FOLLOWING THE ROME DECISIONS, THE ACCESfiON OF SPAIN AND PORTUGAL 

IS ANOTHER MAJOR BOOST TO THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION, SPAIN AND 

PORTUGAL ARE FOR.THEIR PART TAKING ANOTHER SIGNIFICANT STEP TOWARDS 

FULL INTEGRATION INTO THE PROCESS OF EUROPEAN CO-OPERATION, THEY 

ARE WILLING TO ACCEPT ALL PARTS OF THE MODIFIED BRUSSELS TREATY OF 

THE EUROPEAN ALLIES AND TO ACCEPT UNCONDITIONALLY THE ROME DECLARA-

- 57 -
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TION OF·27 ÜOTOBER 1984 AND THE PLATFORM ON EUROPEAN SECURITi 

lNTERESTS OF 27 ÜCTOBER 1987 AND PARTICIPATE IN THEIR 

IMPLEMENTATION, 

THE ~OLITICAL DECLARATION ON THE REFORM OF THE BRUSSELS TREATY, 

WHICH THE MEMBER STATES MADE WHEN SIGNING THE PROTOCOLS OF ACCES-

- 58 -

SION, PERMITS THE TREATY TO BE SUITABLY REVIEWED IN THE LIGHT OF 

PRACTICAL RESULTS AND OF FUTURE CO-OPERATION, IN HIS ADDRESS TO 

THIS lNSTITUTE, PRESIDENT MITTERRAND RIGHTLY DEMANDED A REFORM OF 

THE WEU IN ORDER TO MAKE IT SETTER ABLE TO ACT AND TAKE DECISIONS, 

THE ENLARGED WEU WILL DEAL WITH THIS TASK, 

-~~7-0g~~t~~::t~~:7Z?~:;·.~-·:;·o .:- __ ,.,,.~ 
· · '~1;.tfF!~~~.~,]~.f.? : ··,.··. '.-> .:·-- -·: : __ .•. 
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IN THIS CONNECTION CHANCELLOR KOHL SUGGESTED ENSURING THAT IN 

FUTURE THE MEMBERS OF THE WEU ASSEMBLY ARE SIMULTANEOUSLY MEMBERS 

OF. THE EURO.PEAN PARLIAMENT. SUCH A STEP, WHICH HAS ·ALSO BEEN 

PROPOSED BY SOME MEMBERS OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, WOULD INDI-

CATE THAT WE TAKE THE GOAL OF CLOSER SECUTITY CO-OPERATION IN 

WESTERN EUROPE SERIOUSLY. 

- 60 -
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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 

- 62 -

CONVICTION IN THE PREAMBLE TO TH~ PROTOCOL ON THE FRANCO-GERMAN 

DEFENCE AND SECURITY [OUNCIL 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, 
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A\~\THE.fUROPEAN LEVELJ THE AIM IS TO DEVELOP COMPREHENSIVE C0-

1' 

OPERATION ON ALL ASPECTS OF SECURITY POLICY, THIS IS AT THE SAME 

TIME INTENDED TO STRENGTHEN THE EUROPEAN PILLAR OF THE_ ALLIANCE AND 

TO HI GHLI GHT EUROPE 1 S ROLE, IN THE ALLI ANCE IN OR DER TO GUARANTEE 

TRANSATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP'O~ EQUAL TERMS, 
1' 
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WESTERN EUROPEAN INTEGRATIDN IN THE FIELD OF SECURITY POLICY DOES 

NOT POSE A THREAT TO OUR EASTERN NEIGHBOURSj INSTEAD IT SERVES THE 

·CAUSE OF PEACE AND LONG-TERM STABILITY THROUGHOUT EUROPE, 

THE SECURITY POLICY OF THE WESTERN ALLIANCEJ THE POLICIES OF THE 

EuROPEAN CoMMUNITvJ THE oBJECTIVEs OF THE WEU AND FRANCO-GERMAN 
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·EUROPE. A RESPONSIBILITY THAT WE SHARE WITH.ALL EuROPEAN COUNTRIES, 

REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE~ ARE NEUTRAL AND NON-AL.IGNED OR MEMBERS 

OF THE WARSAW PACT, 
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lN SEEKING TO LAY THE FOUNDATIONS NOW FOR A PEACEFUL OROER IN 

EUROPE. IT IS ESSENTIAL TO BEAR IN MIND THE POINT OF DEPARTURE FOR 

THIS WORK. TO DEFINE ITS GOALS AND DESIGN THE ARCHITECTURE FOR THIS 

EuROPE; THIS NEW OROER MUST NOT BE CHARACTERIZED BY SEPARATION, BUT 

BY OPEN DOORS, FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT FOR PEOPLE. IDEAS AND GOODS AS 

WELL AS RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS, 
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THE DNITED STATES AND CANAD~~·~s MEMBERS oF\THE NoRTH AT~ANTIC: 
,'i' ''.·. ,-·:. 

' ALLIANCE AND AS CSCE PARTICIPANTS. HAVE AN INDISPENSABLE PART TO .. 

PLAY IN HANDLING THIS COMMON TASK. 

NEVER BEFOR~ HAVE THE PROSPECtS BEEN GREATER FOR ESTABLISHING IN 

EUROPE AN ORDER IN WHICH COUNTRIES OF DIFFERENT SOCIAL SYSTEMS CAN 

- 68 -

LIVE TOGETHER IN PEACEFUL COMPETITION, PRESIDENT RICHARD VON 

WEIZSAECKER APTLY DESCRIBE; 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\'1'0 DOUBT THAT WE WILL DEFEND OUR 

'•. . \l' ,_ . 
.-
,. " ·.c . 1 . 

FREEDOM IF IT IS THREATENED. EVEN THOUGH IN THE NUCLEAR AGE WARS "· . ' 

CAN NO LONGER BE WAGED, LET ALONE WON, WE REMAIN DUTY-BOUND TO 

FREVENT THEM. 
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BUT NO LESS IMPORTANT FOR SECURITY AND PEACE IN EUROPE ARE 

THE NON-MICITARY COMPONENTS OF CO-OPERATION IN THE WHOLE OF 

EUROPE, PEOPLE ARE AGAIN BECOMING AWARE OF THE OLD. THE 

LARGER EUROPE, THE TIME IS RIPE FOR AN OPEN CONCEPTION WHICH 

EXCLUDES NO EUROPEAN NATION," 
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Mestlames, 
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messieurs, 
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Je me réjouis de la possibilité qui m'est donrrée-de prendre ·la 
parole devant vous. Responsables administratifs et militaires, 
représentants du monde syndical et du secteur privé, vous 
avez , choisi de consacrer deux · semaines entières, prenant sur 
un temps que je sais précieu;:c., à une réflexion sur les 
conditions de notre sécurité commune. Soyez assurés que je 
mesure l'intérêt de l'entreprisè. 

En proposant à. ses · partenaires· de· l'UEO d'organiser une 
session européenne de l'IHEDN, la France n'entendait pas 
seulement favoriser la tenue d'un colloque supplémentaire. Je 
suis en effet profondément convaincu de l'importance du rôle 
joué ici en France par cette institution originale qu'est 
l'Institut des Hautes Etudes de Défense Nationale dans 
l'émergence progressive d'un consensus national sur la 

. défènse. Et je crois que si l'IHEDN a pu jouer ce rôle, c'est 
précisément en associant, année après année, des 
personnalités ·militaires et civiles, du secteur public comme du 
monde économique et social, à une réflexion sur les grandes 
questions stratégiques et les cond,itions concrètes de la 
défense du pays. 

C'est la même ambition que nous nourrissons pour l'Europe et 
c'est pourquoi je me félicite que ces deux semaines soient 
appelées à trouver l'an prochain un prolongement, puisque la 
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Belgique a fait connaître lors de la récente réunion de 
Londres qu'elle était disposée ·à accueillir une session 

· à celle-ci. Permettez-moi de me réjouir d'ailleurs à l'idée que . . - . . 
nous accueillerons alors parmi · nous lors de cette nouvelle 
session, des amis espagnols et portugais. Cet élargissement de 
notre cercle contribuera à donner à notre réflexion sa pleine 
dimension. 

Vous avez déjà entendu de nombreux orateurs éminents. Je 
voudrais, pour ma part, décrire tout d'abord brièvement la 
situa;tion de 1 'Europe, telle qu'elle découle des quarante 
dernières années de notre histoire. Puis je tenterai de préci­
ser ce que pourraient être à mon . sens les conditions d'un 
équilibre durable de sécurité sur notre continent. Enfin; je 
formulerai quelques propositions concrètes de nature à nous 
permettre de progre.sser pas à pas dans· la direction ainsi 
esquissée. 

1 - La dissuasion nucléaire a été et reste le fondement 
de la sécurité européenne. 

La seconde guerre mondiale a eu pour conséquence la 
division de notre continent. La. ligne de partàge passa sur 
les lieux mêmes où 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 l'Europe s'associèrent à une 
puissance · non européenne pour garantir leur sécurité. 

L'Europe voyait ainsi, pour la première 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 puissance nucléaire alors 
existante .. 
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Raymond Aron pouvait écrire, à cette époque, que si la 
paix était impossible, la guerre demeurait improbable. La 
division de l'Europe ·'empêchait une paix véritable, fondée 
sur les relations de confiance relative qu'autorise entre 
Etats uri partage à peu près commun des mêmes valeurs. 
Mais, ·parallèlement, la guerre demeurait improbable . du 
fait de l'existence de l'arme nucléaire, et, par suite, de 
l'exercice d'une dissuasion déjà à l'oeuvre avant même 
d'avoir été largement conceptualisée. 

Aujourd'hui sans doute le tableau de la sécurité en Europe 
s!~st-il modifié. Les rapports de forces ont évolué. Quatre 
puissances nucléaires coexistent sur notre continent. 
L'Europe s'est reconstruite. Le P.N.B. des pays du Marché 
Commun égale à peu près celui des Etats-Unis. Ce dernier 
qui représentait 45% du PNB. mondial, n'en atteint plus 
·aujourd'hui que 22%. La menace soviétique qui, à l'époque 
de Staline, en 1948, était ressentie comme imminente, a 
été relativisée. Madame Thatcher va jusqu'à déclarer que 
la guerre froide est désormais derrière nous. Pourtant 
l'Union Soviétique a accédé à la parité nucléaire avec les 
Etats-Unis. L'Europe continue -mi"litairement- à n'exister 
qu'en creux, entre les deux Superpuissances. 

La géographie des missiles fait apparaître deux piCS 
gigantesques : les arsenaux stratégiques plusieurs fois 
redondants des deux Superpuissances. Entre ces deux pics, 
une profonde dépression : l'Europe. En Europe deux 
tentatives méritoires pour édifier deux donjons dissuasifs : 
la force nucléaire française et la britannique, qui dominent 
certes la plaine, mais que surplombent deux Himalayas 
nucléaires : 12.000 têtes 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 à s'en remettre pour l'éternité aux 
Etats-Unis du soin de les défendre. "La défense commune 
de l'Europe occupera bientôt le devant de la scène". Ainsi 
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s'exprimait. François Mitterrand dans · sà 1&1!!.~,;..., L!ill~:ThJ~ 
Français de mars 1988. Simplement, il faut la', faire. · , ·.·, .. 
forums ne manquent pas, ,comme 1'UEO, ·ni les expérimbi : 
tations, comme celle de la brigade franco-allemande. Ce qui' 
manque c'est le concept. 

Or, l'objectif reste bien de rendre la guerre impossible sur 
notre continent. Si l'Europe, prompte auparavmt à régler 
ses querelles par les armes, n'a pas connu . de conflit sur 
son sol depuis 1945, et ce, malgré un clivage idéologique 
exacerbé, c'est très largement ·grâce à la dissuasion 
nucléaire. 

Si celle-ci nous apparaît 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 
1 'empêcher. 

Or, toute· guerre en Europe, y compris conventionnelle, 
provoquerait des ravages d'une ampleur incalculable, qui 
en rendent pour les Egropéens la perspective inacceptable. 

Le seul concept de défense qui réponde donc aux intérêts 
des Européens c'est le concept de dissuasion, parce que les 
Européens he peuvent accepter l'idée même d'une bataille, 
fût-elle limitée, sur leur sol. 

Cette notion de dissuasion fonde aujourd'hui la défense de 
la France par elle-même. Notre position particulière au 
sein de l'alliance ne procède nullement d'une quelconque 
prétention à l'originalité, ni d'un égoïsme national à courte 
vue. Elle découle d'une réflexion· sur la nature même de la 

·paix, à l'ère nucléaire, et sur ·la volonté de forger à l'Ouest 
de l'Europe un môle dissuasif qui, face à la Superpuissance 
soviétique, à laquelle la géographie a accroché .le petit cap 
européen, puisse contribuer à l'équilibre et à la paix de 
notre continent. Comme .l'a rappelé~ ~n effet, ici même, le 
Président de la République, l'équilibre et la paix de l'Europe 
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constituent, après la préservation de notre indépendance 
et de notre identité, l'un des objectifs majeurs de notre 
défense. L'idée de . dissuasion proportionnelle, chère au 
Général Poirier, implique que la France puisse être capable 
en permanence d'infliger à tout agresseur éventuel un 
dommage au moins égal à l'enjeu qu'elle représente. D'où 
l'idée de.· "suffisance''. Pour être efficace, le dissuasion n'a 
nullement besoin de rivaliser avec les arsenaux 
redondants des deux Superpuissances . 

. Si· maintenant on veut réfléchir à ce. que peut être une 
. dÙsuasion européenne, le Général Fricaut-Chagnaud a 
· excellemment résumé l'objectif auquel nous devons 
· tendre: "Sur un théâtre d'opérations où quatre puissances 
nucléaires seraient inévitablement impliquées, 
l'importance 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 
bien connues pour retenir un agresseur de déclencher 
1' incontrôlable" r. 

Mikhaïl Gorbatchev l'admet du reste à sa manière lorsqu'il 
écrit dans le livre Perestroïka que "la guerre nucléaire est 
impossible à gagner" et qu"'il n'y aurait ni vainqueur ni 

. vaincu dans un conflit nucléaire généralisé~ La civilisation 
mondiale périrait inévitablement. Ce serait un suicide 
plutôt 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 n'a plus d'objet 
rationnel. 

1 "Replâtrer ou rééquilibrer",. S t raté giqu e ... 
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Encore convient-11, pour qu'il en soit ainsi sur notre 
continent, que la dissuasion soit entendue dans son accep-

. tian stricte. A l'heure actuelle coexistent en Europe deux 
stratégies de la dissuasion, celle de l'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 présrratégiques françaises _ 
ne sont pas des armes de théâtre desdnées à rétablir sur 
le champ de bataille un équilibre rompu. Nous ne 
considérons pas que la France puisse gagner une bataille · 
.pucléaire tactique. Tel n'est pas notre objectif. 

Comme l'a récemment déclaré le· Président de la 
République "Nos armes nucléaires préstratégiques ne 
sont pas destinées à prolonger les armes conventionnelles. 
Elles se placent par définitîon au début du processus 
nucléaire". Délivrées en une frappe unique et non 
renouvelable, elles constitueraient un ultime avertisse­
ment, ayant son efficac!té militaire propre, de façon à 
signifier à l'agresseur qu'à poursuivre son entreprise il 
s'exposerait au· feu nucléaire stratégique. En effet, à 
vouloir conférer trop de flexibilité à la riposte, on risque de 
rendre possible l'escalade du premier barreau, puis des 
suivants, par un effet d'entraînement débouchant à la fin 
sur la guerre nucléaire. Les progrès technologiques 
rendent de plus en plus destructrices les armes conven­
tionnelles. Toute politique visant à relever le seuil 
,nucléaire ne correspond pas à l'intérêt européen. II ne 
s'agit pas en effet de contenir la guerre. Il s'agit de 
l'empêcher. 

Tel est notamment le rôle de l"'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, l'emploi de ces armes ne doit pas cependant être 
tout à fait improbable : La palette des armes d'ultime aver­
tissement ·doit être assez large pour créer une ambiguïté 
maximale dans l'esprit- d'un agresseur éventuel. La 
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conception française moderne de 'la dissuasion est donc 
une conception raffinée, qui implique, pour être efficace, 
une certaine capacité d'abstraction. · Historiquement,· la 

. doctrine française de. dissuasion . est passée par plusieurs 
stades · successifs : 

- Tout d'abord, la doctrine primitive à l'époque du général 
de Gaulle, fondée sur "le tout ou rien nucléaire", c'est-à­
dire .·.sur les représailles massives à travers ·la ))tratégie 
an ti -ci tés. 

- ·· Puis, sous le septennat de- M. Giscard d'Estaing, pour 
échapper à la perspective du "tout ou rien", l'idée d'utili­
ser des · armes nucléaires tactiques, dans · une "bataille 
nucléaire" qui serait commune à l'Allemagne et à · la 
France, a été avancée. 

- . Sous le premier septennat de François Mitterrand on est 
revenu à la notion de dissuasion stratégique sans 
cultiver à nouveau pour autant .la conception primitive : 
l'idée d'un ultime avertissement· donné par des armes 
dites "préstratégiques" et destinées à ouvrir la voie â une 
ultime négociation a été affirmée. Mais cet ;'ultime 
avertissement" ne saurait être réduit à 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'ambiguïté la plus grande quant à la forme qu'il 
pourrait prendre, cet ultime avertissement contribue 
pleinement à l'efficacité de la dissuasion, qui est 
d'empêcher la guerre. Comme l'a déclaré ici même, le 11 
octobre dernier, le Président de la République : 
"Les armes préstratégiques, terme qui a été finalement 
préféré à celui ·d'armes tactiques, et les armes 
stratégiques concourent ensemble à la dissuasion. Elles 
ne sont pas séparables. La dissuasion forme un bloc dont 
on pe peut distraire tel ou tel. type d'arme nucléaire". Et 
le Président de la. République ajoutait : .... 

-
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l'invasion hitlérienne en Autriche : "Jusqu'ici mais pas plus 
loin". C'est le langage de la faiblesse. Si l'on accepte· que 
l'ennemi aille jusqu'ici, on acceptera qu'il aille plus loin". 

Telle est la conception française de la dissuasion du faible au 
fort. Telles sont les raisons pour lesquelles la France refuse 
la dénucléarisation de l'Europe, dans l'intérêt même de 
l'Europe. La dénucléarisation de l'Europe occidentale serait 
certes conforme aux intérêts de l'URSS, qui disposerait, en 
tout état de cause, d'un énorme avantage conventionnel. -

À supposer que la dénucléarisation ne se résume pas au 
retour à un simple duopole nucléaire, seuls l'URSS et les 
Etats-Unis conservant un stock dit "de sécurité", on voit 
bien que la dénucléarisation de l'Europe occidentale 
donnerait à l'URSS un avantage stratégique majeur, tout à 
fait comparable à celui qu'elle recherchait hier par le 
déploiement des SS20. D'un côté une Superpuissance qui, 
par la force des choses, le restera, et de l'autre un 
congloméra~ de nations boutiquières, ayant renoncé à 
pourvoir par elles-mêmes aux besoins de leur - défense, 
déshabituées de penser à l'échelle du monde et résignées à 
chercher leur sécurité dans la bienveillance d'un 
protecteur, aujourd'hui celui-ci, et demain célui-là. 

On peut se demander par ailleurs si la dénucléarisation de 
l'Europe ne répondrait pas aussi à la propension de _ cer­
tains milieux américains à vouloir confiner, à toute force, à 
l'Europe, un éventuel conflit, sans risquer d'entraîner une 
escalade nucléaire pouvant impliquer le propre territoire 
des Etats-Unis. Chacun ici connaît le rapport sur la "dissua­
sion sélective" paru il y a quelques mois outre-Atlantique. 

La volonté de sanctuariser le territoire des Etats-Unis à 
6.000 Km d'un conflit européen dont on suppose qu'il 
pourrait être contenu dans des limites acceptables, rejoint 
ainsi une vieille tradition isolationniste. - -~ 

. . . 1 j 
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. On· ·peut ·comprendre· enfin · que certaines opinions· 
publiqùes européënnes de pays qui n'ont pas eux-mêmes 
acèès . à l'arme nucléaire se laissent aller à rechercher leur 
sécurité dans l'illusion d'une bienveillance éternelle et sans 
contrepartie de la part de l'URSS, et de garanties que les 
Etats-Unis, aux dires mêmes de Henry Kissinger, ne sont 
plus guère en ·mesure de leur ·apporter. 

Cette illusion consacrerait la résignation au déclin et à 
. l'rffacement de l'Europe. 

La seule question qui vaille à 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 ense~ble peu­
vent· préserver leur indépendance, à condition qu'elles le 
veuillent. C'est là notre intérêt, et c'est aussi celui de nos 
alliés américains dont la protection, utile jusqu'à un certain 
point, peut aboutir à la longue, et s'ils n'y prennent garde, 
à déresponsabiliser et à infantiliser -les nations· concernées. 

Et c'est l'intérêt de l'Europe de J'Est aussi dont la capacité à 
évoluer à l'avenir, implique une paix durable, garantie 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 à sa 
dissuasion· ; il ne la met d'ailleurs pas en oeuvre dans son 
seul intérêt ; elle pourra, le jour venu, constituer · aveè la 
force· nucléaire britannique, l'embryon d'une dissuasion 
européenne. D'ores et déjà, elle contribue à· renforcer la 
dissuasion globale de l'alliance atlantique. La détermination 
française à conserver une capacité nucléaire crédible et 
indépendante est un gage de non-guerre . en Europe. 

S'interroger comme on le fàit parfois sur · l'extension · 
explicite de la garantie nucléaire française aux autres pays 

... 1 - ;: 
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. européens, c'est méconnaître ·le· rôle implicite qm, depuis~,~: 
longtemps, est déjà le sien. Notre dissuasic;1 protège à la fois T~ 
notre . territoire national, qui, . se définit. en termes •· 
géographiques, et nos intérêts vitaux, dont la définition est : 
politique et peut varier en fonction des circonstances · de la 
crise. 

La France est -en dehors de l'URSS- le seul pays nuèléaire 
. de l'Europe continentale. Des liens profonds nous unissent à 
··nos.· vmsms. Comme l'a souligné ici même le Président de la 
République, la "notion d'espace commun,· en raison même 

, de l'étroite étendue de . nos territoires, habités par une 
' forte densité de population, souligne à quel point nos sorts 
sont liés". Ainsi, l'incertitude sur l'étendue et la nature de 
ce qui, dans une situation de crise, serait perçu par la 
France comme ses intérêts vitaux, incite l'agresseur 
potentiel, en compliquant ses calculs, à une sage retenue . 

. C'est du reste cette fonction qu'a soulignée la plate-forme 
de l'UEO. 

Mais notre détermination n'est pas -seule en cause. Le 
Président de la République a rappelé que la sécurité de 
l'Europe, et d'abord celle de l'Allemagne, engageait ,lès trois 
puissances nucléaires de l'Alliance. C'est à l'Alliance d'em­
pêcher, par sa détermination initiale, toute invasion. 

Nous en revenons là au concept de dissuasion. Il importe 
que "l'Alliance ne se perde pas dans des finesses stratégi­

. ques, qui, de flexibilités en flexibilités, empêcheraient toute 
décision, sinon trop tard". 

Cette mise en garde à l'égard de nos alliés est auss1 un appel 
aux Européens pour qu'ils mettent· de l'ordre dans leurs 
idées. 

La sécurité de l'Europe implique enfin ~faut~ il le . rappeler?­
un esprit de défense européen .. 

. .. 1 
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II - Un équilibre de sécurité durable pour garantir le 
cours nouveau. 

Le cours nouveau que. Monsieur Gorbatchev fait prendre 
à son pays est sans · doute une· chance à saisir pour 
l'établissement de relations stables entre l'Est et l'Ouest du 
continent, puis dans le reste du monde. On peut analyser 
la Glasnost en URSS même, comme un moyen de relever le 
défi de la modernisation économique. Cette analyse serait 
cependant incomplète. L'originalité de la démarche de 

· Mikhaïl Gorbatchev consiste à dépasser le traditionnel 
réformisme économique, illustré avant lui par 
Khrouchtchev ou Kossyguine, pour mettre en cause la 
nature monolithique du système politique lu_i-même, en 
cherchant à introduire à travers la "transparence", ces 
valeurs des Lumières qui sont depuis longtemps l'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 à nouveau dans l'Europe balkanique. 

Le recours aux capitaux, aux technologies, et même aux 
idées venus de l'Occident, peut nourrir des contradictions 
sociales et nationales d'un type nouveau mais qui sont 
sans · doute inévitables, si l'URSS entend sortir de son 
immobilisme. 

Comme l'a dit le Président de la République, le 
rapprochement des deux parties de l'Europe sera l'affaire 
de cette fin de · siècle et du siècle prochain. Ce rappro-

. chement ne pourra s'opérer que ·de manière progressive. 
Il doit· être ·géré avec responsabilité. Deux ·fois, l'Europe a 
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sombré en ce siècle. La France, 
iLtègre . la dimension du temps 
l'Europe de Y alta. · 
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Les espoirs que nous pouvons légitimement nourrir pour 
l'avenir ne doivent pas nous conduire à 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 obligés de constater 
que, depuis l'arrivée au pouvoir de Monsieur Gorbatchev, 
l'effort de défense soviétique ne s'est toujours pas ralenti. 
ie ne crois pas aux intentions agressives de l'URSS de 
Mikhaïl Gorbatchev. Mais si celle-ci veut réellement rassu­
rer, elle doit ramener ses forces stationnées au coeur de 
l'Europe d'une posture offensive à la simple défense. Alors 
chacun comprendra. 

Selon le dernier rapport de l'International Institute for 
Strategie Studies les forces du pacte de Varsovie 
comprennent 21.300 chars dans la zône Jaruzelski contre 
13.000 aux fOrces de l'OTAN, 12.200 moyens d'artillerie 
contre 3.500, et de l'Atlantique à l'Oural 53.000 chars 
contre 22.200, et 36:000 .· moyens d'artillerie contre 
10.600. 

Même si les déséquilibres sont moms accusés pour les 
hélicoptères et les avions de combat, il y a là une situation 
malsaine à laquelle il importe de mettre fin, par des 

-mesures · de déconcentration appropriées. 

La· paix de l'Europe passe d'abord par le désarmement ou 
plus· précisément par une réduction des armements et des 
dépenses d'armement qui grèvent lourdement les 
budgets, et d'abord ceux de l'URSS et des Etats-Unis. Mais 
pour que ce processus corresponde à u·ne sécurité accrue 
pour les Européens, il faut que ceux-ci soient capables de 
préserver durablement une· posture de· défense crédible. 
Il n'y a pas de symétrie en effet entre les capacités 
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militaires des deux Superpuissances et celles ·des nations 
d'Europe occidentale. 

C'est pourquoi la ·dissuasion qui correspond à une posture 
essentiellement défensive, est un concept parfaitement 
adapté à ce que les Européens. doivent tendre à réaliser. 
L'existence d'un môle de dissuasion, à l'Ouest de l'Europe, 
peut fonder un équilibre de sécurité durable à l'échelle du 
continent. 

Par la force des choses, en effet, l'URSS restera une 
Superpuissance. Grande comme 45 fois la France, 
environnée . de puissances montantes : le Japon, la Chine, 
l'Inde, affrontée aux mutations du monde musulman, 
ayant à faire face au réveil des nationalités au sein d'un 
Empire multinational hétérogène, soucieuse de maintenir 
sur l'Europe de l'Est un contrôl,e qu'elle considère comme 
l!acquis de la Seconde Guerre Mondiale, qui peut croire 
que l'URSS cessera d'être 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 à 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 l'Europe de l'Est, en. particulier, implique 
une Europe de l'Ouest confiante en elle-même et en ses 
valeurs. 

Les réflexions faites précédemment sur la dissuasion 
nucléaire et l'histoire de notre continent depuis les 
quarante dernières années nous montrent la voie à 
suivre. C'est le mérite du général de Gaulle que d'avoir, en 
forgeant un concept· national,. identifié, aux yeux des 
Français, la dissuasion et l'intérêt national, jetant ainsi les. 
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bases dù consensus que nous connaissons aujourd'hui 
là défense. , 

Un consensus analogue ne . s'établira en. Europe que si les 
Européens prennent davantage conscience de la nécessité 
de pourvoir eux-mêmes . à leur sécurité. 

L'adoption d'une position· défensive par l'URSS constitue le 
. corollaire de l'émergence d'un concept de dissuasion 

artonome à l'Ouest. 

On ne peut séparer la défense européenne et la sécurité 
'européenne, pas plus qu'on ne peut évoquer la défense 
européenne indépendamment de la réorganisation néces-

. saire de l'alliance atlantique. 

Le pilier européen de défense dans l'alliance atlantique 
doit aussi jouer le rôle d'un môle d'équilibre à l'échelle du 
continent européen tout entier. 

Ces deux objectifs simultanés peuvent paraître 
difficilement accessibles, tant le poids des intérêts . et .celui 
des habitudes semblent conforter le statu quo. 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 manière positive les blocages. actuels. 

w ' 

L'ouverture à· l'Est, la correction des déséquilibres existant 
entre l'Est et l'Ouest 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-à-dire d'une paix durable 
sur notre continent, est d'abord l'affaire des dirigeants . 

. . . 1 
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politiq\tes. Cela suppose le courage de tenir le langage de· la 
vérité. · Il n'y a pas de symétrie entre· les Superpuissances 
qui· doivent réduire leurs arsenaux et les pays d'Europe 
qu1 doivent maintenir à. un niveau de stricte suffisance, 
une capacité de dissuasion. 

L'émergence d'un esprit de défense européen ne pourra 
être l'oeuvre des seuls hommes politiques. Ce ne pourra· 
être qil'une oeuvre collective et chacun ·de vous, qm 
exercez · dans vos pays respectifs des responsabilités 
;mportantes, .a un rôle à jouer dans cette perspective. C'est 
pourquoi je me félicite. de la .. tenue d'une session comme 
celle à laquelle vous participez actuellement, et je ne peux 
que m'associer totalement à la proposition formulée 
devant vous, la semaine dernière, par le Premier ministre, 
lorsqu'il a évoqué la création d'un Institut Européen des 
Hautes Etudes de Sécurité rattaché à l'UEO. 

La . maison commune européenne· existe déjà, à l'Ouest du 
continent, bâtie sur des valeurs partagées de d~mocratie 

et .de liberté. Nous qui y demeurons, tendons la main aux 
européens de l'Est. Les liens de l'histoire, ceux de la 
civilisation tissent entre nous une pùissante parenté, 
d'actifs cousinages. C'est ainsi que seront progressivement 

·réunies les conditions qui permettront de surmonter la 
coupure de l'Europe. 

C'est la finalité de la politique de nos pays, qui dès l'origine 
ont pris une part active au processus d'Helsinki et, depuis 
son ouverture, à la conférence de Vienne, dont. nous 
souhaitons le prochain aboutissement. 
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Je vais. maintenant m'effotcer de 
. concrètement les . moyens de parvenir à 

sécurité durable. 

1 6 

préciser plUs :' 
un ·équilibre de . ' 

1. Cela passe d'abord sans nul doute par .le renforcement 
· constant des liens que les pays de l'Europe de l'Ouest 
ont d'ores et· déjà tissés entre. eux dans leurs relations 
bilatérales comme. au sein d'instances multilatérales. 

Le dialogue franco-allemand est à cet égard exemplaire. 
Mais il ne se veut nullement exclusif. Bien au contraire, 
la France, comme la République. fédérale, conçoivent 
leurs efforts · conjugués· comme une contribution à 

·l'émergence. progressive d'une défense européenne. 

Il conviendra de rechercher le cadre le mieux adapté à 
cette fin. Sans doute . nous faut-il commencer par 
donner vie à la notion de pilier européen de l'alliance. 
Mais il nous faut· aussi mieux définir le rôle de l'UEO, ce 

. - . 
qui du reste peut être un axe de réflexion privilégié 
pour les stagiaires européens de l'IHEDN que vous' êtes. ·. 

2. Il faut réfléchir. aussi aux rapports que nous souhai­
tons voir s'instaurer entre la· construction européenne 
au sein de la CEE et l'Europe de la_ défense. 

· Il est d'ores et déjà un domaine dans lequel le 
développement de la. CEE aura des conséquences, même 
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 progrès de la coopération me paraissent, 
malgré des échecs récents, à la fois possibles et 
souhaitables. 
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a) Sans- une base technologique et industrielle, en effet, 
nous ·ne pourrons bâtir une Europe de . la défense 
autonome. 

Or, .les industries européennes se trouvent. auJour­
d'hui confrontées à un double défi : 

un défi technologique et financier : la sophistication 
·des systèmes ·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, entraînent des augmentations très 
importantes des coûts de production unitaires, et 
impliquent une coopération accrue. 

un défi industriel européen 1992 verra la 
réalisation de l'acte unique et la mise en place d'un 
marché intérieur européen. Même si le traité de 
Rome ne concerne pas formellement le domaine de 
l'armement, l'imbrication croissante des activités de 
hautes technologies, civiles et militaires, ne permet­
tra pas aux industries de déÎense de. r~ster à l'écart 
des changements profonds qui affecteront le tissu 
industriel, commercial et financier en Europe. Les 
frontières en effet sont de plus en plus poreuses 

· eritre industries de l'armement et secteur civil. 

Cela est particulièrement vrai dans les recherches 
. amont ou dans le domaine des technologies· du futur. 

··.·Le programme Eureka, des programmes èommunau­
taires comme Esprit ou Race, . comportent· dans 

. beaucoup de secteurs des thèmes 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 
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- aérien; des télécommunications, de l'aéronautique, etc. '·\, 

Ce som. du reste souvent les mêmes entreprises qui­
déploient leurs activités dans ·des ·· secteurs civils et 
militaires connexes. Comment· imaginer que l'applica­
tion à leurs activités civiles de règles arrêtées par la 
Communauté demeurera sans effet sur leurs activités 
militai;:ès ? Les · entreprises devront tenir compte de 
ces données nouvelles. 

Il faudra d'abord, comme l'a· rappelé ici le Premier 
mm1stre, surmonter les problèmes nés des décalages 
dans les calendriers d'équipement de nos armées. · 

Dans cette perspective, trois voies me semblent 
pouvoir être suivies parallèlement : 

- l'harmonisation de nos besoins militaires qui déter­
minera la cohérence des réponses industrielles à 
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 1 'armement, il nous faudra enfin 
mener une réflexion approfondie sur la notion de pré­
férence communautaire. Des études sont en cours à 
Bruxelles sur l'opportunité d'instaurer des droits de 
douane sur l'importation de matériels de défense à 
partir de pays tiers. 

Nous aurons à 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 à la pointe de .l'Europe, préfèr'ent systéma~ 
tiquement s'àdresser à des fournisseurs étrangers 
pour pourvoir aux besoins de leur défense : avioris, 

.. radars, missiles, hélicoptères, etc... La liste serait 
longue.· de · tous ces manquements à· une solidarité 
européenne bien comprise. Or, il n'y ·a pas d'autonomie 
en matière de défense sans une industrie d'armement 
puissante. 

Qu'on ·ne demande . donc pas à la France de renoncer 
. aux moyens de son indépendance, au nom d'une 

Europe ouverte à tous les vents et refusant par 
principe de se protéger contre ceux qui ont érigé le 
protectionisme en règle de conduite. 

L'Europe doit se ressaisir si elle veut exister et n'être 
pas vouée à la colonisation. 

* 
* * 

La politique de la France forme un tout. J'ai délibérément 
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, où la Frimee a fait des propositions nouvelles. 

Encore une fois, le désarmement est une des manières de 
parvenir à une plus grande sécurité. Le · contrôle et la 
vérification, là aussi, sont d'intérêt europée.n. Comment ne 
pas évoquer la nécessité pour. nos . nations de se doter de 
moyens spatiaux, satellites d'observàtion, optiques, radars, 
infra-rouges ? Là encore des initiatives sont à prendre. 

J'ai . eu l'occasion de le rappeler au dernier Conseil des· 
· Ministres de l'UEO à Londres le 14 r10vembre dernier .. 

0 0 0 1 
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Si !lous sommes capables de .. relever le défi du Marché unique 
en 1993, si nous nous donnons les moyens d'organiser 
l'Europe comme un ensemble cohérent, sans nier la diversité 
des. nations ·qui font·· sa richesse; · si l'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'intérêts. 

Il faudra seulement éviter qu'au nom du marché unique lui­
mêrpe, des exigences de la compétitivité, de l'harmonisation 
des fiscalités, de la réduction des . prélèvements, ou d'un 
discours fallacieux sur l'effacement des menaces, les Etats 
dont c'est la responsabilité relâchent excessivement un effort 
de défense qui est déjà tellement plus bas que celui de l'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 l'Europe a aujourd'hui besoin pour 
s'affirmer. Comme l'Italie jadis, François Mitterrand le 
rappelait récemment, "L'Europe se fera par elle-même ou elle 
ne se fera pas". 

Jean-Pierre CHEVENEMENT 



Signer Presidente, 

~- L ' 11 a•3giornamento 11 dei termini in cui il problema 

d·ella sicurezza europea è stato'affrontato fin qui con 

successo dai nostri Paesi deriva dalla rapida evoluzione 

della situazione internazionale. 

Ho parlato poiché sono 

convinto che i punti di .riferimento fondamentali sui 

qual·i abbiamo costruito in Europa nei decenni passati· la 

nostra politica di sicurezza ( e cher per ··ultimo, 

nell'ottobre dell'anno passato, abbiamo descritto .. nella. 

Piattaforma de L'Aja sugli interessi europei in materia 

di sicurezza) sono destinati a restare l'asse portante 

delle stesse scelte ulteriori che sarema chi amati a 

corr.piere .. 

Evitare qualsiasi e•=IUÏYOCO a questo riguardo è 

la prima cosa da fare per assicurare e rafforzare la 

nostra sicurezza; sono· evidenti, per conseguen~a, i 

doveri di chiarez=a che abbiamo, in primo luo•jo, ne i 

confronti delle nostre opinioni pubbliche. 

, . 
• 
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E' pur vero, perb, che dobbiamo attrezzarci con 

ani mo aperto al nuevo che emerge sulla sc ena 

internazionale, non per rinn•gare la nostra politica 

complessiva e le sue fondamentali linee ispiratrici, che 

anzi, a nostro giudizic:», trovano mol te volte conferma 
,~ 

proprio nene novità ct.e ·si manifestano, ma per 

adattarle alle nu ove circosta.nze per trovare 

tempestiva~ente la risposta giusta per i problemi nuovi 

che si presentano. 

Co si si dovranno trovare te m ~·es t i v ame nt e le 

risposte adeguate perché il risanamento·della economia 

mondiale e in questo quadro la sbluzione~ con carattere 

di priori tà, del problema del ·def.fcit di bi lancie degli · 

USA _e del passive della bilancia commerciale di questo 

Paese: e la soluzione del problema del debite dei Paesi 

del Terze Monde come il deteriorarsi dei ter-mini di 

scambio di questi stessi. Paesi, dovranno avvenire per 

via cooperativa e non per via di accentuata tensione e 

confronte, non, quindi, con ·-le guerre· commerciali, con 

le barriere protezioniste,· ·con le manipolazioni 

monetarie. 

Cosi lo stesso problema del cosidetto burden 

sharing, sul qua le torne rb, e che certamente è 

j, 

! 
L, 

--~-
·.· ~· 

" F 

. i: 

. i 



., 
. ' 

·ii 
· .. ... 

2. 

E' pur vero, perb, che dobbiamo attrezzarci ~on 

ani mo aperto. al nuevo che emerge sulla sc ena 

internazionale, non per rinnegare la nostra poli ti ca 

compl.essiva e le sue fondamentali lfnee ispiratrici, che 

anz i, a J1DStro giudizio, trovano mol te volte conferma 
·~~ 

proprio ne.I 1 e novità c~,e si manifestano, ma pe,.. 

adattarle alle nu ove circostanze pe r trovare 

t_empestivamente la risposta giusta per i prohlemi nuovi 

che si presentano. 

Co si si dovranna· trovare tempestivamente le 

risposte adeguate perché il risanamento dell~ economia 

mondiale e in questo quadro la so·luzione, con carattere-

di priorità; del problema del deficit di bi lan cio. de•1l i / 

USA e del Ç•assivo della bilancia commerciale di questo 

Paese: e la soluzione del problema del debite. dei Paesi 

del Terze Monde come i 1 deteriora r s.i dei di 

scambio di que·s-ti stessi Paesi, dov,.-anno avvenire per 

via cooperativa e non per via di accentuata tensione e 

conf.ronto, JJOn, quindi, con le guerre commer~iali, con 

le barriere protezionis_te, con le manipolazioni 

mene tarie. 

Cosi lo stesso problema cosidetto burd"n 

snaring,_ sul_ qua le torne rb, e che certamente 

j, 

'· 
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all'ordine del giorno dei rapporti interatlantici, potrà 

trovare la sua composizione positivà solo non ponendo in 

discussione da nessuna delle parti in causa i car~>ni 

sui quali riposa la difesa comune e che sono sta~i 

rias s.unt i nell a Piattaforma de "-.L'Aja richiamando il 
·~ ------------- .. -·----- -·-

principio non rinunciabile seconde i 1 qua le .. la 

sicurezza dell'Alleanza è indivisibile", come, di 

conSeguen::a, è irrinunciabile la presenza delle truppe 

americane sul cont'inente europeo. 

A sua volta, l'evoluzione in corso nell'Unione 

Sovi.e,tica e nei Paesi dell'Est suscita il ·nostro 

i nter_.esse e non pub che trovare il nostro 

in~oraggiamento ove essa avvenga nella giusta ·direz·ione, 

per salva:;~uardare re ci ~~roci i nte ress i ~-

Perestroïka e glasnost, in buona sostanza, possono 

auspicabilmente aprire la strada a condizioni più umane 

di vi t-a per le .popolazioni interessate al ris petto de·i 

loro_diritti, secondo le prescrizione dell'Atto Finale 

di Hel.sinki, ad un a~teggiamento più .equilibrato sul 

piano delle rela::ioni interna::ionali, ad una più 

concreta disponibilità nel campo della riduzi6ni degli 

armamenti. 
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E' un fatto che la decisione di ritirare le 

truppe dall'Afghariistan e la stessa jdesione all'opzione 

zero nel negoziato sulle INF o la disponibilità ~er la 

prima.Nolta espressa, prima a Stoccolma e poi nèl 

Trattato di· Washington, ai contro.lli e alle verifiche in 

~· _ ,rappresentano da parte sovieti ca tante inversioni 

di rotta rispetto ad atteggiamenti, ad indirizzi, 

scelt~ precedentemente assunti e che coi1siderano di 

volta in volta ~ravemènte lesivi dei nos tri legi ttimi 

.i_n:t.e.r.essi e di principi irrinunciabili e cause, quindi, 

delle crisi della distensione. 

Non vi è quindi, pe r conseguenza, nêssun·a 

G:gione per non esplorare a fonda -le opportunità che 

pr,.es e n.t a la .. nuova politica .. ,. per approfondi re il. 

c.oncetto di "alta sufficienzà" nel campo militare 0 per 

precisare Ce limitarel da parte nostr ... il significa·to 

della "casa ··- comune europea",; con lo scopo, ovviamente,. 

di raffor:!are in primo la nostra sicurezza e 

quindi, sviluppando in modo coordinato la nostra 

risposta rispetto al nuevo che si manifesta all'Est e 

pi~ in generale sulla sce~a interanzionale, cosi da 

accrescer~, in definitiva, l'identità e la forza 

dell'Europa. 
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Tra le novità di maggiore rilievo che si vanna 

producendo vi è dunque il graduale affermarsi, nel corso 

.deg1 i ul ti mi anni, ,di una pi~ aperta e costruttiva 

atmosfera di dialogo nei rapporti Est-Ovest in generale, 

i l ·Prof i 1 ars i 
~ 

di ulteriori sigriifi~ativi sv~luppi nel 

proc~sso di disarmo e l'.emergere di pros~ettive nuove in 

_parecchi cam~i, da quelle delle relaziorii internazionali 

~ con specifiee rigu~rdo all'integrazione europea -a 

quelle degli sviluppi tecnologici; tutti problemi che 

forniscono motiva per una approfondita riflessione sulla 

sicurez·za europea. 

Già con la conclusione dell'ultimo conflitto 

mondiale ed il conseguente passaggio a ·pi~ ampi 

equili-bri. mondiali la sicurezza dell'Europa è stata del 

resto condizionata da fattori che travalicano lc'ambito 

regi o na 1 e , p ri rrd fra tutti l'andamento delle ~elazioni 

t ra- 1 e potenze e la stabilità stràtegica 

complessiva, ma anche dalla congiuntura in di~er~e aree 

geografiche e specialmente in quelle. pi~ vi cine. 

Signer Presidente, 

L'avvio della stagione dei grandi sul 

disarmo ha certamente avuto profonde ni sul 

<\ 



.,. 
~·· 

6. 

tessuto delle relazioni tra i Paesi europei, cr .. ando 

nello stesso tempo un reticolo di indicatori ma anche di 

canali ·di dialogo di indubbia efficacia. 

-
Il gradua le affermarsi sulla sc ena .. 

~ 
internazionale di un sempre più consolidato orientamento 

degli Stati Uni ti e dell•Unione Sovietica verso un 

approccio mutualmente me no conflittuale e più 

cooper_ativo, ctze si è tradotto nel vol~ere di un breve 

arca di tempo in con~rete misure di controllo degli 

armamenti, sembra preludere all'a~ertura di una fase 

radicalmente nuova del rapporte tra le due superpotenze, 

ca pace di in-fluenzare in ma-niera · .pro.-fonda 1• insieme 

delle relazioni internazionali. 

Si tratta di sviluppi di rilevanza straordinaria 

come anzitutto il previsto smantellamento di un sistema 

d_i· armamenti nuclear~ - i missili a portata intermedia -

che minacciava direttamente l'Europa. 

Da parte italiana, compresi gli ambienti più 

informati su queste questioni, non si ~ d'altronde mai 

ritenuto giustificato il i 1 dubbïo che 

l'accorde potesse influire negativamente ~ulla ~iidezza 

del raccorde tra Stati Uniti id ~uropa, ndata 

;. 
' 1· 
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,1 i sul ben al tri fattori di natura poli ti ca e storica ed 
~ i: ! 

anzitutto sulla comunanza di ideali democratici e di :; 
'" interessi di sicurezza. 
li! ,, 

Non bisogna a mio avviso dimenticare che · lo 
·. 

_stori·co accorda del dicembre 1987 ha assunto rilevante 

impor~anza non solo in ragione della sua specifica 

f inaJ i tà, ma anche perche sancisce i l principio 

dell'•simmetria delle riduzioni e dell'intrusività delle 

di verifica. Il '3 rande 

nall'applicazione delle misure di controllo relative 

alla.· ~·recisa esecuzione degli obblighi derivanti dal 

Trat.tato costituisce infatti ... un a delle sue 

ca:rat·teristiche più peculiari. Le numerose ispezioni già 

condette da personale sQvietico ed americano pressa le 

bas i di schieramento della controparte forniscono 

concreta riprova dell'alto grado di e 
' •' 

tra_sParenza c.ui si è pervenuti nel set tore·:·· della 

s i_cur~z::a militare. Tale rappresenta 

indubbiamente una prestigios~ acquisizione del process~ 

·di disarmo e controllo degli armamenti; e cost.ituisce 

allo stesso tempo un fondamentale elemento d{ti~ucia 
suscettibile di stimolare il dialogo e di consen,t:ire il 

. ~-

conseguimento di sem pre più ambi::iosi iv i , 

' '· 
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specialmente in vista del raggiungimento di un auspicato 

accorde sul dimezzamento degli ·arsenali strategici 

sovietico e americano. 

Una siffatta interpretaziohe mi sernbra ·vieppiù 
·. 

dall'atmosfera improntata ad aperta 

collaborazione che è prevalsa nel corso della prima 

ispe~ione di b~se condotta da parte sovietica in ltalia, 

pre.s!s.o~_la base missilistica di Comiso, nello scorso mese 

di ëi•JOSto. 

L'accorda ~ugli euromissili costituisce, quindi, 

i 1 pu_ll::to di partenza di un processo più ampio: la 

reali.zzazione della doppia opzione z·ero non è. in fonda 

che .la.-. punta di un iceberg poich~ accanto ad essa vi~-

una serie di intese, ancora più importanti e di cui già 

si i nt ravedo·no le li nee fondamentali, a.ncora 

semisdmmerse, ma destinate gradualmente ad em~rg.ere. 

ln tale quadro, mi riferisco anzitutto alla 

prosecuzione della trattative sovietico-americane sulla 

riduzion,e degli arsenali strategici e sulle questioni 

spaziali. Nonostante l'inevitabile rallentamento 

determinato dalla fase elettorale americana, mi sembra 

infa.tti che esistano buone prospettive di pro•Jress i 

e;cvxm···· 

·\ 
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conclusivi nel corso del prossimo anno, in particolare 

riguardo alle opzi~ni di intesa già delineate per un 

dimezzamento degli ~··senali strategici delle due grandi 

potenze. 

A parte l'unanime approvazione già espressa da 

tutt_i gli alleati _!'uropei riguardo a tali·prospettive 

intese, mi s·embra che effettivarroente esse si a no 

suscettibili di contribuire in modo significative alla 

sicurezza europea: la previs ta drasti ca riduzione deffa ·\ 

componente missilistica 11 pesant_e 11 e una possibile 

-diminuzione della rilevanza dei missili balistici nella 

futura ristrutturazione ~rsenali dovrebbe 

•nzitutto consentire un accrescimento della stabilità 

strategica in generale. Ma soprattutto la sensibile~ 

contrazione della sovrabbondanza dell'arsenale sovietico 

dovrebbe consenti re una parallela riduzione della 1 r 

~ ! 

minaccia nei confronti dell'Europa Occidentale. 

Mi sembra pertanto che da parte europea non 

debbano aversi esitazioni nell'incoraggiare le 

p·rospettive di un accorde START appoggiando ovviamente 

le opzioni che meglio corrispondono alle esigenze di 

sicurezza europee. ·Tante per Tornire .un esempio, mi 

sembra che corrispondil agli interessi dell'Europa una 

·.)iL., .. ~_ _ _ _ , q ac_ __ < .. '.z; ;; f 
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riduzione ai livelli pi~ bassi dei missili mobili - come 

gli.S5-24 e gli 55-25- che per ~·'Europa potrebbe~œ 

rappre.sentare una mi naccia quanta pi~ dir"et ta. 

5ull'altro versante siamo naturalmente interessati al 

m~nt_enimeryto da parte degli 5tati Uniti di capacità che 

cons~ntano un perdur~nte collegamento tra la. sicurezza 

americana e quella ~ei Paesi europei. .... --------. ·------ .. 

Quanta alla trattativa sulle questioni spaziali 

rni sembra anzitutto di do ver ri levare che i 1 

mantenimento del rispetto dell'Accordo ABM consente 

nel campo dei rapporti strate9ici - il perdurare di 

condizioni di stabilità e di prevedibilità che 

S·b4, ·- /' '/ 

' 

corrispondono agli interessi dell'Eu~opa. Non ri ten·~o 

tuttavia che nel q_uadro di una crescente prevedibilità 

vada esclusa la possibilità di intese che, sulla base di 

nuove tecnologie, consentano una graduale evoluzione del 

rapporte strategico offesa-difesa, in armenia con 

l'aspirazione dei popoli a ridurre i rischi di conflitto 

nucleare ed a promuo.ve re i 1 consolidamento delle 

condizioni del~a pace e della sicurezza a livelli 

progressivamente più bassi di .armamento offensive. 
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Signer Presidente, 

Come il Ministre degli Esteri Andreotti ha 

~~centemente avuto occasione di notare, il problema di 

un rîequilibrio a più bas si livelli delle forze 
-~ 

convenzionali in Europa rapprese~ta uno degli elementi 

·central i nel quadro dei rapporti Est-Ovest. Gli 

squilibri esistenti in questo settore del rapporta di 

forze fondamentale pe r la stabilità europea hanna 

infatti tradizionalmente déterminato tensioni e 

sbspetti, influendo negativamente sulla situa::ione 

poli~ica generale e contribuendo al perpetuarsi delle 

divisioni. 

E' con gli accordi di Stoccolma che per la prima 

volta è stato innescato un processo suscettibile di 

migliorare la sicure::za militare di tutti i Paesi 

europei, indipendentemente dalla lora appartenenza ad 

Alleanze, e di progres~ivamente riequilibrare le gravi 

attuali asimmetrie e dis pari tà tra i diversi 

schi•ramenti militari in Europa. ln tale ottica, ha 

preso avvio, in piena coerenza con le deliberazioni dei 

Ministri atlantici raccolte nelle Dichiarazioni di. 

Halifax del 30 maggie 1986 e di Bru:celles dell'11 

dicembre dello stesso anno, una serie di .consultazioni 

r·-­
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informali a margine dei lave ri della Riunio'he di Vi enna 

sui seguiti CSCE per l'elaborazione del mandate per un 
~ ------------- -- -------------

fore sulla stabilità convenzionale in Euro pa. A ta li 

colloqui p.irt.ei:Tpano i 23 Paesi rriern.bri della NATO e del 

Patte di -Varsavia, quei Paesi,· cioè, cui forze 

es~rcitano un più immediate impatto su•Jl i essenziali 

equilibri della sicurezza europea. 

sulla sta.bilità convenzionale, di 

Il. future negoz iatc\;v-'" 

cui ci si atten~. 

armai 1•avvio a breve scadenza, costituirà la ~igliore 

opportuni tà di cui l'Europa, i 1 continente in cui 

sussiste la ma·~giore concentrazione di ar mi e di 

eserciti, a.b.bia potuto fine ad oggi disporre. per 

ritercare migliori equili.bri a più bassi livelli di 

specialmente di quelle maggiorrnente idonee per 

all'avvio di attacchi di sorpresa o di o pe.raz ioni 

offensive su larga scala. Nessuno si nasconde che il 

compito dei negoziatori sarà certamente ardue e che sarà 

quindi necessario da parte di tutti dirnostrare. grande 

apertura e flessibilità per far progredire il dialogo e 

conseguire i primi risultati concreti in questo campo. 

Cib sarebbe della massima importanza per consentire il 

superamento graduale delle divisioni e delle difficoltà 

che finora hanna ostacolato un rapporte p1ù cooperative 

tra le due parti dell'Europa e pe r promuovere un 

' ;·. 
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effettivo consolidamento della sicurezza a piû bassi 

livelli di forza. 

La percezione dell~ minaccia da cui f\n dal 

dopoguerra i Paesi 

se~titi ccinfrontati 

dell'Europa Occidentale si sono 

è del resto. strettamente riconnessa 

con i gravi squilibri costantemente esistiti in questo 

set tore. I ndubbian.ente la ridu:::ione a livelli 

equilibrati piû bassi delle forze e degli armamenti piû 

ri!evanti delle due Alleanze avrebbe dunque il posi~ivo 

effetto di ridimensionare dras.ti.camente tale· percezione 

di rrainaccia e di incertezza. ·Anche se tale· '~·ari tà 

complessiva non potrebb~ garantire la stabilità; essa 

rafforzerebbe comunque 

promuoverebbe la tendenza ad una crescente fiducia e 

cooperazione r~ciproche. 

La sicure::::::a e la stabilità _ver.rebbero 

d'altronde promesse ulteriormente ove. _.potes se 

prevenirsir oltre che ad una situazione di equilibrio, 

alla attuazione di riduzioni e di ristrutturazioni degli 

schieramenti militari suscettibili di privile•1iare 

·nettamente le capacità difensive rispetto a quelle 

offensive. 
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11 profilarsi di una tale prospettiva mi sembra 

·in effetti in linea con esigenze sempre sottolineate da 

parte occidentale. Mi sembra altresi una palese 

~imostiazione della te si che attraverso misure di 

disarmo possa pervenirsi a r~fforzare sensibilmerite l.a . . 

sicurezza dei Paesi dell'Europa Occidentale. 

Signer Presidente, 

Esiste un altro fore negoziale, quelle della 

.Conferenza del Disarmo a Ginevra, in .cui'.<è in 
·:... ·. 

·d·is:cus·sione una questione fondamentale per la sicure,z::a 

· deli'Europa. Mi riferisco alla eliminazione totale e 

globale delle armi chimiche,· cui da parte itali.aria si è. 

tradizionalmente attribuita la massima priorità' 

L•impiego indiscriminato 

anche e soprattutto contre 1 e po po laz i eni ci~'i;i{, è un 

fatto che suscita pressa tutti noi e 

tiprovazione. Non pub inoltre non rilevarsi .~bme nei 

conflitti regionali le armi chimiche costituiscario una 

permanente tentazione ad estendere le ostilità.:àS.:ii:velli· 

che giustificano le piC~ allarmate rea±ioniT'della 
.. : . ..;-i:>,':"...;:;": 

Comunità internazionale. 11 lora una 

tecnolo~ia semplice, risorse non un 

1-. 
' 
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addestramento anche sommario. cill che rende le 

prospettive del lora impiego assai attr~enti in ragione· 

della lora efficaci~ proporzionalmente assai elevata in 
-----------------. 

rapporta ai cesti. 

Per tale ragione, da parte 1taliana Ce ricardo 

qui che l'Italia non possiede armi chimiche, né le 

qualÙnque titolo sul suc territorial ci si è 

sem pre attivamente adoperati pe r da re impulse ·al 

negoziato ginevrino, e si è es pressa ape rita 

soddisfazione peri sostanziali prpgressi, pur s_e.ancora 

non conclusivi, re·~istr·~ti nel corso degl i ul ti mi anni. , 

Il bande di queste armi, dunque, ed un adeguato 

sistema di controllo sono di vitale importanza e debbono 

intervenire con 1•urgenza che deriva, altrimenti, dal 

~ischia crescente di una proliferazione. 

Signer Presidente, 

Da parte italiana si è sempre ri tenuto e si 

ritiene che al fine di una e~ficace salvaguardia della 

sicurezza del monde occidentale, compresa evidentemente 

I•Europa, siano fondamentali il con gli 

Stati Uniti e l'apporte delle for::e conven::ionali e 
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nucleari americane, .come del resto sottclineatc nell a 

"Piattafcrma sugli interessi della si cu rezza europef .... 

adcttata all'Aja. La necessità di mantenere ques tc· 

co11e.9arnentc costituisce. tut tora i 1 cardine della 

.pdlitica se9uita dall'Italia sia··n~l campe del disarmc-, 

che in quelle della difesa, ri9uardo cioè a tutte le 

~~uestioni che atten9ono alla sfera della sicurezza. 

Allo stesso tempo ci sembra che un rafforzamento 

de~ le condizioni di stabilità in Euro pa passa 

contribuire in modo decisive al consolidamento dell~ 

pace e della sicurezza i nt e r na::: i o na·l e , tenuto ·a·nche 

CODto che sul nostro continente corrano i confini ~~a i 

Paesi me~bri delle due ma99iori Alleanze. 

Nelle nostre concezioni, 1 • andamento • del 

processo di disarmo influenzerà in modo decisive' le 

prospettive di una accresciuta sicure.z.za negli. -a_nni a 

:ven_ir~-· diminuendo drasticamente le esi9enze 

arsenali di armamenti sofisticati e offensivi pe r. ·far_ 

fronte alla minaccia. ln tale contesta mi sembra• di 

poter rilevare come vi sia una ovvia interrelazio.ne.tra 

1•adeguatezza di!lla forza militare ne ces sar ïâ''o, pe r 

mantenere la sicurezza e l'entità della 

questo potesse pertanto essere dr asti camente· 

• 

1 

'" 

:· 
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anche i requisiti della difesa e della deterrenza 

verrebbero corrispondentemente compressi •. 

In particolare, i 1 rù;tabilimento 

dell"equilibrio sul piano convenz.ionale e l'eliminazione 

dei le ar mi chimiche dovrebbero avere l'effetto di 

ri.durre la dipendenza dal Aucleare per una efficace 

deterrenza e di comprimere il rischio di un usa precoce 

delle. arnoi nucleari in caso di conflitto. Mi s embr.a 

per~anto che, ove si verifichino le necessarie premesse, 

non debbano sussisterè preclusioni.circa la possibilità 
.. -.----

di ulteriori ~~duzioni di arm-i nucleari ~· e non solo di .. 
quelle st'rategi che senza pregi.!,ldicare, ma anzi 

raf.forzando le condizioni di s.tabilità. 1 Paesi 

dell'Europa Occidentale d'altronde non potranno 

trascura.re in tutti i successivi verso 

equilibri basati su un numero ridotto di armamenti la 

necessità di rafforzare e pr,eservare la pro pria 

sicurezza mediante un a vi.s-i one comuner garantendo 

1 ' e.f f i cac i a de i propri apparati militari e procedendo 

~:-ver,so una graduale integrazione della difesa europea. 
·. 

In. tale contesta, sembra constatarsi una 
·,: 

.crescente "demanda d'Europa". Gli Alleati americani in 

parti co 1 are , in ragione delle difficoltà del bilancio 

,•,;':·-~;:;er·.~ . ··s 
!EJ!.k&!WWWM .Jb~- .. ·· _,.,,. 
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federale e alla luce della crescita economica d~i Paesi 

euro pei <ol tre che del Giappohe>,· rit•ngono che questi 

ultimi dovrebbero assumere maggiori 

fini della sicurezza comune. 

so.cial i 
~ 

ed economiche 

consentiranno, ·a mio avviso~ 

Le condi:::ioni poli tiche, 

dell:Europa difficilmente 

di prevedere, nella fase 

attuale, una significativa accentua:::ione degli sfoÎ"zi 

nel campo delle dota:::ioni di difesa. Ma certarr.ente 

sussiste da parte degli Europei la volantà di assolvere 

pienamente alle proprie responsabilità e di sost~nere la 

p r ~ p_r i a· parte di on er i che non sono soltanto 

finanziari ma anche politici nel modo più ~quo ed 

adeguato. Vari 
' .. •• 

sono i modi per farlo. Tra qùest"i vi è 

sicuramente all'ordine del giorno i 1 problema della 

ottimizzazione delle risorse impiegate, anche mediante 

un maggiore coordinamento. degli sfor:::i che gli europei 

ppssono compiere tanta sul ~iano militare che su quelle 

ind·ustr.iale, al tre che, per quanta ci riguarda, il 

ra•l9i.ungimento degli obiettivi posti nell'ambito NATO 

dal Conventional Defence Improvement Plan., 

L'Italia ha dato recentemente dimostrazione 

concreta di tale volontà assumendo la decisione di 

ospitare lo ~tormo degli aerei F-16 finora ~a~~ti a 
. :~ 

\1 

l' 
1. 
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Torrejon, quando la Spagna chiuderà tale base per gli 

americani. Manteniamo inoltre negli anni l'.impegno che 

abbiamo assunt~ nell'ambito della NATO p~r un incremente 

costante, in termini reali, 

difesa. 
-~ 

In agni· cas o. la 

del nostro bilancio della 

·. 

capacità di deterrenza in 

possesse degli. Stati Uniti è per le sue 

d.imensioni che passa assicurare una adeguata 

protezione all'intera area dell'Alleanza, seconde. le 

che ~·otrebbero configurarsi in diverse 

situazioni di crisi. 

. E' inoltre nell'ambito -di una comunità 

transatlantica pub contarsi su di una profondità· 

strategica più ampia e quindi idonea a fornire 

credibilità al deterrente occidentale. E cib senza 

disconoscere il contributo ct.e i deterrenti brità-iinico e 

francese forniscono alla deterrenza complessiva. 

Ma al di là degli aspet ti più direttamente 

politici della futura sicurezza europea, si prospettano 

per · gli euro pei delle opportunità che, se'· co 1 te 

tempestivamente, sembrano suscettibili di confer ire 
--·,..o.. 
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nuovamente all'Europa una più si9nificativa vitalità 

nel campo della sicurezza. 

Signer Presidente, 

non possiamo, come appare evi~ente, nasconderci i_l 

·.c ratte che .nel campo della sicure::::a camu ne ta lune 

i ncogni te· si vanne profilando. Esse si ricollegano in 

parte con le difficoltà di. bilancio che in questa 

cbngiuntu~a vanna incontrando gli Stati Uni ti e con 

l'emergere di t.enden::e, in sena al Con•3resso e 

"-~\à"ll'opinione pubblica arr.ericana, a ridurre l'impegno e 

/ ·la ·presenza di proprie forze in Europa. Per parte mia, 

sono persuaso che si tratti di una fase di transizione 

\ 
l suscettibile di essere superata tante più rapidamente 

quanto più accortamente gli europei sapranno predisporre 

. -~una confacente risposta comune ai pr_oblemi che si vanna 

mani.festando. E in tale contesta, mi pare 

incontrovértibile che l'UEO possa fornire un contributo 

determinante all'emergere di una più defini.ta identità 

europea anche nel campo della sicurezza e della difesa. 

Il .pro ces so di rivitalizzazione dell'UEO. 

costituisce un tentative di delineare una rlsposta alla 
------- ---- - -- --- -~ 

... ~. 
',l 

-~ 
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crescente demanda d'Europa da parte dei Paesi Europei 

che, sulla base del Trattato di Bruxelles del. 1948, 

modificato nel 1954, han no sempre avvertito uno 

specifiee coinvolgimento nelle questioni della difesa 

creare dell~ f. 
i ~tu 2 i on:-~:~~!:;-~~~~:~:;~~ ~-~~;~--~a~:~:·~-~---~- ~:~11·~-~~~ a ( ,)/ 
europea; Si tratta in sostanza.;-. non di 

NATO, ma al contrario, di accentuare la vitalità e l--\~-
1 1 At 1 a n_ t_!_C:ël_::: ___ .c h e , l 
:. i 

rafforzare le strutture dell'Alleanza -- --· --------~--- ~-~-----------~-------------- ------ ----·---- --"-. -

perno della sicurezza o_c_~:dentale - /1;\ 
?ttraverso il consolidarr.ento del upil_astro europeo" e: un 1 
--------·--~-------- ...... _______ .................. --------- \ 

~------- - -­---
deve rimanere i 1 

più efficace e coordinato apporta degli Alleati europei , 
--·---.. -·-----..................... ____ .. ____ ......... --- -----------·----·---~ _../ 

alla difesa comune . 
. ---------· --·-

1-1 ruolo dell'UEO ci sembra vada inquadrato in 

quell'obiettivo di costruzione di uri'Europa integrata 

non solo economicamente, ma anche politicamente, in cui 

la tematica della sicurezza co~tituisce una delle 

dimensioni essenz~ali. Cib comporta, conseguentemente, 

l'esigenza di approfondire in seno a tale organisme i 

problemi concernenti ·la camu ne sicurezza e le 

prospettive di una più ampia coopera:ione nel campo 

della difesa. Un siffatto procedere potrà promuovere un 

più strette raccorda fra Paesi uniti da una sostanziale 

comunanza di interessi e di vedute al fine di 
-----·--·- ------~-·· 

,_ 

;cl 
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proteggerli pi~ ~fficacemente e anche con l'obbiettivo 
--------- -~------~---:;------~------.. --.-----.-"'•·------------·-

essenziale europeo 
'-· .. di · rafforzare 

-------·-------·· ····-i·" ----·········· - ---·--·-·-·-"··--········ --·--·--
dell'Alleanza Atlantica in una congiuntura 
----------- ·------ -·- -------·-· 

particolarmente delicata. 

Il Governo italiano considera g 1 o ba 1 rro e nt e 

positivi i 

l'azione di 

"piattaf'orma 

si cürez::a" 

risultati finora raggiunti attraverso 

1~rÎc-~ L.'adozione della 

"'--------------·-sugli interessi europei in materia di 

rappresenta senza dubbio un im-portante 

risultato. L.'Italia partecipa attivamente, insieme agli 

a 1 tri ~~art ners , all'eserci::io di attuazione di questa 

piattaforma - cui ha date notevole impulse l'ultima 

ri~ni~~e del Consiglio Ministerial! ed in particolare 

di ~uelle disposizio~i che delineano un programma per ii 

futuro. Nell a piattaforma sono stati enunciati i 

principi generali che ispireranno l'a::idne comune degli 

alleati europei nelle scelte che dovranno assumere in 

maniera·stra~egica e di sicurezza. 

Le impostaziorii essenziali dell'Italia in tema di 

ampliamento del ruolo dell'Europa e della cooperazione 

tra Europei nel campo della difesa comune hanno come 

capisildi l'obbiettivo dell'integrazione europea - con 

·-: 
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la progressiva messa in comune degli strumenti di 

difesa - e i 1 mantenimento e rafforzamento della 

vitalità dell'Alleanza Atlantica. Cib rappres~nta anche 

il fonda!Tiento della convinzione del ITiiD Paese che l'UEO 

debba s.vo~')ere un•essenziale fuôzione di coaoJulo delle 
------

i~iziative che si muovono .nello. specifiee settore 
--~------·-·-------·- ---~ -',•- --------- ~~-------------------·~~-----·------·--·- ________ ____. 

anche per evitarne la f'rammentazione e di impulse 

verso un pro,3ressivo arn·pl iamento delle forme di 

collaborazione. 

Il Governo italiano ha ~atural!Tiente accolto con 

vi va soddisfazione la 'd·ecisione del Consiglio 
----------------

Ministeriale•·- che esse av eva. sempre cercato·ln agni ---
modo di promuovere - di invitare il e la 

~----------· 

Spagna ad ap~ire trattative in vista della lore adesione 

all'UEO. L'Italia 

...-.-­
ad"esione petr à 

si·~nificativa, 

definizione di 

da 

una 

sernpre stata convinta che tale 

contribuire in assai 
.. --~:o:--

un lato; ad una più !precisa 

identità europea in di 

sicur;e::::za e, dall'altro, ad un più diretto.impegrio dei 

due Paesi nella difesa e nella sicurez=a dell'Eu~opa. 

.-. 
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Signer Presidente, 

Alla luce . di quanta precede, emerge in tutt,a 

chia:reZ::a come l'obiettivo dei nos tri governi debba 

essere e si a que llo di prornuqvere un coordi nart.ento 

forme di .cooperazione sempre pi~ ampie tra 

gli Alleati Europei sia per quanta riguarda la politica 

del disarmo, sia per quel che concerne la difesa comune, 

ne·l quadro di un proces.so suscettibile di 

co~ndu·rre ad una •1raduale messa a punta di una politica 

estera dell'Europa. 

Le complessità di un tale processo non possono 

ov~i-amente essere ignorate, date anêhe le diver.si tà tra 

i Paesi europei e le differenti percezioni cui es si 

spesso ispirano le rispettive politiche. Ma lo.sforzo di ---· . -· ----~-
cancer taz i .one ... e __ .di---·9 rad.ua1e_.u.njJ_j_c.az i a ne, 
~----~---~-- -· 

anche nel 
:_- ____ ,_ 

campo della sicurezza, _è necessar-io per_ co_nSenti re 
. '·. 

all'Euro~·a di svolgere un ruolo di crescente rilevanza 

ne11•1-nteresse de 11 a stabilità del continent' e di 

quella internazionale in genere. 

Numerosi sono, d'altra parte, 

acce1erazione e di novità presenti sulla 

attuale. Ne abbiamo accennato, 
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riprenderli ed ampliarli. Essi derivano da un ventaglio 

negoziale per le riduzioni degli an·,amenti molto ampio, 

tanta che non ha avuto, fin qui, l'eguale, cosi come 

dalle ipotesi che all'Est come all'Ovest cominciano ad 

e~sere affacciate 
i 

perche si ari·ivi ad una situazione 

nuova in cui 1 e ca ~·a ci tà di difesa delle parti ---prevalgono sulle rispettive capacità di offesa. 
--- -·--.- -----·--------

Guesti problemi si pongono nel memento in cui le 

due superpotenze sono confrontate sia pure, ovviamente, 

in modo diverse, dal riassetto delle rispettive 

economie, e in cui questo problema pub i n.c ide re sui 

rispettivi bilanci militari. Sarà bene completare i 1 

quadro rilevando i nua vi problemi che e_mergono ne i; 

rapporti dell'Europa con gli USA, s pe cie --in mate ria 

economica e che dovrebbe essere nell'interesse di quà e 

di là dell'Atlantico di affrontare nel massimo spirite 

cooperative. 

-=-.-:-0 
Non va neppure taciuto l'emergere in'' 'future 

sulla scena internazionale di nuovi poli di attrazione 
~----------.....:..._ 

politica, militare ed economica ne il -------......_ _____ :...___...--....__ ___ ~---
ris chi o~_di una 

crescente disseminazione, nel monde, si 

interviene per tempo, di mie1d1ali 
. -~-·-:~.::__: 

s t r um·e;;:t i di 

distruzione. A nostro giudizio, 

' r 

·~ 
1:: ,. 
~ . : 
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l'Europa sarA spinta a farlo con una ispirazione e una 

volontà comuni. 

Per quanta riguarda pi~ direttametne i problemi 

della sicurezza i nego::iati pe r. la limitazione ed i 1 

cohtrollo arrnamenti rappresentan·o, seconda la 

nostra analisi, soltanto la prima di una lunga serie di 

"impro r0•3abi 1 i ·appuntarnent i" che l'Europa non pub e non 

deve mancare. 

Sollecitati dai moltepici fattori di cambi~mento 

dei rapporti strategici fin qui p~eval~nti, gli europei 

sono ct"aiamati ruolo a sostegno 

della propria sicurezza. Gues~o ·ma9~i-br:e, comune impegno 

appare giustificato dalla necessità che l'Europa sap~ia 

esprimere e far valer~ le proprie esigen::e di sicurez::a 

ed essere allo stesso tempo nelle condi::ioni di adottare 

concrete misure in questo sense. 

Verrà il memento <noi ci auguriamo pr';~io l in 

cui dovremo rendere operative le nostre dichL;irazioni 

sulla Unione Europea ed i nostri comuni convinci~enti 

che la costruzione di un'Europa 

incompleta fi no a che questa costru::ione si 

estenderà alla sicure~za e alla difesa. 
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Non 

·11 contrario 

per questo evidentemente il Governo italiano. 

a:<Ja poli ti ca deffî;i~;:~ -~;m'pr,~u la. 
. ~..__ ___________ · __ j ' . . 

di _alcune, componenti 

d:ell'a'rmamento tale poli ti ca,_ al 
---~-----. 

·co-ntrario, trova le mie· autorii·a s"enz'altré aperte e 
·;-

disponibil~, a Condizion~• per altro, che essa si 

tns•risca in un diiegno che non contraddica l'obbiettivo 

principale dell'integrazione politica o fornisca. un 

alibi per allontanarsi, in realtà, da questo. 

Ma per quanto l'approccio possa essere graduale 

·e non si pub sfuggire, tuttavia, alla 

coerenza del disegno generale, ed 1! per questo che, in 

conclusione,bho evocato l'Unione Europea e non voglio 

·certo ignorare i proble~.i di sovranazionalità che essa 

comporta. 

Non posso negare che la strada da percorrere sia 

anc·ora lunga. Ma non per questo dobbiamo rinun~iare ai 

nos tri ideali, e questa considerazione ci deve 

raff'orzare anzi nel 

pr·ogressiva realizzazione 

non solo attraverso il 

comunitari posti pe r i 1 

convincimento che la lore 

passa 0·1~ in misura .. notevole 

raggiun•1imento dei :_t,.-aguardi 

1992, ma anct.e 

nella realizzazione di forme sempre più 

' 

--·. 
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cooperazione e di ~oncertazione sul piano generale della 

politica estera come, nel campo dell-a si.curezza e der·:.a • 

difesa cui i nostri Paesi hanno fatto riferimento sia 

con l'Atto Unico che con il rilancio dell!UEO. 

•. 
E' solo cosi, infatti, che si rispetta l'unicità 

della costruzione europea e questo resta 

anche il per rispondere con la nostra 

identità e al livello delle nostre responsabilità alle 

nuove sfide che ci verranne propos te nell'evOlversi 

della situazione internazionale. 

) 

_. __ -·'·- ·-
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QISCOURS DU SECRETAIRE GENERAL DE L'UEO A LA SESSION EUROPEENNE 

DE L'IHEDN - PARIS 25 NOVEMBRE 1988 

C'est pour moi, à la -fois un honneur et une joie de rendre 

hommage à 1' esprit d'initiative et à la persévérance des plus hautes 

autorités·' de la République française qui sont .à 1' origine du succès 

indéniable de cette première session européenne des Hautes Etudes de 

Défense dont le projet remonte à 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 

1' action qui fut déterminante dans la genèse de cet enseignement. Il 

s' agissa:i t d'instruire des questionS européennes de défense les 

décideurs qui, dans tous les domaines d'activité de nos pays d'Europe 

occidentale, détiennent les postes de responsabilité et sont aptes à 

servir de relais d 1 opinion. Ainsi pourrait se créer, par-delà les 

frontières et les barrières profe'ssionnelles, un grçmpe d'hommes et de 

femmes informés des problèmes de défense, ayant travaillé ensemble à_ en 

promouvoir une approche commune et maintenant des liens entre eux. 

Vous en êtes, Messieurs les Auditeurs, l'avant-garde mais 

dès l'an prochain vous en serez devenus la p·remière promotion. Je 

souhaite que, d'ici trois ans, le bon aboutissement du projet fasse que 

l' UEO ajoute aux deux fleurons de sa ·relance - la "Plate-forme" de Là 

Haye et l'élargissement à l'Espagne et au Portugal - un troisième, 

celui du Haut Enseignement Européen de Défense. Ainsi, les organes de 

.. i . . ·. 

L__ ______ _ 
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la coopération européenne en matière de sécurité auront-ils un· double 

relais vers 1' opinion·· publique de nos Etats européens, celui de 

-1' Assemblée parlementaire et celui, complémentaire, du réseau ,. :des 

anciens auditeurs de ce nouvel enseignement permettant aux responsablès 

informés e~ influents que vous êtes d'oeuvrer pour le développement du 

consensus sur la sécurité européenne. 

C'est ce qui a été remarquablement réussi dans le cadre 

français par l'Association des anciens de l'IHEDN, sans l'existence de 
' 

laquelle on ne peut comprendre le large accord autour des principes 

fondamentaux de la poli tique de défense qui se- constate en France et 
·; 

~ui t~anscende ·les clivages poli tiques,. sociaux voire confessio~ne~s .• 

Un projet similaire à l'échelle de l'Europe occidentale 

corrrespond à un besoin réel clairement identifié, dès 1984-85, par 

M. Genscher, ministre allemand des Affaires étrangères, 

assurait la présidence du Conseil ministériel de l'UEO. 

lorsqu'il 

Monsieur 

Gens cher fut, dès 1' abord, vigoureusement soutenu p_ar l'Assemblée 

parlementaire de l'Unlon de l'Europe Occidentale. 

La nécessaire sensibilisation de tous les secteurs de 

1' opinion sous les auspices de 1 'UEO ne peut avoir de meilleur outil 

que le travail de réflexion et de défini ti on des conditions et des 
' ' 

moyens de la Sécurité européenne dont vous _avez jeté les bases au cours 

des quinze jours que vous venez de passer ensemble dans le cadre 

prestigieux de l'Ecole Militaire. Je veux ici rendre un hommage tout 

particulier à la petite équipe qui, autour 'de 1' Amiral Hugues puis du 

Général Suquet, a travaillé d'arrache-pied depuis octobre 1987 à la 

préparatiOn de cette brillante session européenne, 

·avec le SGDN et le Quai d'Orsay. 

en cçllaboration 

·Permettez-moi donc de remercier ici, en votre nom et au nom 

de l'UEO l'Amiral Brem, le Colonel Sebe et Monsieur Francis Breton. Je 

sais combien vous avez été sensibles à leur compétence et leur· 

disponibilité d'autant plus admirables que les sessions nationales et 

régionales de l'IHEDN les soumettent à rude épreuve et requièrent leur 

énergie semaine après semaine. 

. . 1 : ..... 
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L'Institut des Hautes Et·, pes. de Défense Nationale, créé le 

30 janvier 1949 et placé sous la haute autorité du . Ministre· de· la. 

Défense nationale, a pleinement réussi .à convaincre ses auditeurS de 

1 'interpénétration entre stratégie mi li taire et· conduite poli tique de 

la guerre en cas de conflit, mais aussi entre gestion politique des 

crises, fondements économiques de la sécurité et politique générale de 

défense en temps de paix. 

Cette brillante réussi te se place dans la perspective d'une 

action destinée à se poursuivre puisque la Belgique a d'ores et déjà 

.accepté d'organiser une session semblable 1 'an prochain dans le cadre 
~ . 

de son Institut Royal Supérieur de Défense. Ce projet acquerra donc, au 

fil des sessions, ses lettres de noblesse européennes. 

Monsieur ~lichel Rocard, Premier Ministre français, a 

confirmé et même a'mpl_ifié cette perspective, en réclamant ici même la 

"création d'un Institut Européen des Hautes Etudes de Sécurité, 

rattaché à l'UEO selon des modalités à préciser." 

Messieurs les auditeurs, reprenant le chemin de vos pays et 

occupation respectifs, vous deviendrez ·les missi dominici de l'Europe 

de la sécurité, c'est-à-dire d'une Europe sûre de la paix qU'elle veut 

garantir par la dissuasion et renforcer p~r le dialogue, d'une Europe 

sûre d'elle-même et de son devenir qui tend la· main aux Nations 

captives et veut assurer le développement harmonieux de ses peuples par 

la coopération de Brest à Vladivostok. Cette Europe forte, prospère et 

paisible dont vous êtes des piônniers sera par son rayonnement 

pacificateur un élément majeur de la stabilité planétaire. 

* 

* 

.. ·.·/. ·-· 
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LE CONTEXTE EST/OUEST ET LE CONTEXTE TRANSATLANTIQUE 

Cette première session européenne des Hautes Etudes de 

Défense prend place à un moment crucial dans l'évolution des problèmes 

touchant à la sécurité de nos pays européens considérés, bien ~Ltendu, 

dans l~indispensable perspective de la solidarité atlantique. 

Ces problèmes 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'à l'égard des rapports Est/Ouest et de la relation 
' transatlantique. 

A Moscou, la fin du règne de M. Brejnev et - après la courte 

transi ti on du passage au pouvoir. de M.· Andropov - le gouvernement de 

M. Chernenko se sont trouvés caractérisés - au plan ~nterne comme à 

celui de la politique extérieure -,par un rigide immobilisme. 

Ce dernier n'était pas nécessairement favorable à une 

évolution. positive des rapports Est/Ouest. En fait · ceux-ci furent 

marqués, à l'époque, non par les progrès de ce que l'on a appelé - à 

plus ou moins juste titre - la. détente mais, au contraire, par un 

regain de· tensions. Néanmoins ce rigide immobilisme des poli tiques 

soviétiques - pour n'être pas constructif -.prêtait 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, 

à l'ensemble des rapports Est/Ouest. Des mouvements étaient à l'oeuvre 

dans certains pays du Pacte de Varsovie qui devaient aboutir aux 

événements de Pologne d'une part et, pour quelques-uns des Etats en 

question, à une affirmation plus marquée de leur personnalité nationale 

vis-à-vis de l'URSS d'autre part. 

• . 1 • . 
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Enfin l'Alliance atlantique vivait, alors, une période de 

statut quo. Ses doctrines politiques - inscrites particulièrement dans 

le rapport Harmel -ne faisaient l'objet d'aucune contestation. (Je ne 

dis d'ailleurs pas qu'elles doivent le faire car la doctrine Harmel me 

parait, pour 1' essentiel, aussi valable aujourd'hui que lorsqu'elle fut 

présentée à 1' Alliance en 1967 avec son double volet de nécessaire 

effort de défense et de dialogue avec 1 'Est. (D'ailleurs·, lorsqu'cri 

décidera, en 1984, au niveau atlantique - à l'initiative du Ministre 

belge des Affaires Etrangères r~. Tindemans - de la réexaminer, les 

Alliés décideront finalement, lors de leur réunion ministérielle de 

WashingtOn, d'en confirmer la teneur quitte à adapter certains aspects 

de sa mise en oeuvre à une si tua ti on caractér.isée plus par un regain 

des confrontations que par un approfondissement de la détente.) 

De même les stratégies de l'Alliance n'étaient pas mises en 

cause. Lorsqu'elles se trouvaient discutées, c'était simplement pour 

définir des voies nouvelles destinées à en rendre ·1' application plus 

efficace. Enfin, des problèmes 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 - à 1' exception de la question du partage du fardeau de la 

défense 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 statiques ont disparu. Et les choses ont été 

si vi te que l'impression prévaut qu'ils nous ont quittés depuis des 

décades. 

En Union Soviétique, le rigide immobilisme a fait place à 

une politique d'intense mouvement. Sans doute, certains· des aspects de 

celle-ci, notamment en matière de relations· extérieures et de sécurité, 

sont-ils de nature tactique. Un grand débat se poursuit d'ailleurs sur 

la signification, la portée, la substance même des réformes proclamées 

à. Moscou. On s'interroge sur leur durée possible. 

indéniable utilité. 

Ce débat a une 

. . 1 ... 
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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 d€ Varsovie. Celles-ci demeurent toutefois peu claires. 

Il y a, d'une part, une tendance de ces pays à s'affirmer davantage­

bien qu'avec pru-oence car les leçons de l'histoire (Hongrie, 

Tchécoslovasquie), demeurent très préSentès à l'esprit. Cette 

~ffirmation se· manifeste au niveau national, au ni veau des rapports 

ist/Est, au niveau européen et, même à un niveau international plus 

large. On constate aussi une combinaison de mesures très limitées de 

libéralisation et de réactions de durcissement dues à l'inquiétude de 

directions qui se sentent menacées comme, par exemple, en 

Tchécoslovaquie et en Pologne pour ne rien dire du cas très spécial 

constitué par la Roumanie. 

Quoi qu'il en soit, l'impact du mouvement e_n question sur 

les rapports Est/Ouest est évident. Les tensions n'ont, sans doute, pas 

disparues mais le dialogue est désormais à l'ordre du jour et les 

négociations, particulièrement dans le domaine du contrôle des 

armements, ont acquis un rythme qu'elles n'avaient pas connu· dePuis 

longtemps. 

Tout cela pourrait suffire à expliquer la fin du statu quo 

au sein de" l'Alliance atlantique. 

l'importance n'est pas moindre. 

Un autre motif existe toutefois dont 

Il s'agit du débat qui se développe de 

part et d'autre de l'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 11 

("Grandeur et Décadence des grandes Puissances") - ou du professeur 

David Calee "Beyond American Hegemony" ( 11 Au-delà de 1 1 hégémonie 

américaine") .. De notre côté de 

comme celui de M. John Palmer, 

l'océan, il l•est par des ouvrages 

correspondant sur le continent du 

''Guardian11
, ouvrage inti tu lé "Europe wi thout America" et dans lequel 'il 

~. 1 .• 

,.; 
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écrit : 11 le monde économique militaire et politique de 1' Alliance 

·atlantique dans lequel deux générations d'Américains et d'Européens ont 

grandi jusqu'à 1·' âge adulte depuis 1945 est visiblement en train de se 

"désintégrer •••• même 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 OU TOUT, 1' analyse de 1~. Palmer mais 

je constate le moyen de faire autrement- la réalité du débat. 

Nous nous trouvons donc éluj ourd' hui face à des rappOrts 

Est/Ouest en pleine évolution et à une relation transatlantique dans 

une sorte de transition dont il ne-faut ni exagérer la gravité ni.nier 

l'importance. 

Dans ·de telles candi ti ons le devoir de tous les Allié.s est 

de concourir à la sauvegarde de la soli dari té atlantique sans laquelle 

il n'est pas de défense crédible de 1 'Occident . et donc de 1 'Europe 

occidentale et sans laquelle il n'est pas de dialogue sérieux et 

fructueux avec noS interlocuteurs de 1' Europe orientale, notamment en 

matière de contrôle des armements. 

* 

* * 

.. 1 . . 
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LE JlOLE DE L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE .ET, NOTAMMENT, DES "NEUF" DE L'UNION DE 

L'EUROPE OCCIDENTALE 

Ici nos Etats de l'Ouest de l'Europe et particulièrement les 

"Neuf" de l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale ont un rôle à jouer. Je dis 

bien particulièrement mais j'ajoute immédiatement certainement pas 

exclusivement car nous appartenons tous à la fois à l'Alliance et à la 

construction européenne et notre intention n'est pas, au contraire, d'y 

constituer un club fermé. 

Il est essentiel que ces Etats d'Europe définissent 

ensemble, n_otamment en matière de sécurité, leur identité, leurs 

intérêts et leurs options. 

S'ils ne le font pas ils risquent de se trouver affrontés à 

de graves dangers dont la menace pèsera à la fois sur chacun d~entre 

eux, sur le processus de construction européenne et sur-l'Alliance. 

Tout d'abord, ils pourraient devenir, de façon croissante, 

dans le cadre du dialogue entre super-puissances d'une part et de 

l'évolution des relations transatlantiques d'autre part, des pions et 

non plus des joueurs, des Partenaires de l'échiquier international. 

Ensuite, 
lf. 

les moins importants d 1 entre eux - mais peut-être 

pas eux. seulerrient - seraient, dans ces circonstances, tentés de se 

dégager de l'effort commun de déf~nse. Pourquoi en effet participer à 

un effort si l'on a rien à dire d'utile et d'efficace ? 

Enfin quelques-uns, faute d 1 at ti tUde concertée, -harmonisée, 

pourraient se trouver appelés à 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 Europe et pour chacun 

des pays européens intéressés ? 

, . 
• , 
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dit, en anglàis, de fa·çon imagée,. "tc Put our act· together", nous nous · ;· 

révèle rans sans doute en mesure d'assumer un plus grand rôle comme 

aussi une plus grande partie des risques et des responsabilités âu sein 

de l'Alliance et de renforcer - dans la perspective de l'échéance de 

1992 - le travail d'édification de notre Europe. 

* 

* * 

LA CONSTRUCTION EUROPENNE 

Tout cela m'amène naturellement~-à une réflexion à propos_.de 

cette dernière. 

Les avatars· de !''histoire et les obstacles aussi· divers que 

nombreux que le processus de construction européennè a rencontré-s sur 

sa route, en ont fait une oeuv~e complexe aux fac~ttes variées. 

Je ·compare 
i 1 

processus à une plante volontiers ce sur 

laquelle, au moment de sa naissance, un·e méchante fée aurait placé de 

-lourdes pierres faisant obstacle à son épanouissement. La pauvre plante 

est, dès lors, obligée, pour croître, de lanc_er ses branches dans les 

sens les plus divers. Des sens, en tout état de cause, que la nature -

et en 1' oécurrè:nce la logique de la construction européenne -- n'avaient 

pas prévus. 

. ~ ï;.'"T 
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C'est ainsi que nous 
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canna:' ssons 
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aujourd'hui 

- avec le Conseil de 1' Europe, 1' Europe des Vingt-et-un · 

avec les Communautés Européennes et la 

Politique Européenne, celle des Douze 

Coopération 

- avec les membres europê•ns de l'Alliance atlantique celle 

des Quatorze que nous retrouvons nc.tamment dans le Groupe ·Européen 

Indépendant des Programmes - bien que 1 'Islande n'y participe pas et -

·partiellement puisque la France et 1' Islande n'en font pas partie dans 

l'EUROGROUPE. 

- avec l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale, celle hier des Sept, 

aujourd'hui des Neuf ; 

et ce sans compter la multiplication des relations 

bilatérales que les Alliés européens ne cessent pas de tisser entre 

eux. 

Puis, il y a bien sur cette Europe de la C.S.C.E. à laqqe).le 

deux Etats Nord-américains nés de l'Europe, liés. à elle et qui, dans 

cette mesure, lui appartiennent participent. 

Et aussi, cette maison commune européenne à la construction 

de laquelle M. Gorbatchev nous convie et sur laquelle j'a~rai 

l'occasion de revenir. 

M. Michel Rocard, Premier Ministre français, a parfaitement 

décrit dans le magistral exposé qu'il a prononcé en oüvrant la présente 

session, ce foisonnement d'Europes. 

A travers tant d' Europes peut-il en émerger une qui soit 

unique et Qui c~ncilie vision géopolitique, vision culturelle, vision 

économique et vision institutionnelle. 

'k 
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En réalité; une telle Europe se profil;:-. autour de 'plusi~urs 

pôles. Le Conseil de l'Europe, 1 'Europe des Douze, .,~a partie eu~opéenne. · 

de l'Alliance et aussi l'U.E.O. 

Il s'agit, en quelque sorte, d'une construction à multiples 

enceintes mais reposant sur leS mêrrÎes fondatiOns. qui sont les valeurs 

démocratiques et humaines auxquelles tous ses pe!"ticipants adhèrent. 

Voilà au stade actuel ce qui me sembh être la véritable 

"Maison Europe". Elle s'érige, maintenant, non sauS difficultés il est 

vrai, depuis quelque quarante- ans. 

Ne serai t-il pas déraisonnable de l'abandonner pour une 

autre bât-isse dont la dénomination est séduisante mais dont les plans 

ne paraissent pas clairs et qui de tout'e façon n'existe pas encore? 

Cette construction - NOTRE Maison Europe - est d'ailleurs 

ouverte à· tous ceux qui partagent déjà ou qui décideraient de partager 

à l'avenir les valeurs démocratiques et_ humaines sur lesquelles elle 

repose. 

Ses occupants sont, d'autre par·t·,- prêts à tout dialogue avec 

qui, n'adhèrante pas de la même façon aux mêmes valeurs, le souhaitent. 

Ils sont d'ailleurs conscients de la division du continent 

et de la nécessité de la surmonter. 

i 1 
La Plate-forme sur les intérêts européens en matière de 

·sécurité adoptée par les Ministres de l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale 

le 27 ··octobre 1987 ne précise-t-elle pas, dès son début -.et là je 

voudrais la ci ter - que "l_'Europe est au centre des relations Est/Ouest 

et,· . quarante ans après la fin de la Deuxième Guerre ~1ondiale, · elle 

reste un continent divisé. Les conséquences humain~s de cette division 

.. 1 • . 
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demeurent inaccëptables, bi.en que certaines améliorations coricrètes 

aient été apportées à un niveau bilatéral, et sur la base de 1' Acte 

final d'Helsinki. Nous devons à nos peuples de surmonter cette 

si tua ti on et d'exploiter r dans 1' inté:i-êt de tous les Européens, les 

possibilités qui pourraient se présenter de nouvelles améliorations 11
• 

Ils sont aussi. conscients des liens que l'histoire de même 

que la cul ture ont tissé entre Etats de l'Europe orientale et de 

l'Europe occidentale. 

Ils souhaitent donc créer, sinon une maison, du moins un 

jardin commun où ceux de l'Est et ceux de l'Ouest pourraient se 

promener ~t parler d'un meilleur avenir et où leurs enfants pourraient 

jouer de concert en attendant cet avenir. Encore faudrài t-il que ce 

jardin fut démuni de murs qui en sépareraient deux parties. 

Cette construction européenne qui nous est propre, 

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 la construction èuropéenne et 

··notamment ceux du Conseil de l'Europe, mais aussi au p1an 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 prenon·s y garde, seule une Communauté Européenne dotée 

d'une vision et d'une vocation globale celle que souhaitaient ses 

"père.s fondateurs" pourra répondre à ces exigences. 
! 1 

Si notre 11 Maison EUrope" se li mi te à un marché unique 

quelle que soit l'importance de celui-ci - elle deviendra bientôt une 

entité mercantile vite repliée sur une vision de plus en plus étioite 

de ses intérêts, prête \à toutes les tentations protectionnistes, 

finalement hostiles aux autres et en butte à leur hostilité, répugnant 

de plus en plus à assumer ses indispensables responsabilités qu'il 

s'agisse de sa sécurité, 

Etats jeunes. 

du dialogue Est/Ouest ou du développement des 

...• 1 . • 
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la _construction européenne ne Se· développe pas à 

partir d'un plan précis d'un architecte; 

C'est d'ailleurs ce qui rend si .vaine la discussion 

théologique sur ce qu'elle doit devenir dans son ultime incarnation. 

1 

..T ean Monnet l'avait bien compris qui écrivait en conclusion 

de ses t.1émaL~-~s: 11 Ceux qui ne veulent rien entreprendre parce qu'ils 

ne sont pas ~ssurés que les choses iront comme ils l'ont arrêté par 

avance se condamnent à l'immobilité. Personne ne peut dire 

--~aujourd'hui la. forme qu'aura l'Europe où nous vivrons demain, 

changement qui naîtra du· changement est imprévisible " 

car le 

Mais il 

ajoutait: uc•est jour après jour qu.'il faut ouvrir son chemin, 

l'essentiel est d'avoir un objectif assez clair pour ne pas le perdre 

de vue". 

Cela c'est l'indispensable vision globale autour de laquelle 

l'Europe doit se bâtir. 

* 

* * 
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LA SECURITE DE L'EUROPE 

Cette Europe, commc,:t en concevoir la sécurité? 

bien sûr au sein de l'Alliance. 

·;'' -

D'abord 

Tous les orateurs qui m'ont précédé et qui se sont exprimés 

a-~ ce sujet, l'on dit mieux que je pourrais le faire. 

Je me bornerai donc ici à développer, à cet égard, trois 

points. 

L'importance, tout d'abord, a~tachée par la Plate-forme sur 

les intérêts ·européens en matière de sécurité, à cet aspect des choses. 

L'indispensable nécessité - et c'est mon sec_ond point - de 

l'engagement nord-américain à nos côtés. Et ce,· dans notre intérêt, 

dans l'intérêt de l'Alliance mais ~us si celui des Alliés 

nord-américains. 

Des choses importantes· - j'ai déjà eu -l'occasion de le dire 

- se passent à l'Est de notre Continent. 

il, 
Mondiale, 

Pour la première fois depuis la fin de la Seconde Guerre 

un mouvement se dessine qui pourrait à terme - mais je ne 

sais lequel permettre d'entrevoir des modifications peut-être 

substantielles de la situation géostratégique de notre continent. 

Elles ne sont ·évidemment pas posibles sans les Européens 

eux-mêmes qu'ils soient de l'Est ou de l'Ouest. 

Elles ne le sont évidemment pas non plus · sans la 

super-puissance qu'est l'URSS. 

··,. 
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~lais elles ne le sont pas davantage sans les Etats-,Unis. 

Et ia question . que 1 'on est en droit, dans ces conditions, 

de poser au Président élu de ces Etats-Unis est: n Croyez-vous 1 e 

moment bien choisi - pour vous-même comme pour nous - de vous dégager 

de notre Europe?" 

Enfin troisième point, 

·l'Alliance d'un pilier européen. 

la nécessaire émergence ·dans 

Il s'agit d'une notion très ancienne puisque la formule se 

trouvait utilisée, dès 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 matière 

d'armements à une organisation corr,mune européenne de nos forces et de 

notre défense, en passant par une réflexion en commun sur les problèmes 

qui nous affrontent et qui touchent à 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 

l'OTAN. (l) 

d'Aberdeen, dans un article paru dans la revue de 

Elle me paraît, à ce stade, particulièrement bonne parce 

qu'elle est suffisamment concrète pour permettre l'action et large pour 

n'empêcher aucune évolution. Elle se formule de la façon suivante: 

une personnalité europ~enne plus affirmée pour traiter des 

problèmes de la sécurité de notre Europe considérée, bien 

sûr, dans le contexte de la solidarité atlantique; 

-----------------·-------· 
( 1) 

"Construire le Pilier européen: questions et insti tutions 11 
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des structures solides et durables de coopération intra­

européennes. 

Ainsi conçu, le pilier européen de 1' Alliance peut se 

constituer à partir d'éléments déjà existants, à savoir: 

les coopérations bilatérales ·entre Alliés européens; 

les orga~isations euro-atlantiques tels que_le Groupe 

Européen Indépendant des Programmes et aussi l'Eurogroupe; 

les organisations européennes comme, les Communautés, _la 

Coopération politique et l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale. 

Mais il existe une autre dimension que la dimension 

atlantique et à laquelle il nous faut aussi être attentifs. 

C'est la dimension de la construction européenne. 

On a dit et répété que celle-ci ne serait jamais complète si 

elle ne coinportai t pas un aspect s-écurité. 

La chose se trouve écrite dans le Document sur 1' Identité 

Européenne adoptée à 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 son actualité - et qui 

précise que l'Union. européenne demeurera incomplète tant qu'elle n'aura 

pas une politique commune de défense. 

Elle .est la base des dispositions prévues, en la matière, 

par le projet de Traité sur 1' Uriion européenne adopté en février 1,984 

par le Parlement européen. 

. '__;_. 
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Où en. sommes-nous à c,èt égard? 

Le problème de la création· d'une dimension européenne de la 

sécurité se pos_e, en ré ali té, depuis le début même du processus 

·d'édification de notre Europe, entamé il y a quelque quarante ans, au 

lendemain de la Seconde Guerre Mondiale. 

Les efforts n'ont Jas manqué, au contraire, pour la 

développer. 

Les dernières tentatives entreprises à cet· égard - dans ce 

qui était encore les Dix - tendaient à la réaliser en donnant à la 

Coopération Politique les compétences voulues en la matière. 

La chose paraissait raisonnable. 

Qu'est-ce, après tout, que la coopération politique sinon un 

effort destiné à harmoniser les politiques étrangères des Etats membres 

e·t qu'est-ce qu'une poli tique étrangère sans son prolongement naturel 

dans le domaine de la sécurité sinon une politique étrangère incomplète 

et donc boiteuse. Il était dès lors nbrmal que l'on donnât à. la . 

coopération politique les pouVoirs nécessaires pour assurer à l'Europe 

sa dimension sécurité. 

Malheureusement, les efforts déployés dans ce sens n • ont 

abouti qu'à moitié puisque les Douze n'ont aujo~rd' hui de compétence 

que pour traiter des aspects politiques et des aspects économiques de 

la sécurité et pas de la sécurité en tant que telle. 

Néanmoins, l'Acte unique européen adopté par les Dix, 

aujourd'hui Douze·, en décembre 1985, cons ti tue un progrès même s'il 

demeure limité -car il inscrit formellement la sécurité au nombre des 

préoccupations des Etats membres des Communautés et de la Coopération 

politique. 

.•. 1 . .. 
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·son article 30 paragraphe 6 ne porte-t-il pas: 

a) Les Hautes Part1es Contractantes estinlent qu'une 

coopération plus étroite sur les questions de la sécurité européenne 

est de nature à contribuer de façon essentielle au développement d'une 

identité de l'Europe en matière de politique extérieure. Elles sont 

disposées à coordonner davantage leurs positions sur .les ·aspects 

.Politiques et économiques de la sécurité. 

b) Les Hautes Parties Contractantes sont résolues à 

préserver les candi ti ons technologiques et industrielles nécessaires à 

leur sécurité. Elles oeuvrent à cet égard tant sur le plan national 

que, là où ce sera indiqué, dans le cadre des institutions et organes 

compétents. 

c) Les disposi tiens du présent titre ne font pas obstacle à 

l'existence d'une coopération plus étroite dans le domaine de la 

sécurité entre certaines Hautes Parties Contractantes dans le cadre de 

l'U.E.O. et de l'Alliance Atlantique. 

::.--,: 
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Entre-temps ·la Déclaration de Rome avait marqué la relance 

de 1 'Union de 1 'Europe OcCidentale et· depuis, les Ministres de. cette 

dernière ont procédé - en adoptant en octobre 1987 la Plate-for~e sur 

les intérêts européen~ de sécurité - à une première définition d'une 

identité de notre Europe en la matière. 

Le Président de l'Assemblée parlementaire de i' Union de 

0.1' Europe Occidentale vous a admirablement parlé de cette dernière. 

Qu'il me suffise, dès lors, de rappeler que celle-ci est 

née, s'est développée et a~jourd'hui réactivée, poursuit son action 

dans le double contexte de la construction européenne et de la 

solidarité atlantique. 

Dans le premier cadre, elle s'affirme comme un élément -

l'élément sécurité- de la construction européenne. Elle ne fait aux 

côtés de deux autres Communautés européennes et Coopération 

poli tique - qui en sont ·à ce stade les- dimensions respectivement 

économiques 'et de politique étrangère. 

Elle est reconnue comme telle de façon croissante. 

Il ne s'agit pas de nier ici la finalité.· poli tique ni la 

vocation globale que les pères "fondateurs" ont · octroyé aux 

Communautés et qui ressort clairement des pr_éambules du Traité de 

Paris créant la C.E.C.A. et des Traités de Rome. Elles sont 

évidentes. Simplement tant qu'il n'est_pas possible d'en développer, 

notamment à l'égard de la Sécurité, les· potentialités, l'U.E.O. qui 

constitue la seule partie de l'édifice Europe o~ il soit possible à 

les . Européens de réfléchir' en commun et de se concerter sur des 

problè~es relevant de ce domaine, doit jouer son rôle. 

- - ~ ·:. 
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M. Jacques Delors, Président de la· Commission, qui n'est pas 

un homme à transiger sur les compétences - actuelles ou à développer -

des insti tu ti ons dont il a la charge et qui ne manque pas de les 

rappeler à chaque occasion, a bien voulu le reconnaître lorsqu'il a 

déclaré en septembre 1987 à la tribune de 1' Institut Royal Supérieur 

de Défense de Bruxelles : 

"En termes institutionnels, mon espoir porte sur la 

~réactivation de l'U.E.O. et sur sa capacité de jouer, un jour 

prochain, le rôle nécessaire d'interface entre Communauté européenne, 

Coopération politique 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 propice - réponse à 1' annonce 

unilatérale du programme IDS, rencontre de Reykjavik, accélér"ation des 

négociations de Genève - l'U.E.O. a permis que s'instaure, à travers 

des rencontres fréquentes et régulières des Ministres de la Défense et 

des Ministres des Affaires étrangères des Sept Etats_ membres, une 

réflexion de fond sur la défense de l'Europe. 

Elément de la construction européenne, l'U.E.O. _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 extrêmement attentive à leur 

évolutio·n et aux conséquences que celles-ci peuvent avoir pour elle; 

Car si, à un moment donné, LES DOUZE DEVAIENT SANS RESERVE, 

SANS ARRIERE PENSEE, adhérer à une dimension européenne de la 

sécurité, l'U.E.O. ne devrait-elle pas s'interroger sur son avenir et 

être prête, · le cas échéarlt, à se fondre dans le coura.nt principal de 

l'édifice Europe. 

Mais tant que ce n'est pas le cas elle a un rôle propre à 

remplir et elle doit l'assurer pleinement. 

. ./ .. 
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A l'égard de la solidarité atlantique, l'Union de l'Europe 

Occidentale se révèle comme l'une des ré ali tés, que j'ai énumérées 

plus haut, à partir desquelles un pays européen de l'Alliance pourrait 

être érigé. 

J'ai la faiblesse de penser qu'elle occupe à cet égard une 

place privilégiée du fait : 

-. de sa compétence générale en matière de sécurité 

de son Assemblée parlementaire qui développe. - avec son 

Conseil des Ministres un dialogue démocratique, 

c'est-à-dire, public au niveau européen ; 

de l'évidente volonté poli tique que ses Etats membres, 

parfaitement traduite dans la Plate-forme sur les intérêts 

européens en matière de sécurité. 

·Cette dernière précise d'autre part sans ambiguité la 

manière dont les Sept, aujourd'hui Neuf depuis l'adhésion de l'Espagne 

et du Portugal à ·l'Organisation le 14 novembre dernier - envisagent 

non seulement leurs intérêts. de sécurité mais aussi. les options et les 

responsabilités qui en découlent et cela autour de trois grands ordres 

d'idées : 

- les conditions de sa sécurité 

- ses critères 

les devoirs qui en découlent non seulement au plan de la 

défense mais aussi du contrôle des armements et du 

dialogue avec l'Est. 

.- .. ~· 
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La Plate-forme a d'ailleurs d • ores et déjà reçu une 

· application concrète de par les actions concertées et coordonnées .. 

menées dans le Golfe par cinq des Etats U .E .0. 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 donne à 

tout cela une,dim~nsion supplémentaire et une situation accrue . 

• • 

LES PRIORITES DE L'EUROPE EN MATIERE DE SECURITE 

Voilà donc la construction européenne en train de mettre en 

place non sans di ffi cul té ni parfois quelque confusion - mais les 

choses ont-elles jamais été faciles ou simples d·ans 1' oeuvre 

d'édification de notre Europe 

sécurité. 

les éléments de sa dimension de 

Quelles dai vent être, dans cette perspective, ses priori té.s? 

Elles se trouvent indiquées dans 'la Plate-forme sur les 

intérêts européens de sécurité. 

Plus précisément ces priorités portent, pour l 1 avenir 

immédiat 

.. '; .. 
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en ce qui concerne le volet défense, d 1 abord sur notre 

rôle· dans l'Alliance et sur la part de responsabilités et 

de risques que nous sommes· prêts à y ·assumer et ensui te 

s~r notre détermi~ation à réagir à tout événement menaçant 

notre sécurité comPrise dàns le sens le plus large - où 

Qu'il apparaisse dans le monde et donc, aussi, dans les 

régions qui n'appartiennent pas à notre zone directe de 

défense 

en ce qui concerne le volet d"ialogue sur 'les négociations 

Est/Ouest. 

A ce dern_ier égard des choses considérables, je vous l'ai 

déjà dit à deux reprises ~ se passent en U.R.S.S. Elles annoncent 

l'avènement d'une possible phase nouvelle dans les relations entre nos 

deux parties du Continent, et, à partir de là, dans l'ensemble des 

relations internationales, une phase que j'appellerai, sans doute 

faute d'irnagination~.celle de "l'après après-Seconde Guerre mondiàle". 

Nous devons y être ouverts et définir ou précis~r des 

initiatives susceptibles de faire évoluer les choses dans un sens 

favorable à la sécurité de chacun et à la commune réduction des 

armements au plus bas niveau possible sur base d'un équilibre réel et 

vérifiable. 

Si je viens d'ajouter le verbe préciser au verbe définir_ 

c'est que je constate qu'une grande partie des initiatives qui nous 

viennent de f.1oscou et qUi sont bien accueilli'es par nos opinions sont, 

en réal"i'té, les copies conformes de propositiof?S qui avaient déjà été 

faites de notre côté. 

L'Europe serà donc attentive à prendre toute la part voulue 

dans la préparation des positions de négociations de 1' Alliance et 

dans les négociations elles-mêmes où e~le sera présente. 

•. 1 • . 
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Elle veillera à ce que celles-ci s'inscrivent dans le 

contexte d'un "concept 'global" tenant le plus grand compte de ses 

besoins de sécurité comme aussi de l'évolution de l'ensemble des 

rapports Est/Ouest, notamment au sein de la Conférence e·Jr la sécurité 

et de la coopération en Europe •. 

L'évaluation qui sera faite des possibilités 'de progrès 

réels, à ce dernier égard, se gardera de ne tenir compte que de la 

',~''corbeille" relative au contrôle des armements et de celle portant sur 

la coopération économique et' technologique. 

On veillera tout autant à la troisième portant sur la libre 

circulation des ·personnes, des idées, et -de l'infOrmation sur le 

continent Européen toùt entier. 

Ce n'est qu'ainsi que s'élimineront pr-ogressivement les 

obstacles à des contacts de plus en plus étroits à travers l'ensemble 

de l'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 à cet égard un instrument de grande valeur -

quel cadre institutionnel il sera, le cas échéant, possible de donner 

à des rapports qu'un dialogu; 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 pàrt qui leur revient dans la 

négocicition, ils doivent aussi être prêts à assumer celle. qui doit 

être la leur dans la protection de leur sécurité. 

• . 1 .. 
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. Les évolutions encourageantes que nous constatons en Union 

Soviétique, les signaux po si tifs qui nous viennent· de r~oscou 

n • empêchent pas _que la menace - dont l'existence e~t à l'origine de 

1' Alliance et de 1 'effort de défense poùrsuivi dans ce cadre par les 

Alliés européens - demeure. Elle est nucléaire, spatiale, chimique et 

conventionnelle : elle repose sur .un déséquilibre quantitatif et u~e 

doctrine d'emploi offensive. 

Certes, l'intention proclamée .de la direction soviétique est 

de. passer, en la matière d'une po si ti on offensive à une po si tien 

défensive. Il faut s'en réjouir et encourager une telle_ tendance. 

Si elle venait à se concrétiser, nous aurions alors affaire 

à deux Alliances, l'Atlantique et le Pacte de Varsovie dont la défense 

et non 1' attaque serait 1' axe· de leur stratégie. Ce serait là, en 

quelque sorte, la "mesure de confiance 11 par excellence,. celle qui 

constituerait sans conteste l'étape décisive vers un reJ)~üveau p~ofond 

des rapports Est-Ouest. 

Mais nous n'en sommes pas là. 

Ni le déploiement des forces du Pacte de Varsovie, ni 

l'instruction donnée à ses troupes, ni le caractère .. des manoeuvres 

auxquelles celles-ci. participent,' ni la nature des armes produites et 

le rythme de le"ur production - tous domaines où le.:;·.passage d 1 une 

po si tien offensive à une po si tian défensive ne pourrait ··manquer d 1 être 

remarqué 

Certes, 

ne donnent, à ce stade d'indications de éhangements. 

ceci peut prendre quelque temps et nous devons porter 

attention à tout ce qui se produira à cet égard. 

Mais en attendant, la dissuasion 

indispensable pour garantir la paix et la 

occidentale. 

demeure toujours 

l'Europe 

. . 1 . . 
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La Plate-forme sur les intérêts européens de sécurité garde 

donc toute sa valeur lorsqu'elle énonce 11 dans les circonstances 

actuelles et à échéance prévisible, il n'existe pas d'alternative à la 

stratégie de l'Ouest pour prévenir la guerre, stratégie ·qui a assuré 

J a paix dans la liberté pendant une période exceptionnellement longue 

ce notre histoire. Pour être. crédible et efficace, la stratégie de 

dissuasion et de défense dei t continU: er à se fonder sur une 

'.~·combinaison apPropriée de forces nucléaires et conventionnelles, dont. 

1 ~élément nucléaire est le se~l qui puisse confronter un agresseur 

éventuel à un risque inacceptable" et lorsqu 1 elle dit "Nous sommes 

déterminés à 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 

cohésion alliée : 

· - dans le domaine conventionnel, nous continuerons tous à 

participer aux efforts en cours pour .améliorer nos 

défenses ; 

- dans le domaine nucléaire également, nous continuerons à 

assumer nos responsabilités ~ certains d 1 entre nous en 

poursuivant des coopérations approprl.ées avec les 

Etats-Unis ; le Royaume-U_ni et la France en continuant à 

maintenir des forces nucléaires indépendantes, 

sont déterminés à préserver la crédibilité. 

dont il 

Ce dernier passage nous fait toucher à un problème qui .porte 

el) angl:ais le nom rébarbatif de "burden-sharing" et auque~ je préfère 

la locution française qui a maintenant cours "le ·partage 1:iu rôle des 

risques et des responsabilités". 

là. 

Mais quel que soit le nom qu'on lui 

Il pèse sur la relation transatlantique· 

est 

très 

.) 
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Il. serait érroné pour l'Administration américaine de réduire 

cette question à des comparaisons chiffrées le plus souvent trompeuses 

et d'accorder aux alliés européens, dans ce domaine,-· des espèces de 

bonnes et de mauvaises notes. 

Une telle position serait. contre-productive et dès lors 

nuisible. 

.•· ... 

Bien plus important me semble-t-il est pour les alliés de 

prendre ensemble la mesure de leur solidarité et- dans la perspèctive 

.des intérêts partagés- de se répartir d'un commun accord, les risques. 

et les responsabilités de notre défense commune en même temps que les 

rôles. 

Ne nous dissimulons pas · que la chose ne sera guère 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 prospères, mieux organisés et, si cette 

organisation est dotée d'une finalité politique plus prêts à 

s'assumer. 

Cela dit, il est important pour les Européens de se souvenir 

que le premier consommateu~ de sécurité doit aussi être, en 

l'~ccurence, le principal producteur de cett~ sécurité. 

En tout état de cause, notre sécurité comprise dans son sens 

le plus large ne se li mi te pas à la zone de notre défense directe. 

Après le Traité de Bruxelles modifié par les accords de Paris et la 

Déclaration de Rome d'octobre 1984 qui constitue "l'Acte de 

renaissanCe" de 1' U o E. 0 o - sa Plate-forme- sur les intérêts européens 

en matière de sécurité le reconnaît puisque les Etats membres s'y 

affirment résolus à "concerter nos politiques sur les crises sévissaht 

hors d'Europe dans la mesure où elles sont susceptibles d'affecter nos 

intérêts de sécurité". 

• .• .:.v-
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Cet engagement a d'ores et déjà été suivi .'de manière 

concrète puisque des Opérations navales, destinées à assurer la 

liberté de navigatïon dans le Golfe ont été poursuivies,· de façon 

concertée et coordonnée, par cinq Etats membres de l'U.E.O., en totale 

solidarité avec les deux autres. 

J'ai eu l'occasion de le mentionner mais je voudrais 

souligner l'importance de l'évén~ment dont les rHnistres de 

·~l'Organisation ont tiré le 14 novembre dernier les conclusions 

suivantes que je ci te "notant avec satisfaction le succès 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 contribution, que ce 

soit directement ou en remplaçant les forces nationales envoyées dans 

le Golfe, ou financièrement, et qu'ils se consacraient actuellement à 

une tâche importante consistant au déminage d' .une route de navigation 

(opération Cleansweep). Ils ont reconnu que l'expér~ence ti~ée des 

activités dans le Golfe renforcerait la capacité de l'Europe à mener 

une action concertée à l'avenir". 

Où peut-on imaginer, pour le futur, une .telle action 

concertée? 

Ce ne sont pas les régions qui manquent, de-la~Méditerranée 

à l'Afrique Sud saharienne, du Pacifique à l' Océ~n indién-. 
~" 

D'ailleurs, un sous-groupe du Groupe de· travail :, spécial de 

l' U. E. 0. suit régulièrement 1 • évolution des chOses en-· Mé~ii terranée, 

cette zone qui nous est si proche et dont l'importance _poUr 1 'Europe 

n'est pas à souligne_r. 

. ./ .. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Cette première session européenne de l'Institut des Hautes 

Etudes de Défense Nationale a cons ti tué sans aucun doute_ un grand 

succès. 

Celui-ci est ·ctû. bien ·sûr à l'excellence de l'organisation 
·,:. 

qui lui a été 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 venir ici exposer leurs 

idées, chefs et membres de gouvernements, personnalités politiques 

éminentes, le chef d'état-major des Armées français, importants 

responsables du secteur-public ou privé, experts réputés. 

Plusieurs suggestions ont été faites dans-- des domaines 

divers mais qui touchent tous à la sécurité de notre Europe et 

notamment par Monsieur Michel Rocard, Premier Ministre de la 

République française. Il a été particÙlièrement souhaité qu '.une 

coopération e~ropéenne s'instaure d'urgence dans trois domaines :. · 

celui de la recherche- et du développement (aussi en amont 

_que possible) des sys.tèmes d'armes et 0,':,~- procédures de 

vérification ; 

celui de la défini tien des besoins d'équipement pour les 

30 prochaines années et de l'harmonisation des concepts 

opérationnels 

.. 1 . • 
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celui des technologies de l'espace. 

Il a été, en outre, pro·posé 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 déploiements des ~orees et de contribuer à la 

vérification des accords de maîtrise des armements;. 

A l'égard de la réalisation: · de certaines de ces idées'· 

l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale pourrait jouer un rôle utile. 

Le Centre de réflexion dont elle dai t disposer pourrait 

assumer les responsabilités de centre européen de la transparence. 

L'U.E.O. poUrrait, d'autre part, favoriser l'harmonisation 

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. Il s'agirait donc 

d'évaluer les besoins des pays membres et. de mettre progressivement 

sur pied des échéanciers communs pour le renouvellement des matériels 

échéanciers, dans le cadre desquels pourrait s'élaborer la coopération 

industrielle tout en effectuant des économies d'échelle. 

D'un autre côté, la nécessité de s'adresser à nos opinions, 

de parler aux Européens occiden_taux de l'avenir de leur sécurité a été 

soulignée. A juste titre. 

L'Europe, j'ai déjà eu l'occasion de le dire, est d'abord 

une vision d'avenir. 

Mais c 1 est aussi une mul ti pl ici té de processus complexes 

allant sans doute dans le même sens - celui de plus d'échanges et 

d'harmonisation entre nos Etats - mais qu'i demeure obscure à nos 

. publics. C'est certainement le cas dans sa dimension de sécurité . 

. ./.: . 
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Quels sont les besoins de celle-ci ? - Comment 

s'articulent-ils avec les· négociations en matière de ·contrôle des 

armements ? Comment s 1 inscrivent-ils dans cette défense commune 

atlantique qui parait -parfois si lointaine à bon nombre de nos 

compatriotes qu'ils s '.en distancient sans di ffi cul té ? 

Autant de problèmes dont ministres, ' hauts nos _nos 

fonctionnaires, nos experts traitent à l'U.E.O. Mais autant de 

problèmes que nos opinions publiques ignorent, mécOnnaissent ou 

connaissent mal et dont elles tendent, dès lors. à se désintéresser. 

Un fossé peut donc se creuser et - se creuse sans doute -

entre les perceptions qu'ont de la sécurité de l'Europe une "éli te" 

d'experts et le gros du public. 

La chose est excessivement dangereuse car il est 

difficilement concevable dans nos démocraties de définir et de mettre 

en oeuvre une poli tique de défense dans le consensus de' la majorité 

des citoyens. 

Elle est, notons le, beaucoup moins sensible . en France 

qu'ailleurs et 1' action de 1' Institut des Hautes Etudes-- _de Défense 

Nationale et de son association d'anciens audi teur:s a ·assurément sa 

part dans cette situation. 

C'est pourquoi cette première session euroPé~·~n~ présente 

tant d'importance; 

ensuite. 

en. elle-même d'abord,. et par ses. prdlongements 

·-.~ 

Ces prolongements, quels peuvent-ils être ? : :::;··, 

En premier lieu, une poursuite régulière de rencontre, 

la Belgique a finalement accepté d'organiser la 1989 et 

la Grande-Bretagne a fait savoir qu'elle était intéres 1990 • 

. . 1 . . 
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En second lieu au-delà de l'organisation ponctuelle de tels 

séminaires, Monsieur Michel Rocard - et je lui en suis rec'onnais_san:t -

a souhaité la création d'un. Institut Européen des Hautes Etudes de 

Sécurité r·ottaché à l'U.E.O. 

Je désire beaucoup la création d'un tel Institut. 

En troisième lieu, pourquoi n'aurions nous pas une 

association des anciens auditeurs de_. ces se_ssions européel}nes ? 

Je souhaite personnellement beaucoup que les liens tissés au 

cours de cette première session, dans la complicité intellectuelle des 

Comités comme à l'occasion des péripéties des_ visites, perdurent. Si 

vous concevez, Mesdames et Messieurs les auditeurs, le . projet d'une 

association d'anciens de cette session, et des sessions européennes à 

venir, soyez assurés que les organes ministériels. de: 1' UEO vous 

offriront le soutien administratif et matériel nécessaire à la 

réussite de cette entreprise. 

sur pied des sessions à venir. 

Votre initiative faciliter a la mise 

Ces sessions, cet Institut, cette éventuelle association 

d'anciens joueraient à l'égard de nos publics un rôle important 

comportant celui de notre Assemblée parlementaire. et celui que 

s'efforcent de jouer le Conseil permanent et le Secrét~riat général de 

l'UEO. 

Unir les hommes cons ti tue la con di ti on . sine·- qua non de 
-:--·· 

l' aVè~ement d'une Union Européenne indépendemmen"t·. ·::~~de:·: toutes les 

formules institutionnelles que t'on peut.imaginer ou 

session_ européenne cons ti tue un premier pas de 

émergent les équipes qui, au gré de 

att~ndues, forgeront l'Europe de la sécurité 

moyens de son rayOnnement paCifique. La 

Cette 

patiemment 

les 

d'hommes 

., .f .. 

·• 1. 
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,et de femmes d'origines et de formations diverses est indispensable à 

la défini ti on par la concertation des objectifs priori tai res et· des 

concepts fondamentaux d'une stratégie européenne pour la consolidation 

de la paix et la promotion de la libre circulation des hommes et des 

idées sur toute l'étendue du continent européen. 

.. , 
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TOPIC 1 : THE BASES OF EUROPEAN SECURITY 

- Platform on European Security Interests 
Document UEO n° 1122 - 27 th october 87. 

- Brussels treaty permanent comm1sswn 
Communique of 17 th april, 1948. 

- Interview given by __ Mr François MITTERRAND; President of the 
Republic, to the "Nouvel Observateur"- ~"riday, 18 th decerr.ber 1987. 

- Speech of Mr Jacques CHIRAC, Prime mm1ster, at the 
Institute of Higher National Defence Studies - 12 décember 1987. 

- WEU and european security, by Daniel COLA RD 
Excerpts from "National Defence" - March 1988. 
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Document de l'As,embl<ic de l'Union de .1 'Europe Occidentale 

n'' 1122 du 27.10.87 

Plate-forme sur les intérêts 
européens en matière de sécurité 

La Haye, 27 octobre /987 

1. Soulignant l'~ttnchemcnt de nos pays aux principes <1ui fondent nos démocra­
ties et résolus à préserver la paix dans la liherté, nous, Ministres des Arfaires 
étrangères 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 rappelons notre engagement de construire une union européenne, 
conformément à l'Acte Uni<JUe Européen. que nous avons tous signé en tant 
que membres deîa Communauté européenne. Nous sommes convaincus que la 
construction d'une Europe intégrée restera incomplète tant que celte construc­
tion ne s'étendra pas ~ la sécurité el à la dé fen-.. 

3. Un instrument majeur pour atteindre cel objectif est le Traité de Bruxelles 
modifié. Ce traité, en instituant des obligations d'une portée considérable pour 
la dérenl"e collective, a constitué l'une des premières étapes de l'unité euro­
péenne. Il envisage également l'association progressive d'autres Etats euro­
péens s'inspirant des mêmes 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 l'unification européenne. 

4. Nous visons ainsi à développer une identité européenne en matière de 
défènse qui soit davantage cohérente et traduise plus efficacement les engage­
ments de solidarité que nous avons souscritS dans le Traité de Bruxelles modifié 
elle Traité de l'Atlantique nord. 

1 

S. Nous attachons une grande valeur à l'engagement continu, dans cet errort, de 
l'Assemblée de I'U.E.O .• qui est le seul organe parlementaire européen 
mandaté par traité pour débattre de tous les aspects de la sécurité, y con1pris les 
questions de défense. 

NOTRE OtMARCIIE PROCèDE OF.S CONDITIONS 

ACTUELLES DE LA SéCURITé EUMOPtENNE 

1. L'Europe est au centre tics relations Est-Ouest et, quarante ans après la fin 
de la Deuxième Guerre mondiale, elle reste un continent divisé. Les con­
séquences humaines de cCtte division demeurent inacceptables, bien (JUC Cer­
taines améliorations concrètes aient été apportées à un niveau bilatéral, et sur la 
base de l'Acte final d'Helsinki. Nous devons à nos peuples de surmonter- çette 
situation et d'e•ploiler, dans l'intérêt de tnus les Européens,les possibilités qui 
pourraient se présenter de nouvelles améliorations. 

Platform on European .. 
Security Interests 

The fÎ~gue, 27 October 1987 

1. Stressing the c.Jedication of our cou nt ries to the principles upon whid. our 
democracies are based and resolved to preserve peace in.freedom·, wc, the 
Foreign and Defence Minislers of the member States of WEU, reafllrm the 
commun destiny which llinds our countries. 

2. We recall our commitmenlto build a European union in accordanœ with the 
Single European Act, which wc ali signed as members of the European Com­
munily. We are convinced thal the construction of an integrated Europe will 
remain incomplete 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-rcaching obligations to collective defence, marked one of the early 
steps on the road to European unification. Jt also envisages the progressive 
association or othcr States inspired by the same ideals and animated by the like 
determination. Wc see the revitalisation of WEU as an important contribu­
tion 'to the hrmtder process or European unifio.~;on. 

4. We intcnd therefore to develop a mvr~ cohesive European defence it..icntity 
which will translate more effectively into practice the obligations of solidar1ty to 
which we are commilled through the modified Brussels and North Atlantic 
Treaties. 

5. We highly value the continued involvement in this endeavour of the WEU 
Assembly which is the only European parliamentary body mandated by treaty to 
discuss ali aspects or securily including defence. 

OUR STARTING POINT IS THE PRESENT CONDITIONS-

·:.."!"'-~· OF EUROPEAN SECURITY 

1. Europe remains at the centre of East-West relations aod, forty years aCter 
the end of the Second World War, a divided continent. The hu man con­
sequences or this division remain unacceptable, although certain concrete 
improvements have been made on a bilateral level and on the basis of the 
1-leiSinki Final Act. We owe it to our people to overcome this situation and to 
exploit in the interest of ali Europeans the opportunities for rurther improve­
mcnts which may present thcmselves. 
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2. L'évolution récente des relation> Est-Ouest, notamment en ce qui con· 
cerne la maîtriie dc:li armements ct le dé:iarmc:menl, de même ·que d'autres 
dévcloppemenb par exemple: dans le domaine des technologies, pourraient 
avoir <ki répercuwon> considérables pour la sécurité européenne. 

3. Nouli n'avons pü encore assisté à une diminution de l'effort mililairc que 
l'Union sovittique poursuit depuis de nombreuses années. La suuatiun gto· 
•tratégique de l'Europe occidentale la rend paniculitrement vulnérable aux 
forces supérieures, tant conventionnelles et chimiqùes que nucléaires, du Pacte 
de Varsovie. C'est là le probltme fondamental pour la sécuritt européenne. La 
aupérioritt des fora:s convcntionnelle~·du Pacte de Varsovie, et sa cttpacité à 
mener. par surprise, des optratiuru offensives de: grande envergure, constituent 
dan> ce conlexle une préoccupation paniculitrc. 

4. Dani ceS conditions la sécurité des pays d'Europe ·occidentale: uc: peut èue 
assurée qu'en relttlion étroite avec nO!t. alliés nord-u.m·éricuins. La stcurité de 
l'Alliance ebit indivüiible. Les rehations transadautiquc:s reposent à la {ois sur des 
valcun ct de111 intérêts communs. Tout comme l'engagement des dtmocratics 
nord-américaines est crucial pour la :.écuri11! europtenne, une Europt: occi­
dentale libre, indépendante el de plu• en plu• unie •••essentielle pour la >écu ri lé 
de l'Amérique du Nord. 

5. Nous sommos convaincus que la politique équilibrée que préconise le Rap­
port Harmel cie'mcure valable. La solidarîtl! polit_i4uc: ct un potenüc:l militaire 
adéquat au ttcin de l'Alliance atlanlique,la maîtrise des anncmcnts,lc: désanne:­
mcnt ct la recherche d'une dttente véritable:: restent partie: intégrante de cette 
politique. Sécurité militaire cl politique de détente ne sont pus contradictoires, 
maio complémentaires. 

Il 

LA SêCUIUT~ t:UilOPi:t:NNE DOIT ~E 

I'ONDfll. SUII. u:s CII.ITtlll!S SUIVANTS 

1. Notre objectif premier reste de prévenir toute forme de guerre. Nou!i 
c.mcndonS pré"rver noue sécurité èn restant prêts à nous défendre et en 
lllilintenant dc:s. capacités militaires propres à dissuader toute agre~ion ou 
intimidation, sans pour cela rechercher la su~riorilé mihtaire. 

2. Dans.les _circonstances actuelles et à. échéance prl!visible. il n'existe pas 
d'alternative à la suatégie de l'Ouest pour pet venir la ~uerre, slratégie 4ui a 
aJ:i.liuré la palx dans la libc:CJ:é J><:ndant une période excc:püonnc:llcmcut longue de 
notre hinoilc. Pour être crtdible ct etlicacc. la stralégie de dissuasion ct de 
défcnw: dolt continuer à sc fonder sUr une ~RJnbiùal~Kln appropriée JC forcclà 
nucléaires ct conventionnelles, dont l'élement nuclta1re est le seul qui puisse 
confronccr un '.agresseur éventuel à un ris~ue inaccc:ptable. ·· ,, 
3. La pr~sencc; imporlante des forces convc:ntlonndles et nud_tairc~ des Etats­
Unii jOue: un rôle irremplaç.abk dans la dtfcn:.e de l'Europe. Elles sont 
l'cxpre~âon concrète de l'cugagc:menl améri,:ain à la défc:n!t.e de l'Europe et 
con~tirucm le·tic:n indispensilbk: avec les ·forces de dissuasion stratégiques des 
Et~tts-Uni~. 

ri.: A li!""·"FDIIJoiiJ:. U.IC.I::.C&i':CrJo: 
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2. New dcvelopments in East-West relations, panicularly in arm• control and 
dioarmament, and also other devclopmcnts, for enmple in the spherc of 
lechnology, could have far-reaching implicatiom for European aecurity. 

3. We have not yct witnesscd uny lcssening of the military build-up wbich thC 
Soviet -Union has sustaincd over so·many yean;. The geoscrutegic situation of 
Western Europe makcs.it particularly vulnerablc..to the superior convemional, 
chemical and nuclcar forces of the· Warsaw l'act. This i• the fundamcnllll 
problem for European security. The .Warsaw Pact'!i ,.upc:rior convcntional 
forces and its capability for surprise auack and largc-scale offensive mion arc of 
special concern in this context. 

4. Under thette conditions the security of lhe Western Europc.11.n countrica can 
only be cnsurcd in close ussociation wlth our North Amcricwl alli~ .. lbc 
oecurity of the Alliance is in.t•visiblc. The panncrship bètwecn the two'aidca of 
the Atlunlic rest.s on the twin foundalions of shurcd values and intercit~t. Jwal u 

1 the conunitmcnt of the North Americt:tu. ~emocr~~i~s is vital to Europc"a 
Kcurity, B frec, indcpendcnt and incrca.singly more ùnilcd Western Europe il 

' •ital to the security of Nonh America. · 

5. h is our conviction lhat the balanced policy of the Harmcl Rcpon rcmaina 
valid. l'olitical solidarity and adequate military otrength within the Atl•ntic 
Allümcc, arms control, disilrmument and the search for genuinc dttentc cou .. 
tinue to be integral pans olt his policy. Military security and a policy of détente 
are· not contradictory but complementary ·' 

Il 

liUilOPl:.AN SliCU&ITY 5110ULU Ill!. 

BAStO ON THI! POLLOWINO CRIH!.IliA 

1. lt re mains our primary objective to pre vent un y ki nd of war. lt is our purposc 
to preserve our sccurity by maintuini-:ag dcfencc rcildiness and military capabili· 
tics adequate to deter aggression and intimidation without oeelcing miliiMy 
superiority. 

2. ln the present circumstanCI!s anQ as far au. we CAil forescc, there ii no 
uhc:rruative to the Western stratc:gy for the prevention of war, which·h~s tnliiUrcd 
peuce in .frecdom for an unprccedented periild of European hiotory. To be 
credible Dnd ctfcclivc, the strulcgy of lJeterrcnce and defcncc must cor,tinuc to 
be 'bU..d on an adeq ... te mi x of appropriait nuclcar und conventi01ilil foro;ca, 
only tlie nuclcar clement· of which can éonfront il poteptial uggreiiSOr witb ui 
uÎlacccptublc risk.. · · ' 

3. The substunlial presrnœ of US con~enlional and nuc~ear forces play& an 
irrcplaceable part in the deknce of Europe. They emb<ldy the American 
commument to the dcfence of Europe und provide the· indi•penli&ble hnkagc 
~ith. lhc US sua1egic dclcrreul. < ' 
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4. l..es ·forces eurnpéenncs jouent un rôle essentiel: la crédibilité glohale de 1:1 
slriitégie-rH.:cidcntalc de dissuasion el de défense ne peut êlrc maintenue sans 
une contribution. majeure: de la part de l' Eun1rc, en raisonlout particuliêremcnl 
t.lu.déstquilihre conventionnel' ljUi affecte lr~s directement sa séCurité: 

.. ~~--r~utopécns uni une rcspon!->ahililé m~jcurc en matière de </~fcnsc tc1nt sur 
Je plan conventionnel ttue nudéairc. D;,1_ns le dnmaine conventionnel. les fort:es 
des pi•ys membres de I'U.r:.o. curistitucnt une part essentielle des forces de 
l'Allia-nce. S'agissant des forces nudéaires l~ui toutes participent à la dissuasion, 
les ·coHpérations tJUC certains Elilts memhres erHreticnnent iiVcc_lcs Et<JIS·Unis 
sont nécessaires à la sécurilé de l'Europe_. Les forces indëpcndantcs de la Flilnt:e 
et c.lu Royaume-Uni contnhucnl à la dissuasion globale et à la sécurité. 

5. ·Le conrrôlc:r des armements et le dés.armcrncnt font partie intégranle dt! la 
politique de sécurité occidentale; ils n'en sont pas upe alll·rnativc. Ils devraient 
J)(rmcttre d'instaurer un équilibre des forces' stahlc au niveau le plus h<1s 
compatible avec notre sécurité. La pohtiq•1e de contrôle dL·s armements, comme 
notre puliti411e de cléfense, devrait tenir complc des intérèls spécifiques de 
l'Europe en mrtlière de sécurité dans une sir nation en évolution. Elle dnit être 
compatible avec le mainlicn de l'unité strarégique ùc l'Alliance et ne doit pas 
empêrhcr d'améliorer la coopération européenne en mati~rt! de defense. Les 
accords de contr.ôle des ;.urncm_ents doi_vcnl être effcclivemcnt Vérifiahlcs ct 
ré-sister à-l'épreuve du temps. L'Est eti'Oucsl ont un mëme intérêt à réaliser cet 
objectif. 

Ill 

I.ES ÈtAT's MEMHRES Of. l..'U.f.,O. f.NIENUf.Nl 

ASSUM.Ei PI.I:INf.MEN'f l.fURS RI:.SPONSAIIILIT(.S 

a. lJatu l' tlo,muin~ tl~ /,, l{~ft•ttst ocdtlcmttl/t 

1. Nous mppCioOs l'uhligalinn fondamentale de l'Article V du l'raité de 
llr:uxcllcs mudilié de porter aide el ••ssis111m:e par tous les moyens en noire 
pouvoir, mililuires c:t autres, dans le cas d'une ôllliltJUe arm~c dirigée conrre l'un 

·d'entre nous. Celle garamic, qui rellèle notre destinée commune, renforce les 
eng:.gements que nous :tvons pris dan!! ·le cadre de I'AIIiomce :~tlanri4~c. à 
ltu.Jucllc: chacUn de nous appartient, cl 4uc Otlus Sllmmcs tléterrniné!-t à préserver. 

2. Nous sunimcS cnnv;tin~us qu'u.ne EuropC plus un1e apporter;t u'nc con tribu­
lion plus forie à l' Alliant:c. au Oénéltce de la sél·nrité o<.:cidcnl<tlc dans !-.011 
cns~mhlc. Cela renforcera le rôle de l'Europe dans I'AIIianc:e ct assurera la hase 
d'une rdalion ti-ansatlanlittUe équilibrée. Nous sommes résolus à rcnforca le 
pilier.europécn de I'Aihancc. 

3. Nô1_1s sommes déte.rminés à 01ssumcr chacun notre p;ul de ht défense com-: ··'· r , , , ,. , . 
• mu ne.!. ~~-J.i' )lan~Je:-.~l<~llJai_nc conycntionncl <JIIC mu.:lé;1ire, conformé nu: ni ;10 

prim:ipc du partage dc!i ris•1ucs ct des re~pon!!.ahihtCs sur lcsqucl~ rrpose la 
cohésion alliée. '··- .-.:( ,,_. 

..... i···-::.;._D;pi~,l~ ûomai_nc conventionrwl, nous. continuerons tous à participer ;mx 
·"'~--- ,-dft.!f:IS en _coun .... pour améliorer nos tléfen~cs;. 
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4. l:uropcan forces play an essCntial rule: the ovërali crcdiÎJility of the Wc!!.tern 
strattgy or delerrcncc :uni tJcfcnce caririot be maintamed withnut a major 
Eurnpean cnntrihutiun, not !cast bccausc lhe convenlional imbalance affects 
lhe sct:urity .of Western Europe in a very direl'l way. 

· ll1e Europe ans have a. major i-esponsihil1ty hnlh in lhe field of convcntinnal· 
·and nuclcar dcfenc:c. ln the cnnvcntional field, the fnrt:es of lhe WEU 
mcmhcr States represcnl an esscntial part' of thosc Of the Alliance. As regards 
'nuclear forces, ali of which fi';rm n part or ûctcrrencc, the cooperative arrange­
ments thal certain mcmhcr St;1tes mainli.tin with the United States are necessary 
for the securily of Europe,..:-';J'hc indcpendenl forces of France: and the Unilcd 
Kingdom cuntrihute to uverall dctcrrcnce and securily. 

5. Arms control ilml diso1rmament ~t!'C "': mlegral pari of Western 'i~·~~rit)' 
polie y and nol an alrernalivc ln ol. They shuuld le ad ru a slable balance of forces 
ill the lowest level compatihlc with our security. Arms conrrol pnlicy should, like 
our defcnce po licy. ta kt! intn accounllhc specifie Europe;m security inte_rests in 
i!l1 evolving situ;•tinn. Jt must he consistent with the maintenance of lhe stralegic 
unit y of the Alliam:e and should not preclude doser European defence coopera­
tion. Arms control agreements have to he effcctively verifiable a.nd stand the test 
of tirne. E;1st itnd West h;1ve a commun interest in achteving this. 

Ill 

Til[- MEMIJI:R SI A TES Uf WEU INTENil 10 

ASSUMr ~UI.l.Y TlrEIR RESPONSIHil.ITIES 

a. '" Ille field of We.HutO <lefmu 

1. We recall ohe lundamcnl;ol ohligalion of Arlicle V olrhe modilied Hrussels 
Treuty ln proville alli he milil;1ry and olher uid nnd assistance in our power in the: 
r:vent of urmetl att1.1ck on un y cme of us. This pied ge, which re Heers nur cnmm{)n 
destin y, reinforccs qur commitme:nts under the Atlanlic Alliance, t_o which we 
ali he long, and whic.:h wc are .resolved lo preserve. 

2. lt is our conviction 1h011 a more unïteù Europe will make a si ronger conlrihu­
tion ln lhe Allianœ, tu the hcnclit or Western security as .a whole. This will 
enhancc the European rolc in the Alliance and ensurc: the hasis fur a halanced 
partnership across the Atlantic. We are rcsulved _tu strenglhen the European 
pillar ul ohe Alhance. 

3. We arc cad1 tlctl·rmincd tn co1rry nur sharc of the cnnunnn de fe nee in hoth 
the convcnlional;uuJ the nudear field, in acconlancc with lhc: prindples of risk­
and hunlcn-sharing whkh are fund<~mental ro allied cohesion. 

ln the ronvcnfJonallicltl, ull of us will continue hl play our pan in 1he on· 
going cff11rts lo improvc our dcfenccs. 
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.-·Dans Je domaine nm:lénire tgalemcnl, nous conlinuc.rons à as~urncr nos 
iespnnsah•lités: ce.n:tins tl'entrC nous en poursuivant des coopérations 
apJ•ropriécs avec les l:tals·"Unis; le J{o)rauinc·l.lni cl lit Fram:c en cmi­
tinuant ;i mainlcnir des forces nucléaires indêpcrulanlcs, dont ils sonl 
dCierminés à préscrv~r la t:rédilulité. 

4 .. Nous restons rl'sulus i1 poursuivre une intégr:ttion européenne 'lili s'étl·ndc à 
la sécurité ct l;t défense ct à contrihucr de manière plus efficace à la dêfcnsc 
commune de l'Ouest: 

En consC4ucnce, nous entendons: 

- assurer lJUC notre tlétcrmimttion à défendre, à ses frontières, tout Etal 
mcmhre soit claircmcnl manirestc au moyen de disJlusitions appropriées~ 

- améliorer nns consull;tlions cl élarF.ir noue coordination en matière de 
défense ct" de sécurité ct c.:arnincr à cette fin toute mesure pratique; 

- tirer le mcille.ur parti po.ssihk des m~c;tnismc~ inStilulionnc.ls c"istants 
pcrm'-·ttanl la parlicip:~tion lies Ministres de la Défense ct de leurs r~1m:· 
scntants aux :1ctivit6. tic I'U.E.O~ 

-·veiller à cc que le niveau de contrihulion de ch<h)UC po1y~ il la dl'fcnsc 
commune rcllèrc ses capacités de façon ttdéqwtle; 

- viser à une Ulilisatinn plus cflicace des ressources existante~. notamment 
en étendant la coopération militaire hilalérale ct regionale, pmtrlrriuivre ncls 
cfforls pnur maintenir en Europe une hase imlustrielle teduutlt,git)Uemcnt 
avancée et _intcnsihcr la coopCr:~tion en matière d';trmellll'llt; 

- concerter nus politi4uc.s sur les. crise~ survenant hnrs d'Europe, dans la 
·mesure oU elles sont susc:eptihlcs d't~ff"cl·tcr nos intérêts de sét.:urilé. 

S. Soulign:tnlla c.;ontrihution vitale que les pt~ ys de I'AIIiimcc non mcmhres de 
I'U.E.O. i1ppnrtcnt à l:1 sél·urité commune et o't la défense, nous continuerons à 
leS informer de nos activilés. 

b. · 1-."n nwtlirt• di ('OfltrtHf ~J,:.'i .. aritremt'llh" el df Jt.wrmt•melll 

J.. En matière de conlrblc des ;umcrnenls ct t.lc désarmenwnt, nous pour­
suivrons une politique ;u:liVl' visant· a inlluenc·cr les évolutions ,., venir th: l"aç~m it 
renforœr la sëcurué ct à ft~vorbcr la st;thlhlé ct la coopér.<ttion d;ms l'cnscmhlc 
de I'Euftlpc. La fermeté ella cohC!.ion de I'Allianœ ain~i qu~ de~ CPnsull;•tions· 
étroites entre tous les Alliés reslcnt eSsentaellcs !<ai l'on veut obtenir des ré~ulwrs 
concrets. 

2. Nous nous sommes cngag~s ;) mettre au poant notre cmu:epl global de 
maîtrise des armements ct de désarmement, t.:onformémcnt à la Dèclar:llion de 
l'Alliance du 12ruin J1)K7, ci à ment"r nos travaux tlttns le cadn: de cc cmlccpl Id 
qu'il est cnvisa~é particuht!rcmcnl aux pnm~raphcs 7 ct H de celle t!Ct:laration. 
Un acrmd entre les Etats-Un•~ ct l'Union sovu!tiquc pour J'ëlimination glohale 
des mi~siles I·NJ ha~ês à terre d'une port~c de 500 km à 5_.5tMI km constituera un 
élément important dans une telle approche. 

3. Dans la suite Je notre i1pprÙchc~ nous eKploit~rons toutes les possihilllé_s de 
nouveaux progiè" Yêrs dt.>s i"éducliuns ùes armements compatibles. :~vec notre 

.iœ+. ·-· '' ··wrt:.rcd- · \&WiJ..S&;è'iJ!4+ti3i·lo· til dv '~":J...: •:~·cc· <-·-~.,.,-.".;,~..,_..;..,L.·~,--.... .... ...., .... o .. l, •.. l;, .: , 

111r. ltAbUt rl.AII"OMN 

- ln the nudc;u li~ Id :•lsb, wc shall continue to carry our sharc: some of us hy 
pursuln~ appn,priatc"coc,pcratîv·e arrangemcrits with the US; the UK and 
Fr:mcc hy (."tllllinu'ing_ tu· molinülin in,JepeiUicnt ntu.:lear (urees. the crclli~ 
hility or which they _arc dCterminctl tu preser\le. ~ 

4. Wc rcmain dctcrmim:tl to pursuc European integratmn including securii)Ï 
and tlcfcnt:c amltl~ake a more .~fr cet ive. contrihutiun to lhe commun defc:nce of 
the West. ,, 

Tn this end wc shall: 

cnsure thal our detcrnï'f~iltion Iode fend un y mcmber counrry at its borders 
~s made dc<~rly muni fest hy mcans ur apprnpriatc arrangements; 

improvc our consult;llions and exlcnd our conrdinalion in ddcnce ant.l 
security nwtters and cx:tmine ali practical steps tu this end; 

makc th~ hcst pnssihlc use or 1he cxistii1g instiil.ational· mechanisms ln 
involve the Dcfcnl·e MiniMers and their representatives in the work of 
WElJ; 

- sec to it lhat the lcvcl of cach cuuntry's t:t.mtrihution to the commun 
ddencc :~de4uatcly retlccts ils cttpahilities: 

- aim at a mure dfcclive u~e or existing resources, inter ali;.a hy expanding 
hilatt!ral and regie mal militilry cooperation, pursue our cffprts 10 mainlain 
in Europe a tcchnologically advanced industrial hase ;md intensiry arma~ 
menis cooperation; 

,- concert tJur policics on crises outside Europe inst,(ar as lhey may affect our 
securily interc~ts. 

5. Emphasising the vll<~l contribution or the non WEU mcm~rs of the 
Alli<mce tn the common sccurity ami tlcfence, we will continue to keep them 
int"ormetl nf our .activities. 

h. ln the Jieh/ oj" ~1mu nmtrol mu/ Ji.mrmamtrat 

1. \Ve shall pursuc illl a(tivc arms control ami disarmament ptl_licy aimed at 
influcndng futu~e devclopmcnls in such il w;ty as to enhance ·securily and to 
(oster sl<thility o.md cooperation in lhc·wholc of Europe. The slcatlfastncss and 
cohesion nf the Alli;mcc ;md dose consultiltions among lill the Allies remain 
cssential if concrl'tC rl'sults arc tn he hrought uhnul. 

2. Wc arc commiucc.l to l'l;thorilte furlher our comprehensive cnncepl of arms 
control anc.l dlsarmamcnl in iiCcordancc with the Allitmce's declaration or 
12 June IIJH7 ami w~ will wt•rk within the framcwurk of this concept a!'i cnvisaged 
particularly in paragraphs 7 and H nf thisdedar:tlion. An agreement bctween the 
US and the Soviet Union (or the glohal elimination nf land-hitsed INF missiles 
with a range hetwcen 500 km and 5500 km will constitutc an imporlant element 
of sut.:h an ••rrroo1ch. 

3. ln purstung snch an approaL"h wc ~hall cxphnt ali opportunities _,o make 
fnrthcr progrcss towanls a~ms fec.Juctinn~. l"ompt~tihlc wîth our security anc.l with 
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sécurill ct nos priorit~s. en tenant coniptc du l<til tJUC les uav.tiUX en cc domaine 
snultvcnt des prubltmes complexes ct intcn.ltpenùants. Nous les étudierons 
tnsemhle, prcn;mt en consil!ération h!s exittcnccs I)(Jiitiqucs cl nnlit;•ircs de 
notre stc.:urité. Cl ,,d.c révoi~IIIUII des difléfCfiiCS négoCÎilhOOS. 

c. IJwu le ,fomtJÙit" du diulo;:ut tl tle la coophation tutrt f'E,·t et I'Ow•.u 

1. La n!S()(IOsahilité commune tle tous les Européens n'est pas seulement de 
p'r~server la paix, mais de le faire de momièrc constructive. L.cs di.,.positions de 
l'Acte final d'l-lr!sinki continuent à nous guider dans la réalisation de l'nhjectif 
visant fl surmonter. progressivement Iii t..livision de l'Europe. Nous devrons p:n 
consé4ucnt continuer :\ utiliser pleinement le processus de la CSCE ·afin de 
promouyoir une cnopération glohttle entr-= lOus les Etats participants. 

2. Les (lOssihilirts contenues d;1ns l'A ch! lin al devraient être t!lilploitées à l'und. 
En' cons~quencc nous cntcmlons: 

Chcnhcr :\ accroit re la tmnsp;1rcncc des tlttivitts cl des potcnlicb rnih­
wircs ct la pr~visihilité de~ cornportt•mcnts, conrormément au dm:umcnt 
de Swckholm de ltJHh, grâce à-de mmvclles mesures de confian·cr., 

mettre tout en ucuvre pour assurer un respectlolal c.lcs droits de l'homme, 
sans lequel il n'csl pas de poüx réelle possihlc. 
ouvrir c.lc nouvelles possihilit~s de coopération ft l'avantage de tous dans 
les domaines de l'tnmmnic, tJc· la tct:hnologic. tic h1 ·science ct de la 
protet:tion de l'environnement, 

- multaplicr les occasions tl'aci.:roitre la lihre circula1ion des personnes, des 
idées ct de l'information dans l'ensemble de l'Europe, et intensilier les 
éch;,m~es culturels, et promouvnir ainsi des améliorations çoncrètcs dont 
bénéhderont tous les peuples européens. 

None ohjcclif est de promouvoir l'intégration cutopécnnc. D:tns cette 
Perspective nous poursuivrons nos cffnns pour ;1houtir à une cnntlération plus 
~troite en m.atière de stcurité,lc couplage avec les Etats-Unis étant maintenu ct 
les c.:onditions d'une sécurité égale dan~ l'ensemble ùc l'Alliance assurées. 

t 
Nous sommes conscients t.le l'hérit;~ge tJu'onc en t:ommun tuus les pays de 

notre continent divisé, dont tous les peuples ont un mëm~ droit de vivre dans la 
paix. et la hhcrté. C'est pouuluui nnus somml's déterminés:\ fatrc toul ce 4ui est 
en notre pouvoir pour otttcindrc notre hut llnill d'un ordre de paix juste ct 
durahlc en Europe. 

111r. IIAt,\1\: ·.-t,..trot.t-t-

our prioritics, taking into aet:ount the rélct thal work in this area ra.i~s compte x. 
and intcrrclilted a~sucs. Wc shall cvaluate them togethcr, bcaring in mi nd the 
pulHit:;,tl anJ tm lit at y tctpurcmcnts ur tmr security ~mtl p1ogress in the different 
ncgt,tiatiuns. 

c. ln tht• jidd of but·-Wt·.u d1aloKtlt' and t'OOJ'emtion 

1. The corn mon rc::sponsih~lity of ali Europeans is not only to preserve the peace 
hut to shape it cnnstnu.:tivcly. The J lclsinki Final Act continues to serve as our 
guide to the fullilmcnt of the ohjcctive of gradua li y overcomîng the division of 
Europe. Wc shall thcrcfi,~C coruinuc tu m:1kc full use of the CSCE pr(}Cf!Ss in 
ortler to promote comprehensive cooperation amung ali pa.nicipating states. 

2. The possihilities containcù in the Final Act should be fully exploited. We 
thcrdorc intcmL 

- tu scck to increasc the transp:.1rency of miiii41TY P.Jtcntials and activities and 
the cakulahility of l•dmviour in acconlilnrc with the Stockholm 11ocumcnt ~ · 
of ltJHO hy l'urlher cuntidencc-buih.ling measurcs~ 

- vigorously to pursuc our efforts tu rnwidc fnr the full respect of human 
rights without which no genuinc pence is possihle~ 

- tu open new mutually Oenclicial possihilities in lhe fields of economy, 
technolttgy, scicrlce and lhe protection of the environment; 

- to achievc more opportunities for the people in the whole of Europe to 
move frccly ami tn _exdlilnge oPinions and information and to intensify· 
cullural eu,wn~t·s. and thus to promole cuncrete improvements for the 
hcnefit or "Il people on Europe. 

Il is our uhjccrivc ln furthcr European intc~ralion. ln this perspective we will 
continue our eHorts tnwards doser set: uri! y uHlperation, maintaining cuur.ling 
with the United Stt~tcs antl ensurir:.t;, C~iH..Iitions of e4ual security in tk· /.iiiancc 
as a whole. 

We are cnnscious of the common heritage or our dividcd conünent, ali the 
people of which have an equul right to live in pt ace and frcedom. Thal is wh y we 
are· determined to do .ali in our power 10 achieve our ultimate goal of a just and 
lasting peaceful ordcr in Europe. 

...., . 
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sus~u.s TRE.ATY PERY.AA'ENT co!81IssroN 

Co!mrunioue· of l7th .April, 194e 

. . "The Five Foreign Ministers of the Signa:bory 
Powers of the Brussels Treat:y met in ParJ.s on ~';Jth April, 
1948, in Consultative Co'Unc1l und er the terms. of Artiel~ 
7 and agreed on the followiog arrangements with a view to 
ensuring the implementation of the agreement of 17tb. Mareil. ,. 

• • 
{l) The Pemanent Consultative Counc1l ehall 

··~ 

be composed. of .the Pive Foreign Minietere - • 
The Council wdll meet in each of the capitale 
of the Sigcator~ States in turn whenever auch 
a meeting ie believed neceeeary, and in any 
case once every three mooths. . .. 

{2) The Permanent Organ of the CoUncil eh..!lll 

1· 

be composed of the diplomatie representatives 
of Belgium, France, Luxembourg and ~olland, 
in London and the repreeentati;e appointed for 
this purpose by Hie Majeety' e Oovernment. It 
will be aeeieted ·-by a Secretariat. It w1ll 
meet at leest once a month. 

(.3) The securi ty. problel!lll envieaged in the ~-. 
( . Treaty ehall nonmally be handled by the reepon­

sible Minietere ,or the different countries, who 
v:ill meet in Lond-on to diseuse t.hem whenever 
this ia deemed neceeeary. In order to pureue 
the etudy of tneae same ~ueations a permanent 
Military Committee ahall be set up in Lon~on 
under the authority of the Council and under 
the control of the Poli ti cal representatif' es 
mentioned in paragraph {2). 

(4) The Counc11 shall decide on periodical 
meetings, in a place to be deeignated, of 
ld1niatere or competent exPerte to deal 'Hl1th 
economie, social and cultural questions. In 
order to pureue the taek undertaken at the 
meetings, the Council shell decide to set up 
special Co=itteee to this end. 

(5) All the Comm1 tteeEi Ill'3ntioned ab ove ehall 
report·to the Consultative Council." 

Le.ncaeter House, S.iY.l. 

7th June, 1948. 
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"On 17. Hsrch 1988 ll will 
'. Treely wae elgned ..• 

be forty yeere elnce ,_the Brussels 
t ,., ! 

The Treety, ~1lch ~as emended ln 1954 by the Parle Agreements, 
con~lltutea the legal basle of Western European Union (WEU). 

This organlzatlon 1 whlch was reactlvated ln 1904, ls todoy the 
centre oF Europeen polltlcal cooperation ln eecurlly mell~rs 1 
wlthln the conlexl of Atlantic aollderlly whlch 1t aeeks. lo 
elrengthen. 

The adoption ln Gctober 1987 ln The liegue ·or e "P ietrorm on 
European Securltr lnteresle" end the .coordination wlthln the 
Organlzetlon of l 11e naval operation ln the liulf ·are perl of the 
seme process. 

2 

Thla atmlvereery will be commemoreled by e speech on 17 Hercl1 .ln 
The Hague by lk. flans ven den llroek, Nelherlends foreign 
HlnlsleF, whose country et present holds the presldenc~· or WEU." 

"Il y sure quarante ens le 17 mars 1986 que le Traité de Bruxelles 
a été signé. 

Ce Traité, amendé en 195~ per.lee Accords de Peris, constitue le 
base juridique ~e l'Union de l'Europe Occidentale (UEO). 

Cette organisation qui e été réactivée en 1964, est aujourd'hui 
le centre d'une coopération politique européen~e èn matière de 
sécurité s'inscrivent dans le perspective de le solidarité 
atlantique qu'elle souhaite renforcer. 

L'adoption en octobre 1987 h Le Haye d'une "Plate-forme sur les 
intérite européens en matière de sécurité'' et la coordination •u 
sein de l'organisation de l'opéretio~ navale dans le.Golfe. 
participent de cette même démarche. 

Le'commémbrelion de cel anniversaire fera l'objet d'un discours h 
Le Haye le 17 mers de H. liens ven den Broek, ministre des 
Affairee étrangères des -Pays-Bas, pays qui assure actuellement le 
présidence de l'UEO.'' 
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LA RELANCE DE L' UEO : UNE DECLARATION DU PRESWENT GOERENS 

PARIS (EU), ~ardi 29 dêcembre 1987- Dêgageant les conclusions des travaux du Comitê 
des Prêsidents,· organe directeur de l'Assemblée, qui s'est réuni la semaine dernière 
à Paris; M. Charles Goerens, Prêsident de l'Assemblée de l'UEO, a fait la dêclaration 
sui vante : '- ·* -

"1. Ai terme de l'année 1987, il.faut se féliciter de l'adopiion par le Con­
seil de l'UEO; le 27 octobre dernier~ La -Haye, de la "plate-forme sur les intêrêts de 

: >écurité européens", qui représente la première manifesta bon d'une volonté, de la part 
des pays membres, d'affirmer l'identitê européenne en matière .de dêfense, depuis l'échec 
de la Communautê Europêenne de Défense (CED) en 1954. 

2. D'autre part, la concertation entre pays nEmbres de l'UEO face à la crise 
du Golfe constitue une "prem1êre'' dans l'appl1cat1on du paragraphe 3 de 1 'Art1çle VIII 
du .lra1té de Bruxelles modifié dont l'efficacité pourrait être renforcée par la créa­
tion, au sein du Secrêtariat Général de l'UEO, d'une "cellule de crise", capabl~- de _ 
fonctionner en permanence, face aux menaces qui affectent les intérêts europé~ns hors 
de la zone OTAN. 

3. En ce qui concerne le problème de la restructuration des agences de l'Urn, 
demeuré sans solution à la veille de l'échéance du 31 décembre 1987 : le Comité des 

· · l'res1dents expnme l'espo1r que sera dêgagee prochalnemenJ une solution {]Ui soit à la 
• !>auteur des défis lancés à l'Europe de la défense, dont la voix parvient difficilement 

à se faire entendre sur des dossiers qui engagent son avenir. 
4. En ·ce {]Ui concerne enfin 1 'élargissement de 1 'Union, le Comité des Pré­

s-idents constate {]tle la cohésion de l'Europe occliienta le dans son ensemble serait affai­
blie par le refus d'ouvrir les portes de l'Union de 1 'Europe Occidentale 1 des pays 
tels que le Portugal et l'Espagne. 

5. Dans ces conditions, l'Assemblée de l'UEO, sous l'impulsion de son Pré­
sident et de son C~nité du Président réuni le 17 décembre 1 Paris, a tenu 1 assurer 
le ,Conseil de son appui en 1988, dans les efforts qu'il entreprendra pour dérwqer une 
solution de ces problèmes afin de répondre à J'attente de l'opinionpublique européenne." 

4544 

' • • !,._!>., ,, ' ' 

~ il 
. F-

l· 

,_ 
,, 



~~~t~·y,%'i:j'f'f;;;~~?iW!WWiWWé'~~M-1tFt~NW~~zrrts:>WAtf;e,~n~<;;:&~4~--;;<1:~~~---p----wfJfMry"T~W1fê7#ŒfrJW&\, . . 

.·.; .· 
. -·~ ... 

PRESIDENT OF THEREPUBLIC 

~ress Departrnent . ·. 

Q. 

INTERVIEW GI\~ BY MR FRANCOIS MITTERRAND, 

PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC, 

TO THE 'NOUVEL OBSERVATEUR' 

Friday, 18 Decernber 1987 

, •;rs this Washington Agreement historie or not? 

PRESIDENT - This is the first tirne that the soviet Union and the 

United States have disarrned since the Second World War and it is 

the first tirne that on-sité· inspections have been allowed. In 

that sense, this exceptional event will be historie if i t marks 

the beginning of .a genuine peace- process which will have to be 

taken rnuch further for ït. will not becorne historie if we stop 

there. 
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Q. Usually, the. aim has be en to try to impose li mi ts. Is 

the process now being.reversed? 

PRESIDENT ·- Let' s face i t ,. there has al ways be en 'o.ver-arming'. 

, Q. You said in Le Creusot that one ei ther had to qisarm or 

ove_r-arm. Why? 
• • 

PRESIDENT Because there is no ether choice. Failing a 

disarmament agreement, ·each of the two superpowers wi 11 endeavour · 

to be better . equipped and stronger than the ether. It •s a 

matter of escalation. It has always been like that and cannet be 

otherwise. There is no evidence to the contrary. And a country 

like France, which must maintain i ts · credibili ty and nuclear 

deterrent, has to do.the same. 

Q. Sorne people find the total euphoria in American public 

opinion irresponsible. What is your view? 

. 
PRESIDENT - It 's a good thing . to disarm and I fi nd i t qui te 

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 mali in , the street is saying that . all this 

is happening without us. 

PRESIDENT - Of course it is happening without us since these are 

negotiations between Arnericans and the soviets about Arnerican and 

soviet weapons and their agreement is binding only on them. 

Q. When it is said that this is .happening wit:hout us, does 

that mean at our·expense? 

PRESIDENT -I don't. think so. ·It would be at our expense if the 

Russians and.Arnericans had persuaded us·to reduce our own levels 

of · arrnaments.' This has indeed been suggested to us on various · 

occasio_ns but, from the start, we have categorically rejected any 

such po_ssibility. The rnatterhas not been:n\eritioned since, until 

the next tirne that isi 

Q. Do you not think yourself that we have a right to have 

sorne say in the matter? 
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PRESIDENT - .Not only do I not regret that France was not party to 

the negoti.ations but, if I had been asked, I would have refused. 

If Francehad been involved, tt· would have been required to place 

it~ weapons on the table, which was inconceivable. There is such 

an imbalance in the ratio. of forces! The Americans have sorne 

13.000 strategie nuclear warheads and the Russians over 11.000. 

We, ~or pur part, have sorne 300 which is enough for us but gives 
... 

us margin in di sarmament ' • 0 WhllSt the ethers of manoeuvre no 

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 disa.rmament. 

Q. What were they? Could you outline them again? 

PRESIDENT.-' Of ·course. Firstly, that the gap betweenthe nuclear 

potential of the two superpowers and our own should, to bègin 

with, be considerably reduced; secoridly, 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. 
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Q. ·. You have therefore confirmed .to me that you are the 

European Statesman who most approves of this agreement. 

PI\E;SIDENT -i That's for you to judge. But there is a logic to the 

facts. When, . in 1977, the Soviets installed their first SS20 

missiles targeted on Europe, I aierted public opinion. The se 

missile~ which, with a range of 4. 500 km, could not. cross the 
. . 

Atlantic and therefore hi t America, did however threaten the 

entire military structure of Western Europe from Northern Norway 

to Sou the rn Italy. I saw in this threat a desire to split the 

European and Arnerican allies and to weaken their. defence reflexes 

through division. 

When in 1979 the NATO integrated command decided, 

over a four year period,. (i.e. by 1983) to instal Arnerican•, 

Pershing II and cruise missiles on the continent of Europe if.· the 

Soviets maintained or, worse, increased the number · of the ir 

SS20s, what I said everywhere, including in the National Assembly 

was: "Neither SS20s, nor Pershing Ils". 
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When, in 1983, the soviets tefused .to withdraw the 

SS20s and I detected hestitation in sorne quarters to implement 

the NATO decision, I said iri the speech to the Bundestag in Bonn. 

that I favoured the Pershing II deployment which, in my view, was 

the only way of restoring tLe balance in this category of weapons 

between East and West and of forcing the ussR to negotiate. Well 

now, since the Americans and Russians have toda y agreed, by à 

pr.oce:§s of reciprocal inspection, to remqve the SS20s and 

Pershing IIs, I can only give my approval. 

In short, it was NATO which first proposed the 
·--

zero-option which is another way of saying "No SS20s and no 

Pershing II s"; i t was then Ronald Reagan who rei terated. this 

commi tment in 19 81 . Should one be against the idea becau.se 

Mikhail Gorbachev has now in turn come round to the idea? 

Q. A number of leaders cannet openly oppose the disagreemerit 

but secretly reject it in their subconscious ... 

PRESIDENT What do you mean "they cannet? " Of course they 

can! 

4545 
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Q. What I mean is that theycannot morally oppose it ... 

PRESIDENT - Why? They have only to state the ir view. It •s a 

question of intellectual courage. If they believe that the 

Washington Agreement is a threat to our security they should say 

so and stop pretending. 

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 pre fer peopÙi who oppose the idea and gi ve the ir 

reasons. 

Q. ' Behind the ir exhortations and t!leir calls for vigi lence 

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, the re is no forget ting what the Alliance means, that is 

indeed a real danger. 

Q. Has the automatic solidarity or coupling .between the 

United States and Europe been called into question by the Reagan.-

Gorbachev agreement? 

4545 
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PRESIDENT Make no mist.ake, solidari ty has never been 
r 

automatic 1 It was because the immediate intervention of the 

United states in Western Europe wa,s uncertain that General de 

Gaulle wanted- to leave the NATO integrate.d command and provide 

France wi th an independent _nuclear deterrent force under his 

control. Nothing has changed since. Sorne leading American 

_ figUfes have clearly stated that they have no intention of being 

drawn into a war in Europe wi thout - the opportuni ty for prior 

assessment. Others have been more reassuring. An example of the 

former -case is Henry Kissinger and of the latter Rona_ld Reagan. 

The problèm is not new. Th_e Reagan.:..Gorbachev agreement did not 

create this vacuum; it has been there for sorne time. 

Q. But does the agreement expected this vacuum? 

PRESIDENT - No, securi ty depends on a balance 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 American forces in 

Europe artd _'that the removal of the Pershing II missiles 

undermin·es this presence. 

4545 
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PRESIDENT - It would paradoxicaL to suggest that securi ty in 

Europe had only been ensùred for four years from 1983 to 1987· 

thanks to the Pershing II missiles. alone. But it is true.that 

the American mi li tary presence on our continent iE, an important 

deterrent factor. 

Q. ~ 
•Because it commits the Americans? 

PRESIDENT - · In sorne ways, yes. Nevertheless, this commi tment 

depends more on- the feeling of the United States, as a world 

power, that they cannet lose interest in Europe wi tho ut 

endangering < themselves. At the·endof the day, it is alla 

matter of· r:esolve on the part of the American people and of their 

President. No strategy can replace poli ti cal wi 11. 

Q. So many factors about which you were saying that there 

were grounds for doùbt arid that i t was that which prompted the 

decisions by General de Gaulle. 

. 4545. 
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PRESIDENT .-. The Atlantic Alliance ·is a rea li ty which must' not be 

unde:restimated. However, having . come round to a. st:rategy of 

graduated or. flexible response between 1962 and 1967 under the ·.\ 
.. 

impetus of President Kennedy and· Mr MacNamara, the · European 

members of the NATO integrated structure preferred not to know 

when and under what conditions the Americans would come to their 

afd · OJl. the ground. · 
' 

Q. 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- Notunder.present circumstances. 

Q. Do you dread it happening? 

4545 



.-·' 11 .~ 

PRESIDENT- As Aragon said, nothing is ever certain. 

Q. May I corne back to your critisisrn of NATO stràtegy? Have 

:~rou always been opposed to "the flexible response"? 

PRESIDENT -.I have.strong reservations àbout this.strategy which 

offers a worrying way out for our transatlantic allies. I know 
~ 

that I am one of the few who think in this way. Generally, this 

opinion surprises and shocks Atlantic milieux. I realised this 

only recently last May in Vènièe wheni had a detailed discussion 

on tne subject wi th Hr Reagan, Mrs Thatcher and Chancellor Kohl. 

I always corne back to the sarne point. The airn of the deterrence 

strategy is to prevent war not to win i t. Anything which 

detraèts from this worriès me. Many people lose sight of this 

fact. 

. . ' 
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Q. Could NATO adopt a strategy of total response? 

1 

·PRESIDENT - This is not the prevailing · state of. opinion. But 
i 

1 

France rejects any form·of flexibility for itself. 1 

.1 
' 

•. Was not the 'flexible response' logically unavoidable? Q. 

PRESIDENT Avoidable, yes. No country would.run the risk. of a 

nuclear war or a conventional war which would inevitably lead to 

a nuclear war if it thought it would be the victim. That is our 

best guarantee. 

4545 
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Q. ·To come.back·to your argument •. therefore,·.basically one 

of the risks of· 'decoupling'. ·arises from this strategy of 

flexible response ... 

PRESIDENT·- No. A flexible. s·trategy is not the cause but the· 
1 

effect of he si tating to give .deterrence its true content.· 

Can one say therefore that the spirit of the washington 
. : ' 

Q. 

Agreements has steepened this slope? 

PRESIDENT - On the contrary, i t allows us to come back to the 
. 1 . . 

true deterrent, namely the long-range nuclear weapons which can 

dirlctly hit enemy territory. 

4545 
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One idea put forward and which apparently :frightens sorne 
- : . 

the elite is that of the 'denuclearization• of Europe and the 

ld. 

- For the time being, it is no more than an. idea. 

several years will be required to implement·and oversee 

Wa9hington INF agreement, then several years more to achieve 
' ' 

planned 50% reduction in the us-soviet strategie arsenal and 

years. more than that to rnake · a · further step forward. 

denuclearization would presuppose .disarrnarnent and a 

of forces at a low level. and in all areas. we have not 

that stage. · Everyone knows that. •angelisrn• has not so. 

the hallmark of international relations. To achieve it 

be admirable. Leave me tirne to get .used to it. 

4545. 
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Q. Do you, think i t is acheiyable des pi te the US-Soviet 

disagreement over the ABM Treaty and SDI? 

PRESIDE~T - The two superpowers can, if ,T!1ey __ wish, fi nd common 

grounld based on compliance wi th the ABM Tna:t'y and a 50% eut in 

their strategie weapons. They merely have to agree on the type 

* of tests ~uthorized in space because laboratory research is no 
1-

longer a problem. 

Q. May I come back to my question_ on denuclearizàtion 
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. \. 

Then let me be clear. 
---~;r 

to the integrety and independence of· our country, :.:'.~ .. f.;J,: 

of what form that th.reat· takes;: be it nuclear, .. ;!! 

or . chemical, France will maintain its nuclear, · .. ;~ 
capabi li ty. 

The Communist Party says · that you are opposed 'to · 

. ~'"" 
i:lr~ 

·~i 
.. ;tl 

0-f. 
.·v 
:g 
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But who would c4 

ask France to abandon its weapons before the superpowers.had 

their-s? Nei ther the Americans. nor the Soviets are 

to do that. I think French people understand my 

easoning. 

4545 
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Q.. .·And during· this. period will th~ credibility - vital to 

our deterrent force - remain intact? 

PRESIDENT Yes. When the· Americans and Russians overarm 

1 themselves, ·it . is a major effort for· us to stay above. the 

crldibility threshold.· But we have done so and will continue to 

do so. Happily, disarmament opens up new prospects. 
"::' 

Q. Don't you think that the French deterrent has, to however 

a small degree, 
. 1 . 

current debate and technological progress? 

been undermined psychologically? By SDI, the 

4545 
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PRESIDENT Ali this has to be· set• in different· ·contexts . 

. FlJxible response is already twenty · years old. The 

imJlementation of the American SDI is far from being ensured. 

Ne~ther of these two things·has signed away the ·French deterrent 

wh~ ch depends solely on our poli ti cal will. . 

Q. In your thinking, everything that is not a global 

response undermines deterrence. · 

PRESIDENT - Yes. 

Q. In the Federal Republic you spoke again o! the neutron 

bonib 

s, ~ILl ... , .. &MJ! A ; .i Gl a 
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.PRESIDENT ·- We have the capacity tomanufacture the neutron boinb 
1 . 

whenever we wish. But I said in Hanover that France · wou1d not 

1 . 

take such a 

diJarmament 

decision if there werepossibilities for conventiona1 

in Europe. 

'Q. In 1980 and 1981 you sail!· on two occasions that the 

soviet Union was in the process of stockpi1ing weapons to win a 

1 . '1 . . war w1thout wag1ng one. 

PRESIDENT - The aim of any strategy is to obtain without war what· 

on~ could obtain wi th war. That 's known as the_ strategy of 
1 .. 

threat. But I do not be1ieve for one minute that the soviet 

· union has · be1licose intentions·. Its people know ·the terrible 

1 . 

priee of war and its leaders are advocating peace. .Therein lies 

1 . 

everyone•s interest. 

4545 
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Q. Do. the good intentions shawn by Mr Gorbachev in these 
1 . . . . 

agreements imply that he bas abandon~d the traditional desire to 
1 . . ' 

decouple the United States from Europe? 

PRES! - No. Even though. I am . co·nvinced tha t Mr Gor ba chev 

ts peace for its own sake and all that flows ~rom that; 
,; 
• 
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Q. Prominence is being given at the moment to a number of 

iinpressive· texts. on the logic of the soviet Union - Tatu and 

Hdffmarui have done this -. namely, · that the re is a durabili ty in 

tJe will to bring about decoupling which has been constant· over 

tJe last two. decades. Do you not think that a situation might 

1. h. F . d . ar1se w ere rance would be force to y1eld to these pressures? 

PRESIDiNT - One merely has to say no and stick to that. 

Q. Is that so, easy? 

PRESIDENT - I wi 11 reiter a te for you what I have wri tt en and 

Sjat.ed several t1"mes. w As long as France has. the technical and 

fJn~cial capability, it will equip itself with all the weapons 

wJich' the others possess. It's quite si~ple. If these weapons 

dJsappear everywhere else, the same will happen here. 

Q. Why have we decided to manufacture chemical weapons? 

' 4545 
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- Becaus_e of the rule r have just described. Because · 

are manufactured in the soviet Union and in the United 

But I hope that the superpowers · regain their 

respect the long-standing agreements (in respect of 

France is thé depository state), banning the use of 

weapons and that · these agreements are _extended to 

manufacture and stcirage. Long live the wor ld wi thout 

weapons? Our diplomacy is directed to that end. 

noes nuclear disarmament increase the importance of 

- It brings them more to the, forefront and spurs us on­

them. to achieve a balance of the present forces at the· 

st possible level which precludes the yossibility of surprise 

ack. The normal framework for these negotiations is the 

Conference which brings together all countries of Europe 

is not simply a 'Bloc-to-Bloc• negotiation. 
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All things considered·, do you have an opinion regarding 

these agreements and their follow-up? 

PRESIDENT That the balances be preserved. It would be 

unlhinkable that disarmament should reduce .the level of security 

in the world when it. is designed to increase it. 

Q. ~ Have the soviet union or Americans informed you of their 

ta,lks? 

PRESIDENT - Yes, Ronald Reagan telephoned me on Friday evening in 

1 Anfibes where the Franco-African Summit was taking place and in 

Pa;ris I have received emissaries from Mr Gorbachev. 

Q. Now a question which everyone i9, asking. What is our 

deferrent force protecting? 

Who else is protected by it? 

Can Germany be associated with.'it? 

PR>ESIDENT- I'll give you the standard reply. The aim of the 

4545 
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strategy· is to protect our ·country from war and what 

i ts vital interests. The President of. the Republic 

only able to decide if and when these .interests are 

The Republic of Germany. is our ally in two 

. firstly, wi thin context of the. Atlantic Alliance and, 

s1econdly, by virtue of the e Tre;o,.ty signed in l963 between 

·. Gaulle and Adenauer and·· wiî:ose 

years la ter wi th Chanc 

our links by the 

will not go as far 

military provisions I revived 

or Kohl. We are planning to 

of January 1988. This 

sharing the decision-making 

using nuclear forces because se competences come under 

ional au tho ri ty and also because the Federal Republic has, 

the last World War, .. been subj to special constraints . 

. is nevertheless our intention to and develop wi th the. 

Republic an embryonic joint ional army and to work 

to start to build a European defence. 

4545 
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Q. so. there is no possibility of discussing any sharing of 

nu<::lear weapons with theGerrnans? 

PRESIDENT - The nuclear decision and its implementation cannot be 

1 . shared w1th anyone. 

Q. il But what can be shared? 

PRESIDENT - Everything else. 

Q. What then is the rneaning of the expression 'cornrnon 

strlategic space' and the phrase used by Jacques Chirac in his 

recent speech to the. 'Institut des Hautes Et1,1des de la Défens.e 

NaJioriale'rn,· narnely 'there can be no battle ,of Germany and a 

baJtle of. France'? 

PRESIDENT - It means that the dual Franco-German alliance will 

opelrate corne what may. 

4545 
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. '. 
Q. · ·· · .· Thus France would gi ve nuclear cover .to Germany? 

PRESIDENT - It is within the Atlantic Alliance that this 

arises. The President of the Republic nevertheless decides 

agressfon against the Federal. Rebublic threatens the 

interests of France. 

Did Jacques Chirac consult you? 

PRESIDENT - He· sent. me the text of his speech a few days 

he gave it. 

Q. sorne people are saying that he has gone further in his 

remark.s that you did during you State vi si t to. Germany; · 

PRESIDENT - He sa id the same thing in a· different way. · I have 

just repeated it to you. 

4545 
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Q. 
·1; 

Are there any possibilities of agreement between France· 

and Germany on pre-strategie weapons? 

PRESIDENT - French atomic weapons, whatever their nature, i.e. 
1 . . . 

strateg1c or' pre-strategie, are part of a whole. This who le is 

thJ independent nuclear deterrent strategy no part of whicï-;. can 

be dissociated or be placed under any other .authori ty than that 
• • 

of the President of the French Republic. 

Q. I should like to ask you in particular how France and the 

Federal Republic will organize their deployments if France one 

d 1 h t . ' . . h' h . . f th . ay as o use 1ts. pre-strateglc weapons w 1c , 1n v1ew o · e1r 
1 ' 

short range, are known to be able to hit Germany. 

PRESIDENT -. My reply will be brief. The ultimate warning is not 
1 . 

solely restricted to short-range weapons. 
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\ . 

e would b.e. no need to . issue tlie ultimate warning 011 German . 

'·.' 

Q. To whom will it be directed? 

- Please, let•s keep to the conditional tense. We are 

here to an extreme situation should unfortunate 

es bring that about. The ultimate warning is intended 

for whoever poses a threat. 

Q. 

in 

In 1986, again in an address to the Institut des Hautes 

de la Défense Nationale, Jacques Chirac spoke of war~ings 

plural. 

-, There is no flexible response as far as France in 

. Therefore no plurals. That is also the opinion of the 

Minister. 

4545. 

\.7' 
l.~· 



------------------,-- ji: 

l' 
~------

' .. ·1' .. . .. 

fi 
rl·. '' ~-

t '.1. 
't f:l 
.• 1 

[1 
; ,. 

.... 

' --.. _.!· 

f~ 

SPBECHESwzd;STATEMENTS .~. 
' 1 ' "·= ==============!~ 

Sp'. St/LON/87 /87 

Ambàssade de France à Londres 
Service de Presse et d'J nfonnation 
58 Knightsbridge, London S.Wl . 
Telephone: 01·235 8080 

SPEECH OF li. JACQUES CHIRAC, PRIME I'IINISTER, AT TI!E 
INSTITUTE OF HIGHER NATIONAL DEFENCE STUDIES 

(12 DECEI'IBER 1987) 

* 1For the second time since the beginning of this legislature I have 
~he pleasure of speaking tc the students:of your Instituts. I welcome 
~his opportunity of tellin& you about the thinking behind the 
Government's policy in an area of crucial importance tc our country. 

1 ' ' ' ' 

"!The. main landmark in National Defence policy aines !!arch 1986 was the 
t;;bling in Parliament of a new llili tary Pro-gramme Act which charte our 
defence policy principles and capabilitiaa.· Tc my mind, one esaential 
~esult of institutional coexistence is the fact that that legislation 
w

1

as adopted practically unanimously by ParliamenL _ · · 

"~his massive approval, an unprecsdented even't'.in the history of the 
F~fth Republic, reflects the underlyin& endorssment by the French of­
the defence policy dsfined·by General de Gaulle. 

1 • 

i "ft thus enables France.- as I have found for myself in my talks with 
top _foreign leaders - to be heard and respected -on the international. 
ste~e. No-one, indeed, can ·apeculate on a reconsideration of our 
m~jor defence policy· guidel ines. 

1 ' 

"Laetly, it reflects an all-round conviction that there is no 
' alternative to exerting ourselvas. 
1 

"The financial effort to equip 
c9nsid~rable. since a steady annu.al 
p~ovided for, tollowing an exceptional 

our armed forces is indeed 
increase of 6% in real terme is 
effort of 11% for the year that 

-~1ihs~~~ 
9

nonwewending. 
Progr~~e Act reasserts the primacy given to the nuclear 

.forces. It· opens up the spatial dimension' to our defence and i t 
pr

1
ovic!es our · conventional forcês with the capabilities to perform 

their dut!es on the national territory, in Europe and in the rest of 
1 ' 

:hThje"'d

0

ercldis• ion 
1 

speedily to equ!p cur country ~ith the new capacities 
re~uired to · conduct its policy and exercise its sovereignty was all 
the more vital because there are more and ~ore factors of instability 
in\ the world and regional criees are growing tc disquieting 
proportions. 

• .. 1 • 
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:•rrance, a nuclear power and a member of the Sacurity 
1ram_ain. passive in the taca of eventa or aomatimes 
d!ra;tly or indiractly affect her eecurity • 

2./ 

Counc il, canno t 
upheavala that 

. "By_merely referring to the daily news, we can eee that violence is 
~11 too often a aubstitute for policy in many regions of the globe. 
It is a concept of international re}ations we can on no account agree 
with, but which we do not accept to have inflicted on' us. Thlot ta why 
France meane to exercise her responsibilitiea. She does so if 
necessary by using her armed forces to eafsguard her legi timate. 
interests or thoe_e of c~untries close· to her. That has been the case 
in Chad, in the .fersian Gulf and at. the approaches to the latter. 

~The l.and, air, naval and carrier-based forces wa have deployed in 
thC>Be \wo ragiOns hava de111onstrated yet again that they are an 

.essential alemënt of our presence in the world~ 
! 

jNeithDr in 
eny sort of 
k'eeping and 
insicla their 

Chad nor in the Gulf do wa have any intention of imposing 
order from outside, but we mean to contribute to peace­
respect for the right.of friendly.States to a secure life 
recognized frontiers. 

~You will . understand lilY ·wish ·to· tal<a this opportunity of expressing 
once again t~ our ar~~d-forces·the co~ntry~a.gratitude for- the peace 
mission they are pursuing with a coolnese, courage and dedication of 
which lole' 'cah be proud. ln my o>m·namE and that of the Government, I 
~hould ill<~·'tDdai tc addr~e~·~· message of eetéem and frien~ship to the 
men who are ~arving',' far from' the ir f.uniliee,. under often difficult 
c,onditions. 

"France also hae'a capital rol·e tc play in Eaet-llest relations, which 
h'ave 'tal<en ·. a new·' turn sirice · Mr. Gorbachev, a dypamic and determined 
e~ateeman, cazre to power in the Soviet• Union. 

"So she mean!' to lzlake lier voies beard and remain tr.ue t~· the 10ajor 
p~inciples la~d down by General· -de ·Gaulle:. national in<iependence, 
solidarity with our allies, dialogue with the Eastern bloc. 

1 

~The headline· •. news today· i's the intermediate nocl.var forces agree~::~ent 
'1 . • • •• . 

President Reagan and l!r.· 'Gorb'ache..,·have.just Bigri10d in.,ilashington. 

".I have vary often stated my position on this vvent, which had been 
·expec:teci 'for a'averal months .. alréady ·and ·which I .welcome. ' You will 

.. tberefore underst:.and · why I t!Hnli:·'tt mo~e ueeful today to telL you my 
-.views on the future, -.,ith regard-to the slakes for European· eecurity 
·;~d ~rance's r;i~~-· •' 

-~"I:hœ de batee .over the adoption of the dc-uble 'zero option~ showed that ·. 
, . Ü)e llest Europeens considered·' the"ratention of the Alnerican preaenc:e 

· · b~ their.~ontin~nt to be absoiutel~ neteesary. · · ·· : · . 
! ' • • -

"'l'bey have 
' ~owers can 

sls'o recalled . that'' the. .. ··dt:s:logue between: .. the : two . great 
develop under its own steam and with its own priorities. 

... /. 
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1 

"It; is significant, .in this connection,- · that the · IHF · ··treaty has 
preceded .an agreeu:ent to reduce the strategic aru:ouries', which should 
logically have been the first disaru:ament task for the two greatest 
po,.ers, se I have recalled in Uashingtcm a 'nd Hoscow. 

"!ndeed, t'he mou:entum for nuclear disarmament •should not be confined 
to Europe, for, aJ ···will never ··be repeated often enough, it is by 
nuclear deterrence that peace has been pieserved on our continent for 
more than forty year<. 

"That.- -is·· why I have streesed"the d;iriger of ·falling in with the Soviet 
re~soning whereby, by a succession of pr~posed' 'zero options'. the 

·American.nuclear presence in Europe, which we all believe vital, could 
be j~opardized and even elimiriated. 

"Sc we··,have chosen, as duty del!landed, to warn our public opinions 
against .undue or premature optimism and remind thel!l that a credible 
defence effort, far from thwarting a lasting il!lprovel!lent of East-Uest 
relations, is on the contrary one of the condition-s for it. 

"Ollr >.public opinions must realize that reducing weapor.ry is not an end 
in itself: it is meaningful only if it contributes to effectively 
strengthening everyone's security, 

"The 1/ashington agreement.- which is consistent with the objectives our 
allies set tharr.Selves in 1979 and features"soina innovatory· provisions 
on mutual ·inspection, is undoubtedly a· milestone !n the his tory of. our 
continent, It raises ~any question marks _for the future, beth 
political.and military, and in so~e respects i~ is a challenge fo~· 
the European;;. 

"There is indeed a real danger of seeing divergences e~erge, varying 
according to countries, as to the security policy to be pursued. For 
what do we find in the wake of the double 'zero option'? 

"The Americane ineiet on a reinforcel!lent of their allies' conventional 
defence capabilities, so~ething most of them are not in a position to 
do. 

~Great Britain and France, who have learnt from hietory that there is 
_.no such thing ae a pur'ely-· conventional deterrence in Europe, muet 
imperatively maintain th~ priority they rightly give to their nuclear 

·deterrent forces, without giving ûp·; ln ether sectors, capacities for 
action in tha world that also contribute to European security. 

"German public O"P.itlion, for itS' ·part, seel!ls to fear that that country 
Gight now be a .!,.,pecial case:' .in relation to the Soviet nuclear 
.threat. This ·i.li'Prila.sJon ;.i·s::probably exaggerated, since the 1•hol.e of. 
Europe ie withif :r:ang~ ·~f ·ttw varioue categories of nuclear apr,s the 
Soviet· Union posseeses• ,and . wil'l go :on possessing in far toc great 
quantities, even after the INF have been dismantled. But how can one 
fail to undeistand the. anxiety of our German friendsi coneidering 
tl\eir situ.ation? 

•.. 1 . 
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•other countries aiso have thair national wor~ies. I a~ thinking in 
particular of Spain who, after unequivocally confir~ir;g her membersh!p 
of the Atlantic Alliance,··n~w meanp to play an active part in European 
o~~~'ity. France, who is sc close tc her in so ·~any respects, 
untieretands this aspiration and will endeavour to further it • 

. •rr Ne did not take ~a~e, di!ferQnces of national perc9ptione cculd 
-=~·Jse sig-nificant divergences between nur countries' defence •nd 
disarma:nent poli ci es. 

"Thh 1s why I am glad that those centrifuga! tendencies are 
ceunteracted tc good effect by the will or· Europe's states~en and 

1 po:cpl.es to consolidate their colnlllunity of destiny. That, to my mind, 
ie proved beyond all doubt by ·the recent proclal!\ation by 1/estern 
~uropean Union's seven me"'ber nations of the pr!nciples underlying 
their com~on security, as proposed by me before that organization's 
Parliamentary Assembly laet year. The 'platform' adopted in The Hague 
on 27 Cictober 1987 h an event that will go down in history: for the 
firet ti~~. European co~ntries hëve solemnly voiced their 
dmtei·Eina~ion th~t defence will be ~art and parcel of _the- construction 
:.f lturc!>&, by l!greeing on a range of c:lear principfês and firm 
~ùî!Hd tmc·nt!ll • 

. "This cou,·se ll'lust in my view be open to all countries in ·Eur-ope who 
will want to takè on their sharè, and I am glad that the significance 
of that ·event has been perfectly understood in the United States:· the 
Atlar.tic Alliance cannet be etrong if Europe is weak. 

baeed 
neverth~l~ss remain 
concrets ~easures. 

on shared 
an el!lpty w<>rd 

convictions, solidarity would 
if it.were not e~pressed thrcugh 

"For her part, France draws three conclusions fro= this. 

•sèa intends, first of all, to tighten her bilateral relations w!th 
h'=r different partners, which !ll~at specifie and comple.mentary 
n~o:osgit!es. For ins~ance, France and Great Britain, as nuclear 
pc:·•ors, ha·,., obvious conve1 genees of !nterests and I would like to sge 
U''""" cor.creti:::ed as soon ac possible. tl ore far-rGaching cooperation 
with the Federal.Republic of Germany answers a_hietorical requirement 
we all recognize. Finally, with .Italy and Spain we have embarked on 
very fruitful pol!t!cal and -~ilitary cooperation wh!ch may be 
particularly useful in the Mediterraneen. 

"!br èountry 'ilso wants the European nations to assert themselves as 
such in the realm of defance. Indeed, their ability tc be heard in 
th" .:orld depends on the !r colle_ct! ve will tc exerci se the ir 
responsibilities. Thal European eolidarity must be embodied today in 
WEU whose role, in line with the commitments entered into at its 
birth, !s to create genuine European defence-mindednese. 

"tastly, France means to play an· active 
the Atlantic Alliance is to·u~dertike 

ch•llenges cf the coming years. 

part in the thinking exercise 
on the political and m!litary 

. .. 1. 
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"Those discussions ~ust take as 'their starting point·~ political and 
military reality: thé coexistence of French and NATO strategies. 

"The f~ilure of General de Gaulle's attempts to eatablish a g_enuine 
European pole of defence and the doctrinal controversies . that 
surrounded NATO's adoption of a flexible response strategy, whose 
prP.mises we disputed, accentuated the differences for several years. 

"It became elear, however, particularly with the new spurt given tc 
Franco-German cooperation, that an efficacious synergy of the 
different strategies was possible. 

"Can we today contemplate going further? 
~ 

n! shall make three observations. 

"The first concerna our allies' concept.· It is patently obvious that 
the initial ambitions of the flexible response doctrine have 
cone.\derably evolved over the past twenty-five years. 

"Our allies have gradually recognized the need to give clearer 
precedence tc dsterrence capabilities than to those of a potentiel 
nuclear battle. That was one of the essential justifications for the 
Pershing II deployment, which was tc permit the withdrawal of a 
substantial number of shorter-range weapons. 

"On the concept .cf deterrence, there have 'thus been ·. signa of 
implici t rapprochement between France arid her 'allies ovÈ;r. the last 

an 
few. 

···l'!y aecond observation concerne the 'evolution of beth our nuclear and 
conventional capabilities. ~s I already stressed here in September 
1986, France new bas the .me ans '·tc assert the European dimension of her 
security. llith the maturing ·of our !'restrategic .nuclear arms we can 
no>l mai<.e more flexible use of our air-land battle 'torce. At the time 
:·:h9n PLUTCN was the principal nuclear warning inst~ument, its 
.,~·rational. readiness . was our· forces' priority duty: because of this 

· ;;e. tenè.ed to reserve thoee t'ori;ës for national requirements as near as 
poS"Sible to. our sanctuary. 'rhe entry into service of the ASI'!P 
releases us from that. cons'traint. PLUTON's replacement in 1992 by 
I'.ADES, with a far long~r tahge, will put the finishing touches','to that 
evolution. 1/ere the Federal Republic of Germany to be· the vs'ctim of 
'n aggreesion~ who can now doubt that France's ccl!llllitment would be 
i•,;u,'ilia'ta .and ;wh.<>1.ehsarted7 There cannet be a battie ~Ièermany and a 

· battl:e;,of• 'France'.·. ·lt"i~ by .reiterating in this way i'ts 'determination 
tc fulfil the obligations it has freely taken on that our country will 
bast contribute to deterrence in Europe. 

"By the siune tbken; France'à ·t>restratagic warning must be r~ady for 

i
i. de li very irlunediately ~ the Head of State dêems that our vital interests 

are at ot&ke, that is, if necesseary, wall before the invasion of 
nation&l territory. The detèrrerit value of auch a warning depende, to 
my mind, on two comSined factors: it must be specifie, efficacious and 

1 limited, since we refuse ·-to.get caught up in a repetitious chain 

..• 1 • 
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.r&llction. of exchangea wllich. would ba the negation of .datar renee. It. 
111ust_ a~sl' · ba._.abie to penetr_ate the adva~aary'a capabÜiths aa deeply 
as possible •. 

"Deepat rèlations of all kinds- ·political, econo111ic and cultural­
with 9ur~·naighbours, particulerly tha Ger111ans, halp 111ake the Western 
F:urÇ>pean nat1on2 an indissociable entity: so France could never regard 
her neighboure' t.erritory as a 'xlacia'. There .Diust ba no doubt about 
t.his, in_~ha East or West. 

"lly last 
. G~rmany. 

tqi answer 

observation concerna the state of opinion in France and 
The object of setting up the Rapid Action Force in 1982 was 

the expectation of our Ger111an neighbour. 

"The rezponse to the recent 'Cheeky Sparrow' ('l'loineau Hardi') 
exercises constitutes a success. 

"l'lore recently, Chenceilor ~ohl took the initiative of proposing a 
franco-German brigade. This idee, hard · to iDiagine even a few years 
aeo, 1<as well recsived by everyone on bolh sides.of the Rhine. The 
G.:>vernmlint is · actively wo·rkinx tc irnplement this P.-tiposal as quid:ly 
~a possible, as 1t 1s to eet up the future Defence "ano-- Security 
Co une il. 

"But · th&ss initiatives will be tully meaningful only when the 
fundarnental problem ie tackled: can France and the Federal Republic of 
GP.rmany agree on joint strategie concepts, as they are urgeè tc by the 
Elyese rreaty whoee twenty-fifth annivers~ry they are preparinx tc 
csletrate7 Given the Federal Republic's place in the Atlari~ic 
Alliance, we must alec ask ourselves tc what extent our country and 
all _its allies can brinx their concepts ~~>ore closely into line while 
respecting our independance. Only on thal condition.can we genuinely 
form the 'co~mon strategie, .space' to which General de Gaulle was 
referring just before seali~g the Franco-Ger~~>an reconciliation with 
Chancellor Adenauer. · 

nlildeed, -Diight France conceivably, .when it c=e ·to it, take decisions 
with regard ,to.the French units in the Joint Brigade that would be at 
variance with those the Federal Republic of Germany was taking for the 
Geru•an continxent .. in the B&l!le brixade7 Such a situation would 
obviously,be absurd and contrary tc the. basic intention behind 
'hancell0r ~o~l's lnltiative. · 

~rhe. s~e question arises with respect to the Rapid Action Force, 
~h~ch ebould be able .. to .oper~te wherever its contribution would prove 

-llseful. 

"I want, in ·any event, the Franco-German rapprochement to be rightly 
perceived as a necessary and irreplaceable contrib~tion to the 
security of the whole of Yestern Europe,· and_its dynamics to extend tc 
our othèr partner,s -and alliee. 

nzn developing these ccnsiderations-before you,_I am tully aware that 
. it is not juet France, from who111 ~~>uch is expected, who 1e. involved. 

1 ... /. 
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"Quite.obviously, all thè 1/estern nations have been facing fundamental 
questions now that ·the Soviet Union, abandoning the intimidation 
policy symbolized iri the eyes of public opinion by the 5520 
deployment, is declaring he;selt deterrnined to lay the foundations of 
more trustful relations and ta that end proposing ambitious 
disarmament plans. 

"For France as for her allies, the essential question today be ars on 
the vary concept of deterrence in Europe. 

"the discussion on the double 'zero option' put the emphasis solely on 
the arma of which the withdrawal was contemplated. All the European 
countries concur, however, on the need to maintain a satisfactory 
baliance between conventional forces and nuclear capabilities. 

"That is why they undertool< last spring to worl< out with their North 
American partners a global disarmament concept allowing· them, in the 
face of a very coherent Soviet approach, ta assert their own 
priorities, particularly that of· correcting the conventional and 
ci1smical irnbalances in Europe. 

"France is playing an active part in those discussions which cauld 
provida the Atlantic Alliance with an opportunity of reformulating, as 
the \!EU countries. have succeeded in doing, the principles on which our 
securi ty policy must be based for the co ming years.. · 

.. 
"Such joint discussions should confirm that the necessary independance 
of the centr6s of nucl,ear decision"-mal<ing, far from harming 
solidarity, strengthens global secu;ity: while nuclear decision-mal<ing 
cannot be shared, the existence of three independant nuclear forces 
gr~atly extends the deterrent affect to everyone's benefit. 

"Over the y•ars ta come, pursuit of disarmament and credible defence 
policies will not always be easy. Ta succeed in ·this, France and her 
European partners will have to display bath a national and collective 
will. 

"As General èe Gaulle had'understood, Europe can never be strong if 
its nations suffer from self-doubt. France can rightly be proud of 
her defence effort over near·lY thirty years. Tha.t justifiable feeling 
must find fulfilment today in the European defence~inindedr.ess France 
earnestly wishes. to see · develop" ./. . · 
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~ • WEU AND EUROPEAN SECURITY 

by Daniel COLARD * 
. Exccrpts from "National Defence" - March 1988 

M. Daniel Colard is a specia;tist in international relation!;; whom 
we knqw well ·and always appreciate. Last· May he spoke to us at 

1 . ' . • • 

length about sunun1 t dlplomacy and the urgent need for Europe to 
"Speak. with ·one voice". The -platform drawn up by WEU in The 
Hd.guè iri October 1987 gives him the opportunity to develop the 

· fJ.ndamenta:I cri teri a of this European securi ty which now se ems to 
bê gradually establishing itself. 

FROM THE "CHARTER" ON EUROPEAN SECURITY 
TO THE HAGUE "PLATFORM" OF 27 OCTOBER 1987 

The idea of drawing up a solemn and fundamental charter on the 
prl

1
inciples of western European securi ty stems from a French. 

initiative. It was put forward in fact by the Prime Minister, 
J~cques Chirac, six weeks after the Reagan-Gorbachev Summi t in 
Rebrkjavik (11-12 October 1986), at the Parliamentary Assembly of 
we'stern European Union on· 2 December 1986. He . stated that 
nalecisiohs vital to European securi ty might be taken wi thout 
Eu~rope 's having ariy real say in the matter" ·and this must be 
avbided. · Why not therefore codify in a document common to the 
se(ven member States (Benelux, France, Italy, FRG, UKJ. the major 
pr·inciples on which consensus on securi ty is based in order to 
gi(ve "real content" to the. Europeans• wish to "speak with one 
vo·ice" vis à vis the Americans and the Soviets? 

1 

,/ Lec·curer ac the. FacultY of La~< University of Besançon. 

4547 

:: 
]:. 



- 2 -

Thus the US-USSR Summit in Iceland served as a spur and a 
catalyst in making Europeans aware of the Old continent•s 
vuinerability: the swift succession of events - in particular the 
arms control-negotiations on the first zero option (dismantling 
of Euromissiles with a range of 1 1 000 to 5 1 000 kilometres), then 
the second zero option (shorter range missiles of a range of 500 
to 1; 000 kilometres l , finally the Gorbachev proposal on the 
glpbal double zero option - and the' prospects of a third summit 
bel:ween. 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 
had mandated a group of experts· to prepare an interim report on 
"European securi ty interests" in the present strategie 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 Counci 1 of WEU should prepare 1 on 
the basis of the definitive report, a "platform identifying the 
principles of European security with a view to its examinationl 
possible adoption and publication; · at their next ministerial 
meeting in The Hague'.'.( 1) . 

During the summer intense negotiations began among the seven 
governments 1 , and in spi te of the ~reticence of Ital y 1 which ' 
attempted in 'the autumri to stifle the French project(2) 1 the 
diplomatie 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, enabled the FRG to rearm wi thin the framework of NATO and 
modified the Brussels Treaty of 1948, the Western Union becoming 
WEU to keep a watch ove·r 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) Italy feared the Franco-British nuclear leadership and 
preferred America to lead in an alliance of sixteen 1 ie. NATO. 
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the Rome Declaration of 27 October 1984 reactivating western 
1 European Union ..• 
1 . . . 

1948-1954-1984-1987, these four dates mark the h1story of the 
ohly EuropeiiJl organization compétent to deal with all aspects of 
sêcuri ty, including defence questions.· What might be described. às the· "Reykjavik syndrome" gave 'birth to the adoption by 
EUrope ans . of a. balanced and . substantial text on the gui ding 
principles ·of their · common security, something that was. still 
uhthinXab-le immediately after the first Reagan-Gorbachev summi t 
ih Novémber 1985 in Geneva. The contents of the document that we 
shall analyze - still not very well-known - deserves attention 
ahd consideration; the speed with which it was .prepared -and the 
ftamework wi thin which i t was drafted is worthy of note. could 
it bé that Europe as a military force was born in The Hague on 27 
oi:tober 1987? It is too early to assert this but it may well be 
that historians of the twe_nty~first century will look upon that 
day as the birth of Europe as a defensiv.e force . . . . 

< SPECIFie FEATURES OF THE PLATFORM ON COI1MON SECURITY 

According to the dictionaries, a platform is essentially a flat 
-·1 . • • • • _, • • ,. 

hor1zontal surface, vary1ng 1n he1ght, and des1gned to. rece1ve 
1 • • -. • • -- • • • • 

and· support someth1ng heavy. . Engl1sh speakers f1rst used· the 
wbrd · "platform" · figuratively in the poli ti cal context. In 
pplitics, the concept evokes a series of ideas or principles on 
which a common policy can be based and explained. It is thus 
aSsumed that once a platform is built it needs to be completed by 
sbme construction and joint actions. In other words, i t is not 
ah end in itself but a starting point .. 

1 . . 

In the· WEU document, the platform relates chiefly to "European 
sêcurity interests". The title itself gives an idea of the 
d!iplomatic compromise that was necessary to reach agreement. . It 
a:lso echoes Carlo Galluzzi 's report adopted a few days earlier on 
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1~ October 1987 by the European Parliament on the "Political 
Diimensions of a· European securi ty Strategy" ( 3). Let us examine 
briefly the formal and material presentation of this document 
b6fore_looking ~t its fundamental points. 

J~ regards form, ~he text consists of seven pages: it is 
~receded by a ki nd of preamble, then structur.ed into three parts: 

. t)he first part is emtitled "Our s'tarting point is the present 
dondi tjons of European securi ty"; the second, which is the most 

. ilmportant, states the "the fundarnental- cri teri a of European 
~ecuri ty"; the last, which is the most developed and detai led, 
states that the member States of WEU intend- "to assume fully 
their responsibilities" in three specifie arèas: in the field of 
Jestern defence, in the field of arms control and disarmament, in 
~he field of East-West dialogue and cooperation. Legally, the 
document is not a treaty; it makes observations, fixes criteria 
and proclaims political intentions and 50 it is no way binding 
~rom the point of view of positive law. Its authority lies in:. 
t.he margin of norms; one may speak about_ a "code of good 

. <!:onduct", a "gentleman • s agreement li or ag ain a poli ti cal "modus 

. yivendi" in securi ty matters. But i t only commi ts seven of the 
~welve EEC members; Denmark, Spain, Greece,. lreland are not 
concerned. 
! 
1 • 

~s regards the contents, the ~ecument 1s ~erfectly clear, 
well-constructed and very balanced. France, which was. the 
initia tor stated that i t was "very satisfièd" and that "i:t was 
~he first collective demonstration by Europe ans to as sert the ir 
,identity" in an ultra-sensitive area and thus added a new 
dimension to the building of Europe. The common platform is not 
1so rouch a programme of action as a codification of the doctrine 

land strategy of the Seven of WEU_. Often Gaullist in inspiration 
i t naturally results from mutual_concessions but is characterized 
'bY a marked realism, a cautious pragmatism and a definite 
1 • • • 

ipOSl. tl. ve W1ll. . 

(3) Resolution of 14 October 1987; document AZ-110/87 of the 
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EP. It should be noted that this resolution recommends going 
beyond the . cleavage between the "technico-military aspects" 
(which are of the competence of WEUl. and the "political 
frarnework" which forms part of--the attributions of the Twelve. 

·collaboration between the EEC and WEU should, according to the 
report, be realistically expressed in terins - of "general 
orientations" in matters of defence, but also in- a series of 
specifie areas concerning armarnents or the analysis of military 

. - ~ 4
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Th~ part which serves as a preamble first refers to the 
resolution 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 wi th the 
Single Act of ·February 1986(4). Above all, in a very remarkable 
passage, the Foreign and Defence Ministers state the ir firm 
cohviction that "the construction of an integrated Europe will 
relnain incomplete as long as it does not include security and 
defence". The purpose of "European integration" - this word is 
no!· lo~er suprising in the 80s - is quoted on three occasions. 
The Seven also aim to develop a "European defence identity" which 
wi;ll translate more effectively into practice the "obligations of 
SO'lidarity" to which they are committed through the Brussels 
Trraty which is described as an. important instrument, and the 
North Atlantic Treaty. The commitments arising from the Brussels 
Tr~aty are of considerable scope since Article V provides for 
mi li tary assïstance in the event of armed aggression i!l Europe, 
wh;ich not the case for Article 5 of the Washington Treaty of 
19:49. 

Re~lism is shown through the objective description of the present 
cohdi tions· of European securi ty: the di vision of Eur?pe . y:hich 
le~ds to "unacceptable' human consequences" which should be 
ov6rcome by exploring all the possibilities of the Helsinki Final 
Ac~ aôopted by the 35 states participatins in the cscE· in 1975; 
western Europe•s vulnerability in the face of both .superior 
cohventional, chemical and nuclear forces of the Warsaw Pact.and 
the Soviet Union which are being strengthened militarily. 

1 •• 

Unher these conditions, the platform points out, the security Of 
th6 western European countries can only be ensured "in close 
asSociation wi th our North American allies". "The securi ty of 
th6 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 

1 

( 4) · The Single -European Act entered into force on 1 July 1987. 
It. contains a very important Article 30 on "European cooP.eration 
in! the sphere of foreign policy" which, in paragraph 6(a), states 
that the High contracting Parties are ready "to coordinate their 
positions more closely on the political and economie aspects of 
securi ty" and "are. determined to maintain the technological and 
industrial conditions necessary for their security". 

' . 
1 

1 
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pluralist industrial democracies, admittedly, but if America•s 
commi tment is "vital to Europe' s securi ty, a free,, independent 
and increasingly more cmited western Europe is ,vital to thé 

, • .r secur1ty of North Amer1ca". In-other words,- to use· a well-known 
formula, the Seven are seeking "independènce wi thin 

· interdependence" by reminding the united states ', that in the 
rivalry between the two superpowers, it · is the Old C0!1tinent 
which .makes the difference and gives the West a plus. If Europe 
were~ to be pulled into the soviet orbi t, East-West. !relations and · 

·the ~orld balance would be completely upset ... : 
: 

·The end of the preamble refers to the famous Harmel rrèport of 
'1967 ·on the future tasks of the Atlantic Alliance, which remains 
perfectly valid in relations wi th the socialist Stat1ès. Mi li tary 
securi ty and a po licy of détente, far from being èontradictory 
are complementary as stated succinctly by Georges Pompidou when 

'he was President of France: "Détente+ defence = security". 
" ,, 

. This then is a brief summary of 
·.joint declaration on security. 

the subject of-the second part. 

the specifie feature~ of the 
The crux of. this qeclaration is 

' 
i 

THE FONDAMENTAL CRITERIA- OF EUROPEAN SECURITY 
'1·, 

• . Ji . 
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, Be~elux, Italy, 
the FRG and the United Kingdom because the text contains the five 
securi ty cri teri a put forward by the Prime Minister. Each one 
merits brief comment. · . 

' ,, 
The .first criterion is the prevention of any kind of,war WEU 

. in tends to · preserve our securi ty "by maintaining defence 
readiness and military capabilities adequate to deter aggression 
and intimidation without seeking military superiority.". 

! 

The second criterion is vital and fundamental for the two nuclear 
powers, France and Britain: "In the present circumsta'nces and as 
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l 
f~r as ~e can foresee, there is no alternative to the ~estern 
s~rategy for the prevention of ~ar". And the text inunediately 
g9es on: "To be credible and effective, the strategy of 
deterrence and defence must continue to be based on an adequate 
mix of appropriate · nuèlear and conventional :é.:>rces ,1 only the 

1 ., • ' - • 

nuclear element ·of ~hi ch can confront a potentië·l aggressor ~i th' 
1 • • 

an ·unacceptable rJ.sk". In other · ~ords, "p<:-3.Ce l.n freedom" 
d~pends on a no ~ar strategy, namely, the atomic .deterrent ~hi ch 
has guaranteed status quo in Europe for over 40 years. _j . . 

1 
~ 

T~e third and also the.fourth criterion are the corollary of the 

~~:~;~~! o~:. USTheco~~:~~i~~~~mn~d as~~~Îe;~at f~;~:s s1u:~:~ti~ 
i~replaceable part in the defence of Europe". Why? Because they 
erribody the American conuni tment and provide the "indispensible 
l~,nkage ~i th the us strategie deterrent". The Foreign Minister 
o~ the FRG, Mr Genscher, did not dispute this paragraph andhence 
one cannet see ho~ he could plead for the "third zero option" 
(bhe remov'al of tactical missiles of bet~een 0 and 500 Km) ie. 
t~e total denuclearization of Germany. The couplirig bet~een 
EU:rope and the United States is the sine qua non condition of the 
deifence of the Old Continent. 

1 

Bu;t European forces also play an es sent ial rôle: "The o~erall 
crrdibili ty of the ~este rn strategy of _deterrence and defence 
cannet be maintained ~ithout a major European contribution ,not 
lektst because the conventional imbalance affects the security of 
~estern Europe in a very direct ~ay". This major contribution is 
both conventional and miclear. . ~ 

rtl is true that as regards conventional ~eapons, the forces· of 
WEtJ. form an essential part of the forces of the; Atlantic 
Alil.J.ance. With respect to nuclear ~eapons, the seven member 
stkttes loudly proclaim, ~hat is essent.ial, that all "form a part 
ofideterrence" and that the "cooperative arrangments that certain 
member States maintain ~ith the United States are necessary for 
thè security of Europe". Above all they recognize that 
thè independent forces of France and the United Kingdom 
contribute to overall deterrence and security This key notion 
is directly reproduced from the declaration on Atlantic relations 
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adopted in 1974 on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of NATO 
(paragraph 6). Furthermore, the partners of France and the 
United Kingdomgive them a free hand as regards the ,modernization 
of their arsenals, Paris and London being determined to maintain 
the credibility of theirriuclear weapons. Thus, the two capitals 
can now be certain that they will not be· in a icritical and 
poli tically delicate situation of iscilated atomic powers if Mr 
Gorbachev•s. Soviet offensive towards· obtaining a nuclear-free ··. 
,Eur9pe continues after the signature of the INF Treaty in 
· Wasii.ington on 8 December 1987. This point is, for the Fr.ench 
Government, 'the only western _and continental European nue le ar· 
power, of the greatest importance for the future of:, Arms Control 
Negotiations(S). 

The final criterion of western security policy is that arms 
control and disarmament are an "integral part" o'f this JOlnt 
policy and not "an alternative to it". What goes wïthout saying 
soWlds even better when said. The aim is to achieve a 'stable 
balance of forces at the lowest level compatible with security, 
being careful to take into accoWlt · the "specifie European 
security interests" in a chariging. diplomatlco-strategic 
situation. Arms control po licy must . finà.lly be consistent wi th 
the maintenance of the strategie Wlity of the Alliance and should 
not preclude closer European defence cooperation. As for Arms 
Control Agreements they have to be · e'ffectively verifiable and. 
stand the test of time. East and West· have a commOJ1 interest in 
achieving this. 

The prevention of war, the coupling of conventional and nuclear 
forces, the coupling of the United States and i Europe, the 
maintenance of the strategy· of deterrence ·within the 
Euro-Atlantic framework, arms control and disarmà.ment, these are 
the cornerstones of the securi ty of the Old continent. The se 
five criteria form a solid black, but the solemn assertion about 

' 

( 5) The prob'lem of coWlting third party nuclear forcies was first :.1 
raised by thè USSR at the time of Brezhnev at the SALT I talks -~ 
(Semionov .Declaration) and then by Mr Andropov in the context of ··"' 
the Eu"romissiles talks in 1983. ·.-~: :i: 

•c~ 
·,~ 

•":;: 
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the nuclear deterrent dominates the WEU platform. Realism 
d·iumphed over idealism, in spi te of the influence Ôf. pacifist 
artd anti-nuclear currents which threaten certain member States. 
Tjlis is soniething to be welcomed and it has a good "deal to do 
vith Fcance•• effoct•. 1 

THE SPHERE OF RESPONSIBILITIES COMMON TO THE SEVEN 

Thè la~t part of t~e document deals. with the fields in Lhich the 
méniber States of the Brussels Treaty intend to assume fully their 
résponsibilities. These fields are respectively western defence, 

1 • • • • 

Airms · Control problems · and East-West dJ.alogue. As the re J.S not 
s.Pace to make a complete analysis we will confine ou"rselves to 
lcloking at the main ideas. · l 
AJ regards the defence. sector, the text recalls. first of all -the 
oJ:higation of automatic assistance which stems from Article V of 
the 1948 treaty - the expression of a "common destiny" - which 
strengthens the commitments made under the Atlantic Alliance. A 

1- • • • • ' ,· - • • -.. ' 

more unJ.ted Europe WJ.ll make a stronger contrJ.bUtJ.on to the· 
Aliliance and ensure the basis for a "balanced partnership across 
the Atlantiç". Hence the strategy of the _Seven: "We are resolved 
tdl strengtnen the European pillar of the Alliance". The idea. of 
a two-pillar community goes back to President Kennedy's grand 
dejsign set out in the famous speech. in Philadelphia (on 4' July 
1962, but at the time the United s'tates notion was to dissolve 
t:tte emerging Common Market of the Six into a vast· free-exchange 
ar:ea which would inevi tably be en dominated by Americà . . . The 
international context.of the 80s is obviously very different. 

T·hl s h . . . . d "t'h h e tates state. t eJ.r determJ.natJ.on - J.n accor ance wJ. t e 
pr!inciple of risk- and burden-sharing - to carry thei:i- share of 
thé common defence in beth the conventional and . the nuclear 
fibld(6). Similarly they proclaim that they remain detèrmined to 
puf.ue "E=opean integration i=iuding •ecurity and defre and 

1 ,, 

( 6l The te:x:t states exp li city that France and the United Kingdom 
wil.l continue to maintain independent nuclear forces; · the 
crèdibility 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 Existing resources by 
expanding ·bilateral and regional military cooperation. One 
particuiar 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 
delicÇ>te "out~of-area" problem to use the NATO terminology. The .... . - . . 
North' AtlantiC Treaty, as we know, makes no mention ··of thls 
question and Europeans have always been reticent to act together 
outside.the a+ea covered by the 1949 treaty. For the first time 
the seven promise to act in concert, and to illustrate this 
attitude of mind they decided that their navies, although setting 
Off separately to the Gulf, would henceforth exchange information 
ànc'i coordinate the ir operations. Mor~over, the Ministers wi 11 
inform the Alliance countries that are not members of WEU of 
the ir ac ti vi ti es. " 

The seven alsq intend fully to assume their responsibilities in 
t.he fie:I.d of arms control and disarmament. How? By pursuing an 
"acti,ve:. po licy" aimed at strengthening security, stabi rit y and 
f.Ooperation in ~he whole of Europe. To obtain concreteresults, 

. rlose, consultations should be developed pn the one hand between 

1
ë!ll the, allies and on the other hand the firmtJ.ess and. cohesion of 
~he Al,liance should be maintained. The text refers · to the 
agreement between the US and the Soviet Union on INF and of the 
1• ' " o'"' • 

need to develop an overall European concept· of arms · control and 
disarmament in accordance wi th the declaration of the Atlantic 
Alliance adopted on 12 June 1987 in Reykjavik which would provide 
for: a 50% reduction in the strategie offensive nuclear weapons 
Of the superpowers, · the global elimination of chemical weapons, 
' . . the .establishment of a stable and secure leve! of conventional 
forces, by the elimination of dispari ti es, reductiomi. of American 
ànd · sov.iet land-based nuclear missile systems of short er range, 
ieadirig t6 equal ceilings. 
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The common responsibility of all Europeans finally extends to 
dialogue and cooperation between East and West. It is important 
t6 give priori ty to preserving the pear:e and to shaping i t 
c6nstructi v ely. This is not merely the z,bsence of war. This 
negative defini ti on would . certainly ' not '1\ake i t possible to 
o~ercome gradually the division' of Europe. ari.sing froni the Yalta 
artd Potsdam Agreements. Here we find overt:ones of the Gaullist 
philosophy underlying the platform on securi ty. Indeed the 
ïrtstrument which can overcome the politics of blocs is still the 
Helsinki Final Act which binds the 35 States participating in the 
CSCE. It is . therefore necessary · "to :make full use" of all -i ts 
pqssibili ti es, in particular: to increase the transparency of 
rn~ li tary potentials and acti vi ti es- in -.accordance wi th the 
Stockholm Document of September 1986 by further 
cqnfidence-building measures; to promote and provide for the 
"full respect of human rights", without which no genuirie peace is 
pqssible; to open new possibili ti es for cooperation in all the 
fields· relating to the. second basket; to achi-eve more 
opportuni ti es for the people in the whole .. of Europe to move 
f~eely and to exchange opinions _and information and to intensify 
cultural exchanges; and "thus. to promote · concrete improvements 
f6r the benefit of all people in-Europe". .' 

T~us the security and defence policy defined by WEU is 

1

given a 
gtobal content: poli ti cal, mi li tary-; . economie, human.i tari an and 
cultural. Al thouglî.· the style leaves something to be desired, .. the 
irttellectual and idealogical exercise is qui te a success. ·And 
t~e effort made to "speak with·one voice" in the strategie debate 
of the la te 80s is both praiseworthy ·and encouraging. The last 
paragraph of what consti tutes the first document in which the 
séven attempt to de fine formally a "European securi ty identi ty" 
sJms up well the whole common undertaking: "We are conscious of 
the common heritage of our'divided continent, all the' people of 
which have an equal right to live in peace and freedoni. That is 

1 • • • • • 

wify we. are oetermined to do all in our power to achieve our 
ul timate goal of à just and· lasting peaceful arder in Europe". 
This is admittedly a very broad and noble ambition, a grand 
hilinanist _and political design for the twenty-first èentury, a 
rendez-vous that Europeans made with history providing' they give 
ptoof of tenacity and an unshàkàble will. 
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THE PSYCHOLOGICAL SHOCK OF REYKJAVIK 
AND THE HAGUE POLI TI CAL SIGNAL. 1 

A HISTORIC OCCASION AND HOPE FOR EUROPE? 

1 
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 Jthe sphere of 
seçurity. This view is absolutely correct if one recal.ls that 
thé subject had become taboo following the faiiùre of the EDC 
.(1950-1954) .and the Fouchet Plan (1961-1962). Tlie Dutch Foreign 
Minister speke of a "European identi ty 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 thât he made in 
Washington on 4 Novernber 1987: "Last week i the Foreign and 
Defence Ministers of the Western European Union issued an 
impressive declaration. It reaffirmed the 1 importance of 
maintaining our nuclear and. conventional deterrents and affirmed 
a positi_ve western European identity in the fÏeld of defence. 
within the framework of the Atlantic Alliance. We welcome these 

J 
.•f 
,:J:, 

' ;. 

developme~ts". 1 . 
This charter came into being at an opportune moment; after.· the 
psychological shock of the Reykjavik sumrni t ( October 19Î36) and 
just prier to. the signature by the two superpowers of the treaty 
on the dismantling of INF on 8 Decernber 1987 in wàshington. The 
poli tic al signal from The Hague fi ts into~ a window · of 
opportunity which enables certain Europeans - the mernbers of WEU -
- to make their voice clearly heard in the great US-USSR • 
strategie debate at the end of this twentieth cent ury. This 
probably offer.s to the pluralist liberal. democracies of the Old 
Continent a chance or a historie opportunity for lw.estern Europe 
to decide to t.ake i ts own poli tic al and mi li tary 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 ·l 
·history. 

·AS Dominique.Moïsi, Deputy Director of the IFRI, justly pointed 
out in an recent article, the dual zero agreement is the concrete 

j 
·~ 

" <1 li 

. 
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r~alization by the United States and the USSR of theirlrespective 
limits, of their interna! crises and perhaps even of their 
decline. But will that mean more Europe? To this crucial 

-~1estion he gi v es the only reply possible: "Everything wi 11 
depend on the Europeans themselves". And he adds: "Without being 
fUlly aware of it, we are entering into a transitional phase of 

1 • • • our 1nternat1ona1 system wh1ch nevertheless does not correspond 
tc? a shift from a bipolar to a multipolar world. There will 

. al ways be less America and no doubt less nuclear deterr·ence, more 
1 • ) ' Ger~·many, J;t~ore Japan and probably more Ch1na" ( 7 . 

FJr th~re to be more Europe it is naturally important that this 
platform on common securi ty should not remain an empty shell, a 
s~mple declaration of ·gene rous intentions wi thout genuine 
c9ntent. Its seven signatories must therefore reac:ti an early 
ag:reement on the follow-up in order to translate these noble 
ideas into action and concrete decisions: this will certainly not 
bè

1 
an ,easy task in view of our knowledge of .the :degree of 

corplexity that the European security dossier represents. 

- T~e Europe of WEU does not coïncide with the Europe of the ·EEC, 
. 1 . . • 

but three member- States of the Europe of the Twelve are knocking 
atl the · _door of the · Sev,en: _·Spain, Portugal and Greèce.. The 
prpblem of_ the enlargement of Western European Union is thus 
ra~sed,_- but _the accession of these three new candidates raises 
po!litical cdiffic-ulties inside the Brusselcs organization and the 
At~antio Alliance.· The ·-absence of consensus is, forl the time 
being, holding up this enlargement process. 

1 . 

Furthermore, the privileged development of Franco-Gèrmari 
cobperation on the basis of the Elysée Treaty of 22 January 1963, 
inlparticular the activation of its military element since 1982, 
arouses a certain degree of reticence from Italy and the United 
Kirtgdom: the setting-up of the mixed brigade and the Defence 
co~cil bri-ngs the fear of a Franco-German directorate within· 
WEN. The major speech made by Prime Ministet Jacques Chirac on 
121 December 1987 ·at the Insti tu te of Advanced National Defence 
Studies(8) should remove these misunderstandings and 1 

( 7 )1 

( 8) 

' Le Figaro of 5-6 December 1987: "The shrinking of America". 
Défense Nationale , February 1988. 
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susceptibilities on the part of our partners since the Head of 

1 

Government called for the creation of a true European defence 
spirit : "He explicitly stated that the capacity of Europeans to 

1 be heard in the world would deper:d on their colle.ctive will to 
excercise their responsibilities". This solidarity should, as·a 
priori ty, find expression today in WEU, a privileged frarriework 
for developing reflexion and joint action in defence matt ers: 
"The Atlantic Alliance cannet be strcng if Europe is weak". 

Thus, from something that is bad - the. US-USSR agreement on FNI 
· co:ry:luded over the heads of Europe and the persistent Soviet 
threat aimed at obtaining a total denuclearization of the Old 
Continent . sorne 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 sec;uri ty model are emerging. .-Europe ans. are 
becoming:aware; they know perfectly well what they want- to live 
in peace and liberty - but they hesi tate about the means to 
achieve this, the sacrifices to be made and the lirie to take to 
accept the challenge of security and create a European defence 
identity; What they are not. fully awa·re ·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 . poli ti cal determination on all. occasions. 

1
. Hist.ory may 

hesitate, but it is 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 
lout the framework for a European defence po licy. It states a 
1series of key principles for the future; i t is a result of joint 
1exploratory work and the product of a very specifié historical 
l::ontext. It de li vers to the public opinion ·of our respective 
l::ountries a. message of hope "God helps those who help 
themselves". Let us not over-estimate this platform:lmuch 

1 

(9) In addition to the deadline of the open market of 31 
riecember 1992 we should also mention that the Brussels Treaty of 
l948 - the basis of WEU - was concluded for 50 yea~s and thus 
éxpires in 1998. 

'i 
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to be. done; let us not under-estimate that either; it is 
starting point. In the battle for security, Ftance is now 

the. front line: as the Prime Minster said "Theré can be no 
le· of Germany and a battle of France". If. there ihas to be a 
le it will therefore be a battle of .Eun1pe. · . For· the time 

' ing thi~is essentially political; we shalL win itlor lose it 
Ec>co•r.Helr. Let us take as a slogan the wo.rds of ·Georges Bernanos: 

:ut ure do es not happen to us, we create i t" . . . ,. . . · 

• January 1988 
Darfiei COLARD 
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TOPJC II : EUROPE'S CONTRIBUTION TO ITS DEFENCE EFFORT 

- Europe and its defence - Jacques Jsnard 
Excerpts from "Etudes" - n" 368 - January 1988. · 

--~ - Franco-German co-operation - Supportive of the AÙiance and 
of Europe, by Dr. Lothar Rühl 1 
Emcp" !mm "R'""' do 1 'OTAN" - Doœmboc 19T 

- Defence co-operation is Europe's future, by Jan van Houwelingen 
bœcpt' !corn "Jooo'' D"fooce w"kl'" - IJ<h fobr'' 1988. 

- Action Committee for Europe : Improving the quality of Europe, 
by Astrid Lulling. · ' 
Excerpts from "Luxemburger \Vort" - 23th January J 988. 

• i 

\ 

- Maintaining Security in a Changing World 
Excerpts from "Statement on the defence estimates 1988" -

Loo doo H" mo''" y'' ""'' oooc, o ffi œ. 1 

- Excerpts from a speech of _Mr Giulio ANDREOTTI, Jtalian Foreign 
Minister, at the Senat, on international detente vie:.,s. 
(! 6 june 1988). 
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EUROPE MiO ITS DEFENCE 

by 

·Jacques ISNARD 

(Exce1·pts from "ETUDES", No. 368, January 1988) 

Europe is the first continent to rid'itself of nuclear 

Following the Soviet-Arlerican agreement on the 

dismantling of Euromissiles, a li mi ted but sig,nificant stock of 

nuclear weapons will slowly disappear. And this for the first 

time since an atomic bomb destroyed Hiroshima ·in 1945. The 

immeàiate reac"tions of those Europ~an countries which are most 

concerned · have be en very different; even wi thin the poli ti cal 

parties there have b~en considerable vari.i:tions in analyses of the' 

results of such an agreeClent on Europe's long-term security. Will 

such a shock help Europe re co ver i ts identi ty, 

reflections on how tc maintain its autonomy? 

starting wi th 

In fact., everything started sorne yea~s age. In 1977, 

the Soviet Union deployed i ts first SS 20s, stating that they 

would replace the older SS 4s and SS 5s, which. were technically ,, 
out of date. The new missile, with its three warheads and a 

range of 5, 000 km, was more accurate than i!ts Predecessors. 

Slowly - too slowly undoubtedly - Europe realised that the SS 20s 

posed a ne·.o~ threat, especially for i ts continent .i. 
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The SS 20s could not reach the United States and were 

• probably intended to strike at Europe's military bases. They 
1 

were clearly both a mi li t;ary and a .diplomatie weapon aimed at_ 
1 

cutting Europe off from other world theatres in which the two 
1 

great powers might -face one another. Together with its strategie 

nuclear capabili ti es whicb now gave i t ne ar ~vèrall pari ty wi th 

the United States, the SS 20s gave the Sovi~t Union a regional 
1 

superiority in Europe, where the.American NATO weapons were the 
1 

only safeguards. The West did not reply until 1979. 
1 

Officially, NATO' s answer came wi th the setting up, between 
. 1 

of Pershing ballistic missiles and nuclear cruise 
1 

Great Britain, Italy, Belgium and the 

1983-1989, 

missiles in West Germanyi 

! 
things were not in fact quite 

1 

Netherlands. 

~or a number of reasons, 

so simple. In the first !Jlace, the American missiles deployed in 
1 . 

Europe were not comparable to the Soviet SS 20s; their range 
J 

(between 1,800 and 2,500 km) did not enable \them to cover the 

.whole Soviet Union, wheréas the 1977 SS 20s could strike anywhere 
1 

In ad qi ti on, a numb~r of - often violent - opposition in Europe, . 1 ' 
movements aimed at opposing NATO' s decisionsj grew up in West 

Germany, Italy and the Netherlands. · Lastly, by proposing a 
1 

dialogue on the Euromissiles to the Soviet Union, while setting up 
. 1 

their own riposte, the United States unwittingly fell into a trap 
• .1 

which later proved inextricable when Sovlet diplomats chose 
j 

negotiation rather than a head-on clash wi th Washington. In 

short, the option ch6sen at the time by NATO 
1 
would shake Europe 

for a number of years. 

1 
In the East, on the ether hand, the SS 20 programme 

1 . 
continued and even went bey end the Soviet Uni~n ~ts sec uri ty 

1 

~eeds, 

when 270 missiles were de·ployed in 1·1arch 1987'. Since then, 
1 

fifty-six countries in ·Europe and Asia are Ihreatened by the 

SS 20s, which me ans th at 60 per cent of the world' s population 

could be wiped out in under fifteen minutes. 

• . 1 • . 
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1 
THE REYKJAVIK AGREEMENT 1 

1 

Both Leonid Brejn~v and Youri AndropovJmade a number of 

proposals for negotiations wi th the United States; the se were 
1 

always rejected by Ronald Reagan on the pretext that they were 
J 

only publicity ploys. The two great powers indulged in a game of 

ping-pong. The Soviet Union threatened to !stop discussing 

. strategie weapons, while the Americans made the spectacular move 
1 

(in November 1981) of. proposing the newly christened "zero 

"),<>ption": to remove all missiles from Europe • .. 

Real discussions were restarted at the . beginning of 
1 

1985, with a number of disarmament proposals following each other 

" from both si des of. the Atlantic and the Reykjavik "Summi t" in 

Iceland. ~ 

1 
The Reykjavik "Surr.mit" meeting in October 1986, between 

Ronald Reagan and lhchael Gorbatchev, was not asl unsuccessful as 

the Europeans thought for sorne time afterwards. The Soviet Union 

was unable to pers~ade the United States to · give up their 
1 

anti-missile space project - the strategie dèfence initiative' 
! ' 

(SDI). But the Reagan-Gorbatchev meeting w·as none the less 

termed part of the movement which led to the 1 elimination of 

nuclear weapons from Europe and, at the same time; to the risk of 
1 

"freezing" the French and British arsenals, which were intended to 

contribute to Europe•s deterrent. 1 

As the· Soviet-American discussions 
1 

continued, two ideas 
T 

started to converge: Ronald Reagan • s wish to end his term of 
1 

office with a world agreement on disarmament and the Soviet 

diplomats 1 obsessive desire to den1.;1clearise Europe} so as to leave 

them wi th a superiori ty of conventional weapons1 vis-à-vis the 

' 1 Western pc\-.rer·s. 
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The result was the 1987 a·greement between the two Super 

Powers wi th the first "zero option" on Euromissiles (weapons wi th 

ranges ·of between 1,000. to 5,000 km) ·and the prospect of a second 

"zero option" on short-range missiles (500 tc 1,000 km). For the 

moment, the Soviet Union· dropped its requirement that the 

objectives of the SDI mcst be reduced> ' before ':there could be a 

third "zero option" on .,ery short-range missiles ( less "than 

500 km). In ether words, the Americans ·and the 'OSoviet Union were 

prepared tc scrap their Lance and Honest John mi·ssiles on the one 

''\) si de and the SS 4s, SS 12s, SS 23s, SS 2ls and Fr:~gs on the ether. 
" 

Both artillery and aircraft carrying nuclear muni tiens were left 

untouched. 

Un til the Atlantic Alliance, in June :1987, accepted a 

discussion on the elimination of very short-'range missiles (the 

double "zero option") without however fixing any dates, the voices 

of the United States• partners sounded somewhat discordant. 

In France, for e.xample, François Mi tt~rrand sa id "yes 11 

to the "zero option"-_, wh ile his Defence -!•1inis·ter, 
J 1 \ 

André Giraud, 

thought there was the danger of a "European Munich". 
' 

In the Federal Republic, ·Chancellor Helmut Kohl, who 

' was at first against the Soviet proposals, ended by agreeing with 
1 

the United States and decided that the Pershing m~ssiles, held in 

Germany for the Americans, should be included in the·negotiations. 

In the United King dom, the Thatcher Government tried to main tain 

the national deterrent, largely dependent on American support, 

whereas logically the. Reagan-Gorbatchev agreements would break the 
' 

links between the United States and the United Kiqgdom. 
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Europe was unable to de cid<! wh at i ts disarmament policy. 

should be andthus reacted passively to.outside initiatives, even 

though they were in i ts own interest. Ari organisation as 

important as Western European U:'ion (WEU), made up of the seven 

European countries 

was not consulted. 

most closely concerned wi th, the discussions, 
' 

EUROPEAN DISCORDANCE 

1• 

How did this come about? How ,can 250 million 

Europeans have so little influence on their own future? Why do 

they seem so apathetic? Has Europe' s strategie posi tian be en 

weakened by agreements concluded over i ts head? ,: If the setting 

up of American Pershing and cruise missiles in 1 Europe. confirmed 

the ti es between Europe and America, would the ,·re moval of the se 

missiles ]rom European territory prove to be the end of American 

involvement there? 

The arguments dïffer depending on whéther 
\ 

the double 
', 

"zero option11 only is taken into account, or whether the thil;d 

11 zero optiOn" is considered as an accomplished fact. The same.is 

true of the answers to the above questions. In the first case, 

.the nuclear risk is concentrated on West Germany. i In the second 

case, Soviet superioÏ"i ty in conventional. and ch'emical armaments 

puts the.only two independent European nuclear Powers- France and 

Great Britain- in a very.uncomfortable position.' But they have 

a point in common: relations between Federal Republic of Germany 

and her European allies and, with them, the future of Europe are 

at the centre of the debate. 

... J 
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In the first case: the double "zero option" would lead 
1 

to the elimination of all missiles with ranges of 500 to 5,000 km 

. from bath si des of the Elbe and· NATO would 1 be le ft wi th only 

short-range nuclear weapons, which can only hit targets in Eastern 
• 1 

Germany, for the protection of Europe. On the other hand, the 
1 

. Soviet Union is able to strike at any part of the Federal Republic 
1 

right. up to the French and Benelux frontiers from the terri tories 

of i ts Warsaw Pact allies. 

The Federal Republic of Germany . would become the 

· battlefield in any East-Yiest conflict which the Great Powers were 

unable to prevent and would be the weakest linkl in the NATO chain. 
j • 

In such circumstances, it is impossible to prevent it from feeling 
1 

that it has links with Eastern Germany, since bath are in the same 
1 

situation. How to prevent the Federal Republic of Germany from 

fraternising wi th her ether half? How notl to fear that,. in 
1 

trying to recover i ts national uni ty, the Federal Republic of 
1 

Germany will not drift into seme form of "national neutralism"? 

l 
The second case, th at of the triple "zero option", 

' . would lead to the disappearance from Europe of all nuclear 
1 

missiles with ranges from O. to 5,000 km. This is probably the 
1 

most satisfying solution .as far as West German in terests are 
1 

concerned: but i t is also the most embarrassing for France. 
1 

V/hat would become of French pre-strategie nuclear weapons, i ts 

Pluton and, tomorrow, its Hades missiles, tarrying explosive 
1 

charges wi th ranges of 120 to 450 km? For how much longer can 
1 

the French pretend that these large-scal'e Soviet-American 
1 

discussions are ·no conCern of theirs? For hbw much longer can 
l 

the French prevent denuclearisation, with the United States, the 
j 

Soviet Union and their own allies combining to put pr~ssure on 

them? 
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But if this triple "zero option" were ever put into 

• effect, i t. could permanently. destabilise the ruropean mi li tary 

balance. . Soviet ·mi li tary · power is based on an unequalled 
1 

conventional and chemical arsenal. Thi's ·gi v es i t an 

unprecedented abili ty to c,arry out an air and gr~und offensive in 
. 1 

Central Europe wh1ch could only be counter-balanced by the threat 

of using nuclear, including neutron, weapons: ·1 the strategy of 

weak against strong. Even François Mi tterand, who for a long 
:1 

time remained suspicious of the doctrine established under 

... General de Gaulle' s presidency, 
·~ 

1 
has adopted these theories and 

reminded the Germans of them during 
1 . 

the joint exerc1se known as 

' "Cheeky Sparrow", held by the French and German armies. 

'""' , ... ~:.,~:'",:::::: '::::::::.:··::·,J ::::::::''.:;·: 
denuclearised Europe, there is little room for !the partisans of 

common securi ty in Europe ta manoeuvre. 11 Nei tfter Pershings nor 

' SS 20s" . has be en the cry he re and the re, and rfghtly so. But. 

then the corollary is no Soviet army strong lenough that i ts 

.presence alone can d!'stroy any wish for c<;>_llective autonomy in the 
'· 

West. 

THE FRANCO-GER.'IAN ENTENTE 

security 

standing, 

From this i t wi 11 be se en that a ·dialogue on European 
i 

depends first and foremost on a Franco-German under-

not based on words but built painstaki~gly and with all 

the difficulties that sometimes beset old married, couples. 
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In 1963', this struck two ·men like a pre~onition. Just 

twenty-five years aga·, General de Gaul'le ~nd Chance 11'or 

Konrad Adenauer ·signed a treaty of friendshïp and· ~ali dari ty - the 

Elysée Treaty between France and · · the · Feder1al Republ ic of 

Germany. At the time this privileged alliance was laughed at by 

the two èountri. es • neighbours, who sneered at the Franco-German 

"axis 11 which, a~:cording to them, _was unlikely to 

ether such treati~s in a troubled world. 

live 
Il 
1 

longer than 

i 
After the impassioned,. post-war arguments, the Elysée 

!$ !' 
T!-eaty laid dawn ways and means of reconciling the· two countries' 

mi li tary doctrines sc as tc arrive at shared cont'epts. ,, There 

were regular meetings between the Defence l~inisters and the Army 
1 

Staffs, ·as well as exchanges of personnel and !'c·ooperation on 

armements qu~st.ions, all aimed at bringing the two:: aT-mies tc work 
j; 

together witbout, however, setting aside collaboration with ether. 

allied countries. i' 
' 

The first re sul ts were . encouraging, as wh en i t was 

decided tc undertake the joint'manufacture o[ a number of military 
\ 1 

items: the Transall transport aircraft, the Al pl] a jet training 

and tac ti cal support aircraft, a family of anti-,tank missiles; 
1 

etc. Curiously enough, they could not counter-balance a number 
1 , , , 

of considerable failures, such as the aborted p!Ëm for a joint 

battle tank or, later, the disagreement on the diefini tien of a 

fighter aircraft, in which the United Kingdom, I'i:aly and Spain 

would also have been interested. But on the who le the re sul ts 

were positive, although sorne ambitions were not ful~illed. 
Î· 

' 

1 

Twenty years la ter, · in January 19~3, François 

Mi tterand, speaking in the Bundestag, was able tc express his 

satisfaction at the long road France and West 

together. "We have learnt to work together 

Germa~y had covered 
i 

to achieve a common 
' 

securi ty-'1
, he said. An indirect but graceful bowl'to General de 

Gaulle and his efforts. 
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Today, Paris and Bonn are trying to move into a higher 
k . 

gear. In spite of sorne scepticism, François Mitterand and Helmut 

. Kohl continued all through 1987: during the I"Cheeky Sparrow" 

exercise, when the French Rapid Intervention Force went to the 

help of the West German 2ndArmy Corps, which waslthre~tened by an 

arrnoured "en emy" from the East; at the fiftieth Franco-German 
1 

· "Summit" which followed in Stuttgart, at which the two countries 
l 

decided on the joint manufacture of a combat helicopter for the 
! 

end of the century and at which they outlined plans for a·"defence 

<~ council' .. , an ?rganisation for strategie studies l in which ether 
l 

European allies such as Italy or Belgium would take part. All 
1 

:::::";:.::::"'" 00 '"" •• , <o•~'" , ••• , "0"'~"' 00 

The French President would have liked to go even 
1 • 

further by reassuring the Germans on the use France. intended to 
1 

rnake of its pre-strategie nuclear weapons, such as Pluton or Hades 
1 

and the weapons carried by the Mirage, Jaguar and Super-Etendard 

aircraft. ~ 1 
As far back as February 1986, François Mi tterand had 

' expressed his readiness to consult his West German allies if the 

need arase of using these French weapons on their territory. Two 

restricticns would apply: that the speed of engagement left 

enough time to do sc and that the West Germans 

final decision remained with Paris. 

understood that the 

1 
. In October 1987, the French President, speaking 

1 
ambiguously as he does so often and so well, told Bonn that there 

1 
was no certainty that an ul ti mate French nuclear warning would 

necessarily be given on West German terri toryJ It was an 

admirable formula which, 
1 

on first analysis, seemed tc postulate 
! 

that French weapons were~for use against an enemy only. 
1 

But the 

fact is th at these sibylline declaràtions imply an early 

engagement in an international cr isis ar ising 1 in Europe from 
1 

Franée tc l'lest Germany or wi thin the Atlantic Alliance.· 

.. 1 .. 
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AMERICAN UMBRELLA VERSUS FRENCH SUNSHADE? 

This is the heart· of the discussion: Nei th er France 
Î 

nor Great Bri tain are able tc off er the ir West German partner a 
l 

"nuclear umbrella" which would be anything like the American 

• "cover". Not only is i t ~.·echnically impossible, but the Germans 

èo not wish tc exchange even today' s weakened-l American assurances 

for still vaguer French promises. ·Although the American 
1 

'"ùmbrella" may have be en damaged by the discussions wi th the 

Soviet Union, the French "sunshade" seems tc Je almost inexistent. 

1 
However, France is not completely olàcking in arguments 

. 1 
and weapons. Its construct1on, al one, of :a full complement of 

1 
nuclear deterrents gives i t sorne special responsibili ti es. The 

1 
French "bomb" i the resul t of a poli ti cal desire. maintained ::::'::::::' • ':,::::::::' .::::••••'" '"'" 'l'-n "' ,,~, • '"' 

In 1966, whe~ France left NATO, i t did not apply the 
1 

"empty se at" po licy vis-à-vis i ts allies. On the cent. rary, . i t 

. ' has continued ever since tc stress i ts solidarity·. It signed the 
l 

Ailleret-Lemnitzer Agreements (named after the Head of the French 

Army Staff and the Supreme Commander Al lied FJrces Europe). In 
j 

1974, these texts were supplemented by the Valentin-Ferber 
.1 

Protocol (named after the Commander of the F1rst French Army and 
1 

the Commander-in-Chief Allied Forces Central Europe). 
1 

number of conventions completed the mi li tary 'build-up and no-one 
• 

has denounced them. 
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What do ti.~ese texts say? . Roughly, \they foresee that 

the .French pre-strategie. nuclear arsenal· - Pluton ground missiles 
1 ' ànd weapons carried by lolirage and Jaguar aircraft - ··would give 

mas,si ve support to the First Army or each of i t~ three componeht 
1 ' 

Corps, as saon as French forces went to the assistance of allied 
1 

troops in Europe. Provided that they received :their orders .from 

the French Governm.,nt only, or rather from the '(President of the 

· Republic, as Head of the Armed Forces und er the French 

Constitution of 1958. 

Such are the agreements between France and i ts main 
1 

European allies, especially the Federal Republic of. Germany and 

the United States of America, who are key memberslof NATO. 

' 1 d . l'' ' l 
Such a plan could become out of date an 1napp 1cab e 

1 . 
as a re sul t of the changes in the European theatre which would 

' 1 come with the graduai disappearance of Sov1et and American 

intermediate and short-range missiles." 

TOWARDS A EUROPEAN DETERRENT 

If this should happen, could France or Great Bri tain 

take over America' s protecti ve rôle or at least !play the ir part 

. ' completely in the.~common defence? To put 1 t bluntly, have the 

French the means and the desire and are they eve~ interested in 
1 

setting out to organise an "intermediate echelon", tc use 
1 

André Giraud' s expression, for a Eu.ropean deterr:ent and, further-
1 

more, would it appear convincing to the Federal Republic? 

1 
We know the United Kingdom's answer to these questions. 

1 

George Younger, the Defence Minister, recently explained: "We·are 
l 

ail in fa v our of tightening our links wi th France. But'· such 

c~lla~oration stops where Anglo-American agree
1
ments be~~n.". 
1 

These special agr:eements are as old as · time and exclude any 

cooperation with third parties. 

. • 1 • . 
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_On the _ether hand, France's id~as_ are more a~biguous 

and, in -the' present somewhat uhcomfàrtable .· peri cd of 

"cohabitation"~ fluctuatè betweenc a return- to -the .hard-line 

deterrence of old, which would isolate France in the European 

"bath"_. in which i t would be plunged, 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

\,eapons and the ir attendant securi ty systems .which could one day 

be used as the starting point for building a European deterrent. 

Today, François lU tterand se ems to doubt this; his 

reservations, expressed on the ether si de of th'e Rhine, about the 

future of the French Hades system which he accuses_ of frightening 

the.Germans because they might become its target, show that he is 

thinking of the possibili ty of returning to a deterrent of the 

strong by the weak, based in the first instance on strategie 

weapons. 

André Giraud, and probably also Jacques Chirac and 

Raymond Barre , who are inclined to· be vaguer than the Defence 

lolinister, are more in faveur of building up a European deterrent 

echelon, based on French pre-strategie weapons: ASMP 

air-tO-ground missiles mounted on aircraft or mobile S. 4 

ground-to-ground missiles, which ·will be the future air- and 

ground-based carriers for the French n~clear arsenal, could, if 

stationed in Germany, fire as far east as possible. 

This discussion is far from finished;­

place, i t has come up against a major obstacle: 

In the first 

apart from not 

wishing to spoil the game, the Federal Republic is not allowed to 

lauhch a- nue le ar war on i ts own .. It must use the double lock 

system, .\>~hich indirec.tly reassures Mosè:ow. This is the case with 

the American key which makes i t impossible to act wi tho ut a final 
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"green light" from Washington. It. would h lVe to be the case if 
' 

France and the United Kingdom ev er decided, to the detriment of 

the Soviet Union, to . allow Bonn any. sort of say in the use in 

Europe of nuclear weapons, jointly managed wi th the Federal 

Republic. 

Meanwhile, European defence is growing slowly, day by 

day, wi thout any signs of enthusiasm on tè>e part of those most 

closely concerned; it is based on a main "piJ.lar 11 of Franco-German 

cooperation on conventional arms; which beth Paris and Bonn 
'-'), 

•'lllaintain does not compete wi th Euro-Atlantic soli dari ty. They 

are jointly building a new·combat helicopter. They àre jointly 

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 beth ar mi es. They will together define the tasks and· 

make-up of the future Joint Defence Council. But all this must 

be done wi thout irrita ting the American "godfather" who has the 

final word. 

One eye orl the blue Vosges mountains and the ether 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 11 Islamic fundamentalism" 

because no better desçription hàs yet been found, and instability 

in the African countries are as many areas of international crisis· 

for the populations living around the Medi terranean, who have 

witnessed so many upheavals. France, toc, is involved. 

So are Spain and Italy. Hence the proposals made in 

Paris, ~~adrid and Rome to tighten the links which have been 

loosened by time and to organise concrete means of collective 

defence; offers of cooperation on armoured naval and air weapons 

have been made to Spain. Italy has been offered joint 

anti'-aircraft defence and naval equipment, such as torpedoes. 

France has proposed participation to beth in the. joint development 

.. 1 . • 
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·of a military observation net~work based on the Helios satellites. 

Italy has already replied; 15 per cent of the programme involving 

sorne eight billion francs, will be taken over by the Italian 
Ministry of Defence. With a contribution of five per cent, Spain 
is moving in the same direction. 

Thus, 

being bu il t up. 
a complete ·puzzle or a who le Meccano game is 

The stakes are high. The smallest incident 

could destroy everything in an enterprise which is all the more 

fragile or under threat because the participants cannet be sure of 

their success. 
·~ Faced with this challenge •. the Europeans 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 tc make the 

British, the West Germans and the French - al though less cft en -

ask themselves whether they are doing the right thing in trying'to 

achieve an independent Europe. 

Truth tc tell, these worries and soul-searchings are 

due tc the fact tha\: poli ti cal Europe has remained in limbe and, 

as a result, military Europe is dragging its feet. . 
Does being a 

European mean feeling threatened today? Would an outside 

aggressor be attacking a group of countries which cannet live 

together or strengthen their ties? Or would this threat be. aimed 

at·the individual States which make up this artificial entity we 
call Europe? 

"In the face of our destiny, and of tho se who try 

to eliminate us, we are always alone", says Michel Dt:bré, one-time 

French Prime ~linister, al though he do es not deny th at a certain 

soli dari ty among Europeans exis·ts. 

If brotherly ti es are to exist in Europe, 

also include the financial, industrial, scientific, 

they, wi.ll 

cultural, 
social and monetary ambi tiens inherent tc this vast continent. 

If it·were otherwise, 

i ts own li fe. 
i t would be up tc each country to protect 

Jacques ISNARD 
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·Dr. lothar Rühl, State Secretary in the German Federal Mcnistry of Defence 
'". / 

FranèotGerman co-operation -
. Supportive of the Alliance and of 
Europe 

Lxcerpts from "REVUE DE L'OTAN" 

F ranco-German solidarity is 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 ether nati-ons ofihe region- which is rooted in geography and 
Belgium, Luxembourg. the Nether- history as weil as in the European 
lands and the United King dom- is economy. But there is alsoa second 
militarily, as weil ·as economically reality with which this co-op_eration 
and politically, the 'vital additional ~ and its underlying entenle Il) US! be 
factor. Franco-German co-operation reconciled. namely the close and sol id 
must take_ account of this reality, link with the United Stàtes and 
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Canada. whose military presence in 
Europe. and strategie commitment to 
the Continent. are irreplaceable. 

No Franco-German or Europeàn 
concentration of forces. no mode! 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
tegie unit y of the NATO area, and 
the military solidarity with the 
United States. are the foundations of 
Western Eur'ope·s~ security vis-à-vis 
the Soviet Union, a military \Vorld 
power and a Eurasian continental 
power with a dominant position at 
the centre 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 is of particular con­
sequence for the security of Western 
Europe si nee. 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 ad,·antage of its geostrategic 
position. Not even the combined 
forces of the \\'est European coun­
tries would suffice to crea te a balance 
of con,·entional forces with the 
Warsaw Pact in Central Europe, let 
alone offset the total military might 
of the Soviet Union in Europe as a 
whole. ln this respect, too, the Amer­
ican forces in Europe and in the 
Meditcrranean could not be replaced 
by forces from Europe. Moreover, 
European forces do not have the 
same polit ica! and strategie qua lit y in 
the eyes of the Soviet Union as do 
those of the United States. 

French policy in the Alliance and 
in Europe has ta ken 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 
lake over the United'States' role of 

'protecting Western Europe. or shield 
it against the Soviet threat with 
French nuclear weapons. or defendit 
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 stra tegic autonomy and 
sovereign national defence have led 
her to occupy a special place a part in 
the Alliance, but these factors are 
fully compatible with pragmatic co­
operation for the corn mon good and 
- with the participation of French 
forces - for the common defence. 
Both strategie 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 ba sis 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 ta king part 
in exercises in Germany. These 
troops would provide direct French 
support for forward defence in the 
earl y stage of any connict. Following 
the Franco-German Saucy Sparr01r 
exercise in Bavaria in September 
1987. President Mitterrand stated 
that French troops had proved 'that 
they would be able to come to the a id 
of their German ally' as soon as the 
necessary decision had bcen 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 fulfil its Western Euro­
pean Union Treaty commitments as 
an ally of the Federal Republic, and 

Dr. Rühl 

to provide armed assistance on 
German soi!. 

The 1987 Saucy Sparrou· exercise 
clearly indicat~d to th.e countries of 
the \Varsaw Pact that. in the event of 
an attack on German territory or 
against NATO terri tory as a wh ole:· 
France wou id not only show political 
solidarity with her Allies but would 
also support forward defence in 
Germany with powerful forces. This 
support had already been made.· 
manifest in the Franconian Shicld 
exercise of 1986. ln 19~7.the deploy- ,: 
ment of troops from the Force d'Ac- · 
tion Rapide (Rapid Deployment .· 
Force) at the head of reinforcements 
from the First French Army. moun­
ted a ·counter-attack· in Bavaria- at 
a distance of only sorne 70 km from 
the Eastern border, of the Federal ,. 
Republic, thereby dcmonstrating · 
even more clcarly France's mili 
readiness to co-opera tc in the defence 
of its Allies. 

into Germany thus presenting 
.~c-;,co 

regular pattern of French 
ation. French troops are also 
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exercise jointly with other Allied 
forces in Germany. In this way, 
practical military co-operation in the 
Alliance- one of the ai ms of Franco­
German military relations - is 
strengthened. 

There is an obvious difficulty in 
major Franco-German exercises of 
this kind being part of NATO man­
oeuvres because France bas to mark 
its special position outside the NATO 
integrated· military command by 
mounting normally only bilateral 
land exercises. It was for t!tis reason 
that the then Supreme Allied Com­
mander Europe, General Rogers, 
readily agreed tçi-1he e~clusion of the 
1987 German army exercise from the 
Autwnn Forge series of NATO man­
oeuvres. ln 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 troops. in tes ting the concept 
of common defence. These arrange­
ments will be even more important if 
the French forces involved are not 
part of the fïrst French Army but 
have been specifically made available 
for this purpose .. 

Clear political and mililary 
signal 

The French President used the 
occasion of the Bavarian exercise to 
announce tha!,in their participation 
in the common defence, French 
forces would no longer be confïned 
within the boundaries which bad 
been laid down in 1966;67 for their 
operations. The 1987 Saucy Sparrou· 
exercise was accordingly carried out 
significantly · eastwards of the arc 
formed by Rotterdam. Dortmund 
and Munich. with this boundarv .. . . 
being: cq:>sSed in the Ingolstadt­
Kehlheim area on the Danube. The 
First F renclÎ Army th us. came to 
assume a reserve role in suP.port 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 
fiank of the Second German Co:ps is 
unprotected up to the Au••rian 
border. This, too, carries a élear 
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 Di,arma­
ment in Europe) agreement>, de­
monstrates that such signal; are 
understood. 

Military co-operation with France 
can be organized, and French oper­
ations co-ordinated with those of the 

3 

Allied forces in NATO's integrated 
military structure, without strategie 
concepts having to be altered. The 
differences between French strategie 
doctrine and NATO's ·nexible re­
sponse' are in fact not so great that. 
below the doctrinal leve!. they cannot 
in practice be reconciled or reduced. 
With operations involving 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 a rea lies with the nuclear 
options for which French forces are 
a Iso trained and for which the neces­
sary support. such as airborne units. 
is held in readiness under centml 
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1987 Atlantic' A ward 

Mr. Pierre Harmel, delivering the 1987 Atlantic A ward lecture in Brussels last November afler receiving the A ward from 
NATO Secretary General Lord Carrlngton. Wh ile Foreign Minister of Belgium, Mr. Harmellnitiated the Report on the 
Future Tasks of the Alliance -the Harmel Report-which was adopted by NATO Foreign Ministers in December 1967. The 

-Atlantic A ward was lnsllluted ln 1984 and is presented to a citizen of an Alliance member country who has made an 
outstandlng contribution to the Alliance's objectives. 

controL The main problem here 
concerns France's 'pre-strategie' 
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 ~ense of 'flexible response' but 
are he id in readiness in order to give a 
'final warning· prior to the use of 
strategie 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 
escalaiion using 'pre-strategie' 
weapons. because this would render 
the warning signal unclear or open to 
question in the mi nd of an aggressor 
who. though possessing nuclear 
weapons, was auacking with conven­
tional forces. 

This raises the question of where 
-the nuclear systems for this pre­
sumably o'ne-off deterrent signal 
should be locat~d:•Referring to this in 
his October 1987. speech in Brühl, 
President . Mitterrand said thal 
French nuclear weapons would bit 

• 

'the aggressor'· and thal the warning 
signal would not be sounded on 
German territory. 

Nevertheless. if would still cleafly 
be necessary for Paris and Bonn, as 
bas been agreed between them. to 
consul! about the deployment ar­
rangements and the targets to be 
selected, provided there was enough 
time. and for the use of French ·pre­
strategie' nuclear weapons 10 be co­
ordinated with NA TO'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
tex! of the Franco-German relation­
ship. lt requires French co-ordi­
nation with NATO part ners and with 
Allied Commanders throughout 
Europe, for which a doctrinal discus­
sion about strategie autonomy and 
strategie 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 \Varsaw Pact. accompanied 
by 'deterrent cover'. just as Allied 
contingents would be linked to 
NA TO's theatre nuclear forces. 
These nuclear options wpl th us have 
to be harmonized, atl,ast as regards 
their employment: yet it is at present 
unlikely that France would par­
ticipate in any NATO targeting 
'planning. ln the Franco-German 
relationship. the German panner can 
do no more than assert its national 
interest in timely and meaningful 
consultations about use 'on German 
territory', as was agreed in principle 
between President Millerrand and 
Chancellor Kohl in 1986. lt goes 
without saying thal the Federal 
Re public expects the sa me treatment 
in this ma uer as that'accorded to'it by 
the United States and the United 
Kingdom. and Allied Commanders 
within the framework of NATO 
consultations and the relevant pro­
cedures established for the purpose. 

lntended to bolster US 
presence in Europe 

There can be no doubt thal 
Franco-German military co-oper-
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ation neither should nor could release 
German y from NATO 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 to 
strengthen the Alliance with their co­
operation over milltary and security 

. policy, to bols ter 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 NATO.;~ 'cri~ls management'. 

Replacing the American with a 
·French nuclear deterrent is neither 
possible nor e\•en.envisaged in either 
Paris or Bonn. French policy and 
strategy are based on the US strategie 
commitment to Europe's security 
and on the presence of strong Amer­
ican forces on the Continent, prim­
arily in the Federal Republic of 
Germany. Consequently, French 
strategy does ·not regard German 
terri tory 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 militar:t strategy has moved 
away from the classical glacis men­
tality of the past. Even with her 
special position of strategie auto­
nomy outside NATO's integrated 
mil.itary structure, france recognizes 
the imperatï"ve necessity of defending 
herse if on German soi! aloneside her 
German neighbour. This m;ans that 
the defence of the Federal Republic is 
just as im.portant for France as her · 
own defence. because if NATO were 
t~ lose the baule for Germanv, then 
the battle for France·_ assuming the 
attack continued across the Rhine -
cou Id no longer be repulsed.let alone 
won. with French forces. . 

Following a NATO defeat in the 
Federal Republic of Germany, the 
only option left .. to-·Fra·nce would be 
to initia te 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' (<'!pace commun), 
namely a common security area 
encompassing France and the Fe­
deral Republic to be pwtected jointly 
by military means within the context 

., ... 
!. ·: 
-:: .. :._.. 

·. 
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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 weil as in its own 
interest, the Federal Republic re­
solutely backs this French position. 

The same purpose is also served by 
the experiment 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 

~ .~~- :~·. -: ... 
•. -. - "'4 .. 

. ' 

.. 

President Mitterrand (lei!) and Chancellor Kohl give a press conference du ring lhe 
exerclse. President MiNerrand ststed/hal French lroops had proved thal they wou/d be able to 
come IO. the ald of thelr German ally as soon as the necessary decision had been laken. 
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detached from their NATO commit­
ments. The Franco-German experi­
rne"nt will offer other Allies useful 
information and· experience· for si­
milar joint units in.Europe and it may 
also 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. 

The same could be said of the 
impending ~stabl[shment of. a 
Franco-German Dgence Council or . 
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, 
thoug~ without legal powers. This 
new Council would consolidate the 

.. existing bod.ies forsecurity poliçy and 
military co-operation established 
since the Elysée Treaty of 1963. It is 
thus interided to. give co-operation. 

1 

firmer central control, together with 
a clear political mandate,' at the leve! 
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 military co-oper­
ation, however, is additionally in­
tended to strengthen European co­
operation within WEU, which is a 
politico-military security pact with a 

6 

·.~ .. 

commitment to mutual assistance, 
but has no military organization of 
its own - nor should it have- and it 
could not mobilize European forces. 
lest NA TO's integrated military 
structure, i.e. Allied forces under · 
international command, is preju­
diced. Consequently, Frc;nco­
German co-operation ·seeh to 
strengthen the European compor:ent 
of NATO defence. and WEU ~an 
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. 

ln political terms. therefore, this 
co-operation between France and the. 
Federal Republic of Germany is in 
step "~ith the Alliance ànd with 
Europe; it does not seek to constitute 
an alternative to NATO nor .. to the 
close links with the United Sta.tes. ·+ 
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,_Excerpts from" JANE'S 

DEFENCE ~VEEKlY ·:~··-~·--
Defence co-operation is Europe's future 
AS IT LOO~S ;-..~ow. 1here v.· dl br at lea~t 
SC'\(0 dirferent Eurvf'('an md!lar~· heil,:opte~s 
nytng tn ,'\iA TO Europr by the end of ihe 
c~ntury: 1mproved \t'T~wns of !he 00 l!l5P, 
Gazdle Jnd Lyn\, the ltallan A 1 ~9 
~1angt.:sta and the propesed L•ght Anac:k 
Heh..:oprer (l:\Hl. sometimes catled Tonal. 
as weil as the Fran..:o-German Eurocopter or 
CATH in three versions. 

This is in addition to the US forces in 
Europe v.hi(h operate !heir own AH-1 Cübra 
and AH-6-1 Apa..:he heh,:opters. They a!l face 
the same thrcal. 

Furthermore, there is another threat. no 
Jess senous, but of our o ..... n ma\..ing. That 
is the unde1:mimnll of our defensive 
..:apability through t!fe was:e of a~tronomic 
amounts of mane~ be.:ause we fait 10 

harmonise requirernr:-nu and ti me ~çhedules 
and ~ontinu~ to & ... elop tao \l>'tde a "arie:y 
of equrpment tn relanvel!' "smal! series. 

Everyone t5 awarc of 11 ilnd man~ ha..,e 
argued for year~ thJt somerhrng should be 
Uone about it. Substannal budget rrh:re.J.5es 
are not realistic pohti~al op:ions. Co­
operation is th~ main tool for iï.1proqng our 
con.,.cn!lonal defence and increa~rng the 
output and the tffecti.,·cncss of our yct 
masstve ln,estments. 

Ma king bcncr use of the 3\aiiabl! funds, 
by chrT"tr.ating the e\l~nng nm:me!y v.a~teful 
duphca!ion in the de ... dopmem and the 
prOdllC!Ior. of dden.:c equ1rmen1. ts J must 
in arder to stop the pro..-:ess of mu..:tural 
'disarmament. \\hu;h n the d.:~ngerous 
comequc:-rce of the e..,er-gro.,rng rrr:b.J.\an~~ 
bet.,een :he -=osts of \\eapon sy:.tem~ and the 
le•el of defencc bud~e!s. 

Enhanced co-opcrJttOn \\ill not only 
strengthen Europe"s ~or.,en:tonal defence. 
lt "''Il also 1mprove the posnwn of the 
Europnn defen.:e mdu~try on the -.ofld 
mar~ctplace, 1t will re1nforce Europe'~ 

po!incal posrt10n as such and therefore 
1mpro,·e :he ~11eng1h of ~A.TO as a ""hale. 

Thete ts a long ;.o. a y togo, full of ot-stJdes 
fnml) rooted m pulr:t..:al· .:tnd 1ndustr1a! 
natr0nal rr.terests. But H ts mY strong 
con\IC!tOn thJt H wlll uit!mately pro\·e a 
passJble \l,ay. 1 admtt that it requtres a 
certain altnude of Euro-optim:sm. Pess1mists 
strll find more ev1dence 10 il!umate the1r 
annude. TheY can potnl at the he!Jcopter 
fieid. for instance. 

Asto the aider l~pes or heli-:op!ers. il 15 

understandable that Cc~many, Fr~Hh::e and 
the U~ can:-;ot afford to s~rap the '"snng 
80 IO~s. Gazelles and L~ n\eS. 

lmpro,ed t:r·es must at-least bnd~e the 
t1mc gar umi! neo.~. genera11ons of hr:-1ico;:'ltcrs 
Jre av;.nlat"ile ant.l the" are p!~nneJ to he 1n 
st:r..-tçr: even longer. UrH. :-Jftcr ail. 11 means 
prolonption of a la..:l of co-opera!10n m the 

·past, ar..J e"cn the lmpro\cd aucraft ">~.til not 
render up-to-date an~ ..... crs 10 the threat of 
tomorro ...... 

A ne., challe-nge to Europtan cl'-operation 
could have beén the developmenr ·of a 
common ba!llc:field heltcoç:ter for the J990s 

1 Bv Jan van Houwehngen • 1 

and beyOnd. By the end or 1985. Michael 
Hesel!ine, 1hen UK Secretary of State for 
Defence, made an effort to find a single 
European solution for the t\~·o coll;'lbOrative 
banlefield helicopter prOJeCts under 
'Onsrderanon: the Franco-German P.A.H 
2:HACIH.A.P and the BritÎÜl-lta!ian­
:--:ether!ands L~H. 

Heselrinc drJfted a resolution ta that end 
to be signet! by the Odence r\1inisters of the 
live countries engaged in the two projtcts. 
The c:ndeavour fai/ed. 

lt is hard to understand, c:rtainly for the 
public but e~·en for many insiden, thal a 
common lhreat b~ a highb· standardised 
opponent ts translated into such a ... ·ariety of 
~:aff requirements that the dn·eiOpment of 
a Stngle European h-:ltcop!er is prot-Jhl)· oui 
of the qu~s!lon. \\Îth ali th: pamfui fuoancial 
(Onsequences thereof. 

Ouring a number of years Ît c:ver. se:-mèd 
impossrble to harmcntse requHemen!s of 
only two nat Jons. \\"e ail know the d1fficult1es 
the French and the \\"est Germans \\ent 
t_hrough befor: they reached their recent 
agreement. The ongo1ng four-nanon 5tud~ 
on the Lrght Auacl Helrcoptc:r hJs so far 
produced less prat-lems but the proof of the 
puddrng !5 not )'Cl there. and .,..111 not be unlll 
Septembe~. 

ln u~etr i1 is an a-:hie...-c·r:-,:nt rhat l\\O 
mJJOT European nJt1or.s are tngether 
de•ek)p1ng ~u.:h an 1mportJnt ,.,e.:lrC"n syqem 
Js a future banlet1e!d hr:-ltcor:er The 
pohtiCJI 1mpa(1 should ~erta1nl~ not be 
underestrmatd. 

No less "aluable ts the four-natÎC'In 
objectr•e 10 deve!op a ~imilar .... capon 
system. But th: positi"e s1d:s are thro ..... n into 
1he shade by the mere fact !hat efforts and 
resources could not be assured "'hdc "'e ali 
need our armed resC'Iurc:s so bdly \() leep 
our ror.:es at an aJ,qua:e leve! 

TheH and ether namples of the 
troubksome stru~!;ie fer more co-or~ration 
;md standJrdi~;.~!:Qn amt'n~ allie\ \~111. 

uhtmarel~. hJrmftJ11\" lllfluence rut'lhc 
.... tlhngnns to rro\H.h.' :he neçessar) funds. 

Hov. long ~an \\e go on a;kir.g fc,r re<~l 

budget m·:reases 1f "-e fJrl 10 demC"In\lrate 
that \\t: do use our mroney in thi: m0<.t 
effeL"IJ\·e wJ\, and 1n ~u.::h a m;~nncr that m 
the lon~ run defcn..:e tndustfies ,:-.J,r. sur,1ve 
ilnd .,ill not be strJnçled b~· na:il'nal milrtary 
hobby-horses or shonstghted p!Oit:..:tmr:i~m? 

The: Eurnpe<tn helic0pter tNiu~~ry h:~~ 01 
reo:.rt~·ra~le tC'C'Ord Wlth rrC"IdUCitnn ("l.f :H()Ilnd 

11 0\.10o.trcrai! be:v .. ~e!"' !9'7-t ?.ni.! 19~J The 
ch3lkn~e ts ~ri!'";~! ln the Ot'"\1 l\\0 ckc:ldt'" 
heli.:opter rcpl:-t..:~.:mcnt tn the wrq'ern \\Orld 
is esttmated at abou! ~0 {)()() ''llh a v:dur of 
SUS70 bi liron in !9F:8 drdlt~rs. Ahout 70tr0 

will be for militJry use. 
lt is of vi till importance to the Euronean 

helicopter industry 10 create the N:st po,~it-le 
star! in! pC'I~ition for thi5 lucr:uive ra:e. That 
is by no means the co~e yet 

AgainslthcH bad:~rollnd it i~ a11 1he more 
sad thon. appar~ntly. 11 i~ not ft;r~ihk 10 
combine the de\·e!opmem and rht- pF1dunton 
of .t27 Eurocopters and s0me 200 LAH~. If 
50. a lot or mdk v. il! be ~pd! and !he crying 
is leCt mainly to the ta,pa)er~. 

The dama~e can be cont;nned if ::111 si' 
nations and their mdustrie~ parnnparing in 
the !wo proje:u mak.e a serious effort 10 
rea.::h as much wr:-:mcn~l;ty as pm\ibie 
between the !.,o atr:rill!. The ne1\ Jntr-tank 
gUJded mr~silt: s~stem Tr1pt r~ a gond 
common ba~r~. If we ~.·ould share other 
crucial parts a5 engines. transmi~~ion and 
rotor we could 5<We 10 tc !50"~. '"h1ch equal~ 
abou! G3 bi!!ion t~USl ~9 bdl;N',J. 

The~e figure<, :~re f("lu~h e\lir..:ne~ }llq 10 

indicate the arder or lf:JÇ~rt:JdC. But they are 
.... orth takin2 seriouo;i,· 

Re~er:ti~ r~pre~c'n:a:1\!'~ of thes" n?.tions 
rn:t a~ merr.ber~ of t!'le Eurrrnr, Hehcopre~ 
Co!laborJtton 1EHCJ. ft,rrr:Jih f("IJ!r.ded hv 
France. Germ.;ny. !tJi~ and :heL;;..: rn 19P:~ 

and of ""ht..:h Spatr; J:~d Th~ ~!t:hedt~nds 

became \"Il!\\ members nf bre' 
lt was a~reed am0n~ the,,·, 111 nrhamze 

the: latest deta!led :nforrn:nrc.n 0n the st:~ff 
requiremenrs for 1he P.-\H-~ H . .S..C HAP 
and the LAH. 

Arran~eme~:s -....ere TT'.~de !h:"!t. atlrf , 
~h<Ht study p~tJC"d. The -...:et>-,erJ~nd~ "Oni<1 
cJII a mee!tn~ of or~r:1ÎtCl~:1i J'ld !e:hnrcal 
e•rens 10 a'>.::en:tlr. r0~-.d-.ditle~ f0r 
commnn;~lln Sn1 :~;r:un•~ the EHC tn 
ricnJ~V ~C~(i00 \\JI! •,('fhld~~ !hC f('~u]!~ (1i 

the \\(Ir~ b~ the e'rt"f:~ ur 10 tt" . .:~r r1'1nt 
Su,::ess ..,.r!llz;rg-:1~ d::-,.,t·nJ .:':"1 •ht .Jegr.e.e 

of ne,tt-dity on C0th SI:Je~ Il' h:~~mC'ni~è 

requirement~. schedu!e~ Jr.d mJu~m:tl 

ç:!anmng a~ mu-.:h .J.~ the .:>Jrrt:nt S!J!e of 
aff at~'> rer:ni!s \\:th("lt:~ ·::'l~~~f1~ te~1011< dè!.J.'·~ 

or frusuatrng e\t~:tn~ hJo:.r.: a~re~mtnt~ 

among rattner~ RJ!I!"'r,·:t!!:·. ;~nd I!'((H1C'm1C~ 
shou!d be th: le~ nr:Tt'r,>. ;1!1\.J commnn 
EtHopcJn in:er!<;t<. !he •tm"'rr!l:"t 

The po\rt1on or r.1:h ot :Mt'~" 
of the EHC ~~ ddtç•rnt Th:H 

rr.r:-:-nbcr~ 

~''t"~ 1 nr 

hcilcl'r'er h1q("ln. :,,_~,~qr::tl ..-::~r:-11".,,!1!\. 

mt!itan· pn1t"ntl.:1l :-rnC <);~<'r .v•rte·:t~ Sn.-h :1 

<!i\·crq:y i~. rn a \\:'lV. ('lW q•::'"lC!h Lt.'l ·t~ 

m;'l~e the Otl!ir:l;Jm u•~ tl! 11 .l.n nid ~J~ rn!: 
sr iii hn\d~· ~r.1:'!!1 ;~ b'!'.lnrr:ui. !--.,~ . ., r{,\\c."rful. ,. 
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Excerpts from "Luxemburger lllort" of 23rd January,l988 

, Action Commi ttee îor Europe (Cami té d • Action pour l'Europe): 

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF EUROPE 

At the end of a t>ro-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 ,a declaration listing decisions and steps 
to be taken not only to establish the European single market in 1992, 
but also to lay the economie, monetar'y, security and defence foundations 

',''nee<;lfè for European union. 

According to statements made by the Committee, consisting of 
poli ti cians, trade unioni sts and err,p loyers, ~he Conmuni ty must first put 
its house in arder, especi~lly in view of the effects of recent events 
( fall of the dollar and stock market) on our economie future'. The 
Committee addressed an urgent appeal to the Council of Europe to take 
those decisions which were not taken in Copenhagen last Deceffiber, at the 
next S~mmit in Brussels. 

On joint agricultural policy, the declaration said that, 
while it needed adjust,ent,, it must also take account of the different 
functions.of farmers in pur so~iety and in the international economie 
environrnent. 'I'hi,s means. that the rural exodus must be halted and that 
there.can be no unilateral production without international agreements 
with ~orope's main competitor in this field. _A healthy world market. 
can only be the resul t of negcti ated agreements on self -1 imitation ancj' 
reciprocity. 

On the single market, ~he declaration stated that its 
realisation must be accompanied by a strengthening of economie cohesion 
between regions and improved technological cooperation; àccount must 
also be taken of social policies. A considerable and lasting reduction 
of unemployment was mentioned as the main aim for a strategy on gràwth 
cooperation, in which social dialogue would have to play an important 
part. This part of the declaration was strongly supported by the tracte 
unionists attending the meeting. 

Faithful toits tradition, the Committee once '"ore stressed 
the need for a monetary union. Stable exchange rates anà a halt to 
inflation, which are es senti al if the single market is to 'be successful, 
call for a joint, decision-taking, monetary authority. Accoràing to 
the declaration, the ECU must become a real currency, managed 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 mod.ifying the Treaty of RoO'.e or of writing a special treaty . 
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A European security and defence system 

The main work of the Coffimittee involved discussing a 
document entitled "Recommendations for establishing a·Eurb'pean security 
and defence system", drafted by a working group chaired by Jacques 
Chaban-Delmas. This document, whic!i was approved by a large majority 
of those present, is based on a conviction that, in the lor.g term, there 
can be no economie and social solidariiy unless it extenès to· security 
questions, via a common defence policy. In ether words, an integrated 
Europe wc,.Jld be incomplete unless i t included securi ty and defence. 
This was s~ressed in the statement made by the Foreign and Defence 
Ministers of Western European Union- (WEU) a:t the ir meeting in The Hague 
on 2Îth Oc tc-ber 1987, und er the heading '.'Platform on European Securi ty 
Questions" •. 

Following the Reagan-Gorbachov agreements,· thinking in Europe 
_'""~has-~Fertainly changed. While these agreements were made over the -heads 

of t~e European countries they are, according to the Co~mittee, in 
faveur of establishing a 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 remâins based on a suitable combination of nuclear and con­
ventional forces. In the light of the agreements between the United 
States and the- Soviet Union, the Europ'ean nuclear powers - FI--ance and 
the United Kingdom - have a special contribution tc make towards the 
maintenance of an effective deterrent and ·must therefore, accoràing to 
the Committee, coordinate their n~clear potentiels at the operational 
level. 

It is worth noting that ·this part of the recommendation 
received wide approval, es_pecially from the Gerffian SPD representatives 
leà by Egon Bahr. 

According to the so-c al led ~~~~annet Commi ttee", the European 
defence and security system will give Europe a full ahd active part to 
play in negotiations on disarmament and its Control as well -as in future 
discussions on European security between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. · 

In arder to set up suth a ·European defence and security system 
within the Alliance and tc establish the rights and obligations of the 
participating countries, according to the Paris declaration,· an inter­
governmental meeting will have to be called tc amend the texts of the 
VIEU Treaty. At the moment the re are seven r·1ember Countries, the six 
founder countries of the Community and the United Kingdom. The 
Committee felt that WEU should be open to any European countries who 
were ready to àccept the stringe·nt obligations resul ting from securi ty 
and· defence, incluàing a fair share of the financial burdens. 

4551 

- .. / .. 



··r-

- 3 -

November, 
The Ccmrriittee's.- next ·meeting will take _place_.-in The ·Hague ne"xt 
to coincièe · wi th the lOC th anni versary of Jean ~lonnet. 

At the r~cepticns he1d during the Paris· meeting, ·bath 
President Mitterand and Prime Minister Jacques Chirac congratulated 
Committ€e for its courage anè initiative ~hith they welcomed and 
.supported. This· ce:-tainly augurs well for i ts chances of success. 

the 

Astrid Lulling 
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Maintaining Security in a 
Changing World , 
Excerpts from " STATEI•IENT ON THE DEFENCE ESTIMATES 1988"­

( London Her Majesty'<- stationery office ) 

THE DUAL APPROACH 

. JOL The last year has seen continued imrrovement in 
the atmosphere of East-West relations and imponant 
achievements,for J'i,A.TO's strateg) for peace. At the end 
of 198'7. the ·tv•o dements of the Alliance's balanced 
securiry policy- strength in defen(e and readines~ for 
dialogue - brought about the first ever negotiated 
reduction in nucleur weapons. At their summit meeiing in 
Brussels in March this year. NATO Heads of State and 
Govemment reaffirmed the validity of this dual approach. 
and reassened the vital imponance of the Alliances 
strategy of dt:terrence as the guarantee of our collective 
securirv. lt was th us a successful vear for NATO and for 
BritiSh. defence policy. confirmi~g our policies on the 
cour~e that we and our a11ies must follow to maintain 
securit: in a changing world. 

102. A yeàr ofunrrecedenteJ rrogress in arms control 
discussions betv.-een the Vniïed Staies anJ the Soviet 
VniDn culminated in th~ signature. in December 1987 at 
the \\'ashington surnmi! hetween President Reagan and 
Mr Gorbachev. of the historie treat\ eliminatine US and 
So,·iet ground-launched intermediat~·range nucl~ar (INF) 
missiles. As the NATO summit aereed. this is a milestone 
in th~ Alliance's effons to at.:hie~·e a more secure peace. 
and the result of the poli tic al courage. realism and uni~ of 
its memhers. So'"iet leaders were brought ro the conference 
table because NATO deployed. in the face of much 
orposition. limited numt>ers of !NF missile systems 
comparable 10 those already derloyed by the So,iet 
L:nion. L:nilateral gestures could newr have achieved the 
same result lndeed. had such gestures been made. we 
would face toda y the increased threat from So\iet missik~. 
with no counterYailing force on [he \Vestern side. 

103. The last year a!so saw the successful introduction 
of the ..:-onfidence" and securit)··huilding measures agreed 

··at the Stockholm Conference of 1'186. And there was 
encouraging progress in other areas of arrns control 
including. panicular1y. US-So\iet negotiations on strategie 
nuclear weapons. where there is now the prospect of 

·agreement on· a rreary reducing superpower armou ries hy 
50'o. Funher details are gjven in Chapter 2. 

'There is such a horror of war in the great 
nations who passed through Armag.-,ddon thal 
any declaration or püblic speech against 
armaments, although il consistee! only of 
platitudes and unrealities, has always been 
applauded; and any speech or assertion thal set 
forth the blunt !ruth has been incontinently 

relegated to the category of 'war monger' .... 
The cause of disarmament will not be obtained 
by Mush, Slush and Gush. Il will be advanced 
steadily by the harassing ex pense of fleets and 
armies, and by the growth in confidence in a 
long peace.' 

Winston Churchill, 
1932 

De~·elopments in the So•iet Union 

10-l. We are now at last beginning 10 see signs of change 
in the Soviet Union. renected elsewhere in Eastern 
Europe. At home. :-.1r Gorbachev has set in train a series of 
wide-ranEing reforms. Abroad. he ha> ar~ued the need for 
·ne" polî'iica ... l thinking' in the nuclear a;d space age. and 
has laid stress on the gro-..ing interdependence of the 
countrie:. of the world communiry. This ·new thin king· 
ad:nowledee~ th at there is more to securitv than fi1ilitaf) 
might and lhat ,Soviet security cannat be ffiaintaîned on 
terms th at inevitably mean insecurity for other~.' 

105. The British Government has welcomed the reforms 
that are taking place in the So,·iet Union. More open 
internai policies. which bring the So,·iet people more 
information about their own country and the world 
outside. are self-e,·idently desirable. And more pragmatic. 
Jess aggressive. external pol ici es oughtto make the SO\·iet 
l7nion a Jess uncomfonat>Je ne•ght>our. Cenamly. as the 
Prime Minister's meeting with Mr GorbacheY at R-\F 
Brize '-Jo non in December 19S7 a gain showed. we are now 
able to pursue our bilateral dealings -..ith the Soviet Union 
in an atmosphere th at is more open and constructiVe th an 
be fore. 

106. Although it wouhl be imrrudent to rely on a 
sustained cha'O~e in Soviet anitudes. the prospect of its 
ta king place is; challenge th at the West must accept The 
willin~ness of the rresent Son et leadersh•p to take pan •n 
the ,;utual concessions necessar. to a·chiew an !NF 
ag!'"eement is a good sign. But thes; are early da ys an~ we 
sh"ll be looking for hard evidence. in the form of acuons 
rather than words. that the 'new thinking· represents a 
genuine and lasting shift in So,·iet policy 10wards the 
West. and not me rely a ne-.. arrroach to the rresentatJOn 
and execution of old rolicies. Progress in arms control has 
not wt.been matched bv comparable steps over issues 
such as hu man rights. eq.ually imronant for the creation 
of lasting confidence betv>een East and West. Soviet 
rreraredr.ess to withdraw from Afghanistan is a welcome 
step. but it is too earl y to tell whether this heralds a new 
Soviet aprroach to regional conf1icts. 
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!0"7. Nor has the re been any let-up in the So,·iet Vnion·s 
military modernisation prograrp.mes. described in Chapter 6. 
By the mid-1990s virtually th' entire Soviet strategie 
nuclear force in place in the mid-19SOs v.ill have been 
rerlaced by new or modernised systems. And the Soviet 
l 1 nion is continuing to modernise its rheatre nuclear 
forces in Europe. where even after the INF Treary is 
implemented it v.ill continue tc> enjoy a huge numerical 
aJvantage: improvements indude the introduction of 
mere accurate shorter~rane:e nuclear missiles and the 
Jeployment of more advanced nuclear-capable aircraft. 
which v.ill. saon carry new nuclear-capable stand-oiT 
missiles. The Soviet Union continues to enjoy very 
subsrantial advantages in convention JI forces. and is 
updating them so efTectively thar in key areas. such as 
aircraft and armour. the West"s technoJogicallead is bei n' 
eroded (se< page 56). Soviet capabilities for. chemical 

. warfare (see page 69) far ours trip those of the West and 
.:annot bejustifïed by any comparable threat from NATO. 
The se Soviet· forces are deployed and strucrured in su ch a 
way as to give them a capability for offence and surprise 
(se< page 5 ). 

-. 

lOS. Thae is no r.eason to helieve thar Soviet leaders 
want warin Eurore. But the Scwiet Union has not. in the 
rast. been reluctanr to exploit the threat or use of for.:e to 
a.:hieve its political end s. And its avowed aim ofremo,·ing 
ali nu.:le3r weapons from Europe wouiJ expose the 
.:ounrries of Western Europe ro the intimidaring po\\ er of 
So\iet superioriry in conventional and t.:hemical forces. 
which could be us.ed in anemrts to impose Sov-iet will. 

'Reliecting upon al most four decades of common 
endeavou~ and sacrifice and upon ·the results 
achieved, we are confident thal the principles 
and purposes of our Alliance remain valid today 
and lor the future. We are united in our eHorts 
lo ensure a world of more secure peace and 
greater lreedom. We will mee! the opportunities 
and challenges ahead with imagination and hope, 
as weil as wilh lirmness and vigilance. We owe 
no less to our peoples.' 

The Declaration of the Heads of State and 
Government partlclpatlng ln the meeting 
of the North Atlantic Counc/1, 
Brussels, 3 March 1988 

The i\ATO Response . . 
109. lt was against this ba.:kground thJt NATO kaders 
mer in Brussèls in March to take stock of the situation 
fa.:ing the .-\llian.:e and to s.er guidel ines for furur.e action . 

. At thar meeting they reaffirmed thar: 

the link berv.een the European and :"onh American 
allies was viral ro the securiry of each (see i ·, 
paragraph 1 C): li . 
NATO defences should remain strong. recognising • 
the crucial role of the nudear deterre nee provided 
not just by the United States strategie Jererrenr but 
also by the presence of effective and up-to-dare 
nùclear weapons in Europe (see below): 

th.ev were "illin2 to se.ek dialo2ue wirh the 
cou.nrries of the \iiarsaw Pact and- fu nher ar ms 
conrrol agreements (see Chapter 2). based on the ir 
conlidence in a sure defence. 

ln parti.:ular. ali the NATO kaders agreed thar. for the 
foreseeable future. there was no alternative ro the 
Alliances po licy of deterren.:e baseJ on an appropriate 
mi x of adequate and effe.:ri,·e nuckar and conventional 
forces. and expr.essed their resolve to keep them up to dar.e 
where necessaf)'. 

llO. NATO's deterrent policy is carried our rhrough the 
strategy of forward defence (see page 15) and flexil:>le 
response. EtT.ective comentional forces will remain an 
important elem.enr in this strategy: but. howev er srrong. 
th ev cannot achi.eve deterr.en.:e alone. So long as the West 
fac~s an adversary armed with nuckar weapÛns. it is self~ 
evident thar we must retain a similar capability ro deter 
him from uSing or threatenine ro use them. \-fore 
fundamenrally. th.e need for the nuclear element in 
Jreterren..:e·rests on the imperative to a void any funher war 
in Europe. con\enüonal or mhern.ise: for e\·en ..:onventional 
v.eapons. of the power now available; would bring 
destruction on an unprecedenred scale. The achie,.ement 
of con,·entional parit\ would make an important 
contribution ~t"O enhan(ing international securiry. But 
ev·en if an equal balance of .:on,entional forces were to b.e 
reached. it could not he relied on to prevent aggression. 
Hisrory oiT ers many examples of attacks launched against 
the odds: for example. when Hitler invaded the So,·ier 
en ion in 1941 his for.:es were substanriallyoutnumbered. 
For the foreseeable future. only nuclear weapons will be 
able to confront a potential aggressor ~ith risks so 
unacceptable that aggression is no longer a rational 
option. 

Ill. This realiry is recogniseJ in the arms control 
priorities endorseJ at the I"ATO summit. and in panicular 
in the reaffirmarion by NATO leaders thar funher 
reductions in nu(lear weapons. after the reduction in US 
and Soviet strategie arms now under negotiation. would 
come about only in .:onjun.:tion v.ith rh~ establishment of 
~omentional halance and the globàl elimination of 
chemical weapons. 
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.Nuclear Forcès in Europe 

1. The INF Agreement will remove NATO's 
Pershing Il and ground-launched crulse missiles, but 
will not affect the valldlty or credibillty of the strategy 
of flexible response. Even aller the agreement ls 
implem·ented, substantiel numbers of nuclear-capable 
delivery systems will stiJl be assigned to NATO's 
Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR). 

2. These remaining systems will have to be 
structured elfectively to ensure thal they remain a 
balanced and survive ble lorce. There will also continue 
to be a need, articuleted in !he decisions of the NATO 
Nucleer Planning Group meeting ln Montebello in ,1963 
and reaffirmed at the NATO sumniit in Merch 1988, to 

MAJSTAISI!'G SECl'Rin· 11> A CHANGING WORLD 

· keep these iorces up to date, so thal the West can 
malntaln deterrence with the minimum number of 
.warheads. · · 

3. There ls nothlng new ln ali this; lt clrcumvents 
nelther the letter nor the spirit of the INF Agreement 
- a !act clearly recognlsed by the Soviet Union ln lts 
own modernisation pr09ramme (see Chapter 6); nor 
ls Il Inconsistant wlth reduclng the number of nuclear 
weapons ln Europe, w~ich ls alreedy 2,400 less than 
in 1979. Il ls rather part or the normal. continuing 
process of review and, Il necessary, adjustmentto 

· ensure thal NA TO's forces remain effective and credible. 
As in the past, the United Kingdom will play ils full 
part ln this process. 

Figure 1 Land-Based Theatre Nuclear Systems Remaining 
in Europe after Implementation of the INF Treaty + 

r ,· .. . NATO .><~ ij• ·~. 1 :. . .·. .. . ' ; : . )-::· ''· 
. 

';, . ........ ·:. 

Number deployed: , .. 1,000-5.500 Km (LRINF) Nurnber deployed: 350 

1, 
1: 

~ 
s\ 

)~ • d~ . • :r 1· Il 
~\. t.:r· . ' 

F-111 BADGE A 
~ BLINDER BACKFIRE 

Number deployed: 1.500 * 500- 1,000 Km (SRINF) Number deployed: 3;200 * 
.~ 

~ 
. 

n lt! P. 

4 4 J} ~ • ~ 4 
;.~ ~ r ~..a... q~ "'·P~ 1 ë, & 

F·4 F-16 F104 TORr;.IAOO FJTTER FISHBED FLOGGER FENCER FULCRUM 

Number de;:>loyeCI· la~nc~ers 90, Ar:illery 5.500 Â BELOW500 Km Number deployed: Lau~hers 1 ,400. Artillery 6,800 

1 
Shorter·Range Missiles 

1 

~ iffiQ ~ • ..nt§ ~~- .,_?-' . ~-,~ .:ti 
~ 

LANCE Artillery FROG SS.21 SCUD Artil!ery 

+ - French systems are not induded. They comprise about 80 Mirage IJ\E and Jaguar aircrah and 3:0 Pluton shorHange missiles . 
• - Ait capable of deJive~ing tac1ica! nudear bombs. 
• - Air-Tc-Surface Missiles available for use * - Total Aircrafl ar"d Arti!lery, numbers assigned a nuclear role no~ knowrl. * -Of which 700 are assigned a nuclear role. 
Â .- Of which 2,500 are certified for nuclear use. ' 

., ..... _· 

· ... ;; 

• • 
• 

4552 

! 
3 ~;. 

·~ 
~: ,; 
-

[ ... -. ,. 
~-;. 

' 
1~: 

·.,;.·· 



~ ~1:\J:-.:T-\i:-..;i:--.:G SECCRJn· 1!\ A CHA~GJNG WORLD 

. ·· THE EL'ROPEA1\ PILLAR _ 

112. A strong and stable partnership be.tween the two 
sides of the Atlantic. resting on shared values and 
int<rests. lies at the he an of our s<curity. As we explained 
in Iast year's StatemenL neither North America nor 
Western ·Europe could carry the full burden alone. The 
presence in Europe of the conventional and nudear 
forces of the United States pla ys an irreplac<ahl< pan in 
the defence of Europe and provides the essential linkage 
'o!.ith the l'S strateeic det<rrent Conversely, th< credibility 
of allied defence ~annot be maintained without a major 
European contribution. 

113. Th at European contribution is substantiaL The 
defènce expenditure of European NATO countries has 
steadily increased. and is nowa round one-third higher in 
real terms than it was in the early 1970s. enabling Europe 
to improv< th~ quality ofits forc<S. The European nations 
provide sorne 90°o of;the man power. 85% of the tanks. 95% 
of th< anillerv. and 80% of the combat airera ft statJOn<d tn 
Europe. as _;.el! as ïO% of the major warships readily 
ani! able in the è\·ent of a connie!. European standing 
forc~s currentl)· .comprise over 3.5 million men and 
'o!.Omen. compared with US forces totalling 350.000 in 
Eurüp< and 2.3 million world·..,.id<. The acttve dury 
reser-.<s of the European countries total 3.2 million m<n. 
compJred with a US total of 1.7 million. Europe's ai rn is 10 
make better use of the substantial resources it already 
tkvores to the Allia' nee b,· more etTe..:rive cOoperation in 
Jefence and securiry ma tiers: a more cohesive European 
efTortcan make a :!rearercontrihurion ro rhe AllianLe rh an 
the su rn total of .:i"ur inJividual national efforts. 

IH. There has t>een extensive activity in the field of 
European securil}· cooperation dunng the Iast year. The 
potential of the revitalised \'iestern European Cnion 
iWEU) was demonstrated by a series of meetings. und<r 
its auspices. which helped to concert contributions by 
memb<r states 10 mine-clearance operations in the Gulf 
(s<e page 35). Although it has no role in eitheroperational 
Jeployments or force planning, the \\'EU can provide a 
valuahle forum for coordinating policy on such out-of· 
a rea ·issues. 

1 15. The WEU a Iso met tv.ice in 1987 at Ministerial lev el. 
in luxembourg in April and in The Hague in October. 
Th<se c.pponunities for bath Defence and Foreign 
Ministers joint! y to discuss European security issues a re a 
uni4ue feature of the WEU. The meeting in Octoher 'o!.as 
mdrked by the publication of the Plurjonn on Europ~an 
St!curin: lnlt'rt'sts. whiLh set out how the seven memher 
states ·intend to contrihute to NATO's future security. lt 
induded their commitmenJ to maintain credible anç! 
eiT<!\.·tive deterrence. haseJ on bath nuclear and comentional 
Jefences. and to pursue an active arms control policy 
aimed at enhancine security and fostering stahility and 
cooperation in the -whole of Europe. The platform will 
provide a hasis for the development of the WEU as a 
forum for harmonising Western Europe's defence elTon in 
support of the Alliance. The United Kingdom "'ill conunue 
to contrihute constructively to this work when we take on 
the PresiJency of the WEU in July this year. 

'We are each determine<! to carry our share of 
the common defence in bo!h the conventional 
end the nuclear field, in accordance with the 
1: rinciples of risk- and burden-sharing, which 
are fundamental to allled cohesion .... We remain 
determine<! to pursue European integration 
including security and defence and to make a 
more effective contribution to the common 
defence of the West.' 

The Common. Pfatform on 
European Securlty lnterests, 
WEU Mlnlsterlal Councll, 
27 October 1987. 

116 The two meetings of Eurogroup :'vfinisters in 1987 
provid<d an opportu'Oity for informai discussion of 
defence planning issues from a European perspecuve. 
The progress of the lndependent European Programme 
Group (IEPG) in pursuing European armaments 
cooperation is described in paragraphs 408-41 1. 

117. Th< European allies continue to strengthen their 
already close bilateral defence relations. At the Anglo­
French summit in Januar} 1988 a number of proposais 
for greater bilataal militai]· cooperation were discussed. 
their purpose h<ing to strengthen the collecttve d<fence 
arran~ements of the Alliance. These include the funher 
Jêvel~pmenl ofexisting plans for wanime reinfon.:ement 
th at in volve the use of French facilities. and the scope for 
doser French involvement in the forward def<nce of the 
Federal Repuhlic ofGermany. In addition. we have reached 
agreem<nt with France on del'ence of the Channel fixed 
li'Ok and set up arrangements for ohtaining hetter value 
for money in 11.rocurement (see paragraph 415). The 
Government 'o!.ekomes bilateral arrangements that 
contrihute to the collective dèf<nce of NATO.' and "'ill 
continue to seek such opporrunities wherever they arise. 
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EXTRAIT DU DISCOURS PRONONCE AU SENAT PAR LE MINISTRE 

DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES, MJNSIEUR GIULIO ANDREOTTI, SUR 

LES PERSFFCTIVES DE LA DETENTE INTERNATIONALE 

(16.6.1988) 

Il me semble également opportun de m'arrêter 

sur le rôle de l'Europe. 

Il n'y a pas de doute que 1 'Europe Occidentale 

ne puisse, avant tout, se soustraire à Li. contr1but1on 

indispensable au 

qu1 représentent 

de progrès dans 

maintien des 

la ccnd lt ion 

1 e cent rôle des 

équilibres 

de sécunté 

armements, A 

milltaires 

ainsi que 

l'occas1on 

du dern1er Conse1l Atlantique de Madrid, les all1.és 

se sent accordés sur la nécessité d'un dialogue avec 

1 'Est dans le maintlen inalté~é du cadt'e' de la sécurité 

c C~m."TT.un e. Ceci est d'autant pl u~s nécessa1re dans un 

moment où, face à tant de changeriièntsqui nous pL"ennent, 

nous pouvons le di re, au mo1ns en ·partie au dépourvu, 

i 1 nCIUS semb 1 e nécessa1re de renforcer la solidarité 

atlantique au lieu de l'affaiblir. Et ce renforcement 

ne peut pas se faire seulement avec des communiqués 

et des déclarations. Il faut amarrer cette sol!danté 

à des bases sûres qui permettent de favonser, par 

des comportements appropr1és, l 'évolut1on des autres 

vers des positions de plus ~rande tolérance, d'une 

compréhens1on 

n1euse. 

accrue et d'une interdépendance harmc-

. 1 . . 
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Le Gouvernement italien ne peut pas ne pas 

tenir compte de ces ex1gences et i 1 1 'a dément ré ces 

derniers jours avec la décision d'accepter le redéploie-

ment en Ita 1 i e des F 16 qu1 qu1tteront la base espagnole 

de Torrej on. Nous ne pouvon-s pas fonder notre sécurité 

d 'auj ou rd 'hui sur ce que sont encore les attentes 

d'un lendema1n mellleur. C'est là une ex1gence morale 

bien plus que politique. Elle fait appel à la responsabl­

lité de la chose publique qu1, en matière de défense, 

impose aux 

du· Document 

gouvernants, pour reprendre les .paroles 

Conciliaire "Gaudium et spes", "le"devoir 

de sauvegarder le salut des peuples qui leur ont été 

çonf1és en traitant avec un sens élevé des responsab1l1tés 

les choses d'un·e s1 g_rande importance". LI est éga-lement 

écrit· dans le livre de la Sages.se que, je c1te,' .. "n,otre 

force soit la règle dè la justice car la fa1blesse 

apparaît 1nut1lè". 

Les 

négociations 

·rapprochement 

éléments 

en cours 

vers des 

évolut lf s 

encouragent 

obj ect lf s 

qu1 ressortent des 

à espérer en un 

d'une plus grande 

sécu.rité, à des.niveaux de, forces plus bas. Dans cette 

ph a s.e 

les 

d'un 

ann on ci at ri c è d 'e sp o 1 r 5 nous ne devons 

perspectives pos1tives en antic1pant 

processus dont nous ne pouvons, pour 

pas gâcher 

le résultat 

le moment , 

' 
. : ~--

. ·-~. 

\ 

que pressentir le·s débouchés. Nous devons donc concilier ·• 

les diverses exigences, pas nécessairement contradic­

toi-re_s, en procédant avec réalisme, en nous abstenant 

d ' i l l u s i on s 

les graines 

R 

faciles ma1s 

susceptibles 

en 

de 

cult1vant, au contra1re, 

donner des fruits. Vo!l à 

. 1. 
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pourquoi nous ne devons pas décevo1 r les attentes 

de riotr·,· opinion publique qu1 réclame la consolldat ion 

et l'élacgissement du processus de désarmement sur 

les traces du premier résultat obtenu avec 1 'accord 

sur les Forces Nucléaires 1 nt e rméd i ai res • Ma1s nous 

· \f)e devons pas non plus oublier la sauvegarde des équi 1 i-
• 
bres essentiels p·olit!co-militaires, dans le cadre 

d'une stablllté et d'une sécunté renforcées en Europe. 

Je veux ici répéter que not re Gouvernement, 

comme ceux qui l'ont précédé, constate le caractère 

constructif de la doctrine de l' Alliance Atlantique qu1• 

pose ·comme préllrninaire à toute lueur de dialogue 

en matière de réductions le maintien d'un potentiel 

appr<>pne tencant a assurer ·1 1 équilibre des forces. 

Pour avancer avec· succès· dans 1a const ruet 1 on 

in spi rée des pnnClpes 'çle d'une -société pacifique, 

la justice et du respect 

négoc1 er en partant de 

de supériorité,· mais non 

réciproque, nous devons p~uv~ir 

pos 1 ti ons 

plus de 

qu 1 ne 

faiblesse. 

soient n1 

Dans 1 e 

secteur des armes conventionnelles dans lequel l'Union 

Soviétique et ses all1és du Pacte de Varsovie maintiennent 

intact .leur avantage, 1 1 n'est 

de renoncer à une composante 

en particulier pour la sécurité 

certes pas possible 

défensive 1mportante, 

de la partle Sud de 

l'Alllance, représentée par les F 16 aujourd'hui basés 

en· territoire espagnor. 

Sur ce po1nt il convient d'être clairs et, 

surtout, il ne faut pas donner pr1se à doutes ou spécu­

lations qui désorientent: le déplacement des F 16 

n'a aucune connexion avec .['accord sur les forces 

. 1. 
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nucléaires intermédiaires qui concerne d'autres systèmes. 

Dans ·1 e cas des F 16 nous sommes en ?résence d'une 

mesure à ca ra ct ère logistique, dictée pat la nécessité 

d'éviter une réduction 'de la .partie déjà. en position 

d' infénori té·. 

Nous n'augmentons pas, avec le redéploiement 

des 

de 

F 16 sur 

l 'All1ance. 

net re 

J 'ai 

territeire, 

déjà eu 

le. potentiel 

l'occas1en de 

m1l1taire 

soullgner 

à la Chambre des Députés que les prélim1na1res de 

notre décision sont à rechercher dans le démantèlement 

d'une des quatre bases' améri-caines ex1stantes en Espagne.· 

Le redéploiement n'augmente pas netre petentiel milltair·e 

mais le maintient inaltéré dans un centexte qu1 voit 

dCtuellement le Pacte de Varsevie nettement supérleur, 

sur le plan conventionnel, à 1 'Alliance Atlantique. 

Mensieur le Président, Messieurs les Sénateurs, 

Dans les rapperts est-euest ll reste beaucoup 

à faire et le résultat d'une négociat1en qui s'annonce 

longue et difficile peur augmenter la détente et réduire 

les armements dépend également de la. cehésion de l 'Occi­

dent et de la capacité des .alliés à empêcher un désarm.e­

ment un1latéral qui ne peut qu'être centre-productif. 

Préc1sément à Washingten, au début de cette 

semaine, il, a été une fei s encore confirmé que 1 'l ta 11 e 

a denné ·par sa fermeté, à travers le déploiement des 

eureinissiles; une centr1butien .en faveur de la pa ix 

dent seulement maintenant il est pessi.ble de· recueill1r 

. 1. 
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les résultats. Nous avons offert une démonstration, 

pour r.eprendre 

"du sérieux de 

les paroles du Président américain, 

1 'lta Ile, de la volonté de partager 

les risques et les avantages de l'Alliance"·. 

L'Europe occidentale ne doit pas seulement 

contribuer 

" 
au maintien des éq u i 1 i bres: c'est à elle 

ciu' incombe une action cohérente et coordonnée pour 

élar~ir et approfondir 

avec l'Est. C'est là 

le plan de l'économie 

dans tou1es ses formes le d1alogue 

que 1 'Europe peut pro) et er, sur 

comrne de la cul ture, les l1gnes 

de sa "défense avancée", en profl tant précisément, 
·. 

avec mesure et réallsme, des perspectives qui s'ouvrent 

à l'Est. Je ne cro1s pas que les démocratieS l1bres 

de 'Europe do1vent se limiter à attendre qu·'une phase 

plus avancée de èégel et des démarche·s. plus concrètes 

de lib.éralisation ouvren't de nouvelles attentes. L'Europe 

devra continuer à offnr une cc-,;tribut'ion active qui, 

en augmentant 1 es sécunté réciproque, 

ouvre la route à. la 

L'Europe 

garanties de 

mu l t 1 p ll ca t i e-n 

communautaire 

des échanges. 

devra donc donner 

un soutien efficace à la recherche des solutions négc-Cla-

bles aussi bien en ce qu1 concerne les cr1ses régionales 

que pour 

a rmeme!'"l t s , 

abréger, 

la route 

dans 

qui 

1 e 

reste 

secteur du contrôle des 

à parcourir sur la voie 

du cc-mprom1s. Pc-l,lr pouvo1r le fa1re efficacement, 

pour qu'elle puisse s'acquitter des tâches auxquelles 

elle ne peut se soustraire aussi bien envers ses propres 

Citoyens qu'envers. les peu.p.les de toutes les >parties 

du monde, l'Europe doit aller au-delà sur le chemin 

de l'unité pol1t1que. L'année prochaine se dérouleront 

. 1. 
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les élections pour le Parlement Eurq::éen: nous devrons 

en faire une occas1on de réflexion su,- cette nécessité, 

même dans 1 es perspectives d'un rapport plus stable 

·- · E:s t -Ou e s t 
• 

pour lequel nous continuons passionnément 
' 

à: travai lier, c e r t a i n s de pou v o i r con t i nue r à c omp t e r , 

dans notre action, sur le soutien des forces parlementa1-

res. 
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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 BELLAJ.!AL • 

Without a doubt, Europe has never talked so much about defenèe 
- her own defence. The incompleteness of the European institution~.and 
the inadequacy of a poli tital and economie Europe wi th t·11elve members 
(EEÇ) and a military Europe.with seven members (WEU) has, never, perhaps 
beerl so obvioùs. 

The Soviet disarmament initiatives and also the lack·of 
confidence concerning protecti·ve America were the causes of this 
realisation which had not been clear"ly expressed untill then. 

Incapable of speaking with one voice and playing the rôle she 
ought ta be playing in negotiationS between the t'NO superpowers, Europe 
ha:S 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 or her membership of NATO, 
Eu~ope is concerned about the conseqUences of ·this agreement and, 
without any supranational political body.and with relative indifference 
on the part of the public, i.s looking for. ways of coordina:ting the 
develcipment and p·roèuction of armaments and even of working out a common 
strategy which would include the nuclear field.~ 

·The unassertive and ambiguous rôle of Europe in the origins of the 
agreement. 

The contents of the discussions between Reagan and Gorbachev 
at the Reykjavik summit on llth and l2th October 1986 and the near-' 
signing of an agreement to disrnantle Euromissiles was a big surprise for 
the Europeans ·..who were annoyed at not having be en previously consul ted. 
The failure of the talks had brought a feeling of relief in the varous 
capitals although the bitterness towarès Washington remained. 

The Sovif:t propc·sals put for·..ward on 2Sth February 1987 rèvived 
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 k:n) and to leave in the United 
States and the eastern part of Russia 100 nuclear warh~ads (i.e. 33 
SS 20 with three warheads in Russia and lOO single-warhead Pershing II 
or cru ise _missiles in the United States}. He also voiced the Sevie~ 
intention ta start discussions on vectors w~th a range of 500 to 
1000 km, the SRI NF ''Short-Range Intermediate Nuclear Forces" and to 
remove (but not destroy) the SS 22s and SS 23s, the Scud and Scaleboard 
in Czechoslovakia and in the GOR as saon as an agreement had been 
concluded on the LRINF. Lastly, the Soviets had agreed to dissociate 
the negotiations on strategie armarr.ents and_ Euromissiles and had 

* Pen name. 
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abandoned the idea of asking the Ame~icans to give up SDI. Fo~ this 
reason, the Americans had agreed ta 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 'lA, the nuclear warheads of which were under 
American control. Bonn gave in to these demands on 26th August. The 
main obstaclE<; were thus removed..: 

The talks begun after Reykjavik had given the Americans time 
to consult thei:- European allies, particularly in NATO. The Europeans 
were pleased that concertation had been renewed, but did they really 
speak with one voice? 

As a general rule, all the Europ·ean countries had welcomed the 
Soviet revival of the issuè. They were obliged bath 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 opinion, tc a varying 
extent, all seems tc faveur disarrnament, 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 out by the weekly magazine "Stern" 
seventy-five per cent of the German population took "Mr. Gorbachev's 
proposals very seriously". Another opinion poll, carried out from 
November 1986 to January 1987 (i.e. immediately after the Reykjavik 
summit) in France, Italy, the United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of 
Germany, ·shoWed the latent wish of ~he population tc eliminate nuclear 
weapons. Seventy per cent of the Italians, thirty-five per cent of the 
British.and twenty-five percent of the French'to~whom the question was 
put thought that i t would be possible to have a common European defe.nce 
based solely on conventional.forces •. 

The European Parliament had echoed the positions taken by the 
EEC countries. On 12th March 1987, it approved, with a small majority, 
the op<;!ning of the Am.,rican-Sovüt discussions on the INF, taking 
account of the Soviet intention tc reach an agreement later on a 
reduction of shorter"range nuclear missiles and conventional and 
chemical weapons. More and.rnore contacts were made between leading 
politicians and heads of States and governments. The President of the 
EEC Commission (a body without competence in the field of defence) went 
sa far as to propose, albeit in vain, that a European council should be 
convened to discuss the INFproblem. The Strasbourg Assembly also 
asked for a special meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the twelve 
Common Market countries in arder to reach a joint position. 

WEU, the only European organisation with competence in defence 
matters, had also attempted tc do this at the meeting of Foreign and 
Defence r.linisters in Luxembourg at the end of April. The seven Member 
Countries were either nuClear powers (France and the United Kingdom) or 
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). 
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In reality, Europe.did not react as such. The countries' 
official and unanimous approval of the American-Soviet talks hid deep 
disagreements. Europe speke with niany v6ices, sorne of which were even 
discoràant. · · 

1 

Three countries holding Euromissiles, Belgium, Italy and 
esp·ecially the FRG, which was more in faveur of overtures towards the 
Eastern countries, called for a successful outCome tc the negotiations. 
Belgium postponed the installation of missiles which had"not yet been 
delivered. The Netherlands were optimistic about a possible 
non-deployment although they felt obliged ta continue with work on 
infrastructures. Italy alone agreed tc complete the siting of these 
we~pons. 

·~ 

The Soviet proposals caused sorne concern in Belgium, Italy, 
the FRG and the Netherlands but it was chiefly France together with the 
United Kingd~m which expressed the greatest reservations, with a 
relative consensus of the political formations. 

· Conversely and completely apart from the rest of Europe, 
Mr. ?apandreou had appealed to his European -allies and partners to 
accept the Soviet proposals uncondi tionally. 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 denuclearise 
·the Balkans failed. 

The Washington agreement and its consequences f~r Europe 

The Washington agreement, signed 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 ta be an advantage for the West since 1500 Soviet 
warheads would be de~troyed as compared with 400 American cnes. 

In reality, the disappearance of the INF (which represent less 
than five per cent of the nuclear arsenal) leaves the So•Jiet Union in a 
dominant posi tien on our continent, even wi.thout counting her strategie 
weapons, bec au se of the number_ and size of her short-range nuclear 
weapons (less than 500 km) and her chemical and conventional armaments. 
The FROG and, even more, the SS 2ls stationed in the Soviet satellite 
countries can reach targets in the FRG. The Commander-in-Chief of the 
NATO forces and most, if not all, of the national Staffs share the same 
concern. 

The dismantling of the Euromissiles leads tc decoupling 
between the United States and Europe. A conventional attack by the 
'.llarsaw Pact could no longer lead·· to a nuclear res~onse 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 tc 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 ,· the ir strateg~c value is thereby lessened . 
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·According to NATO's "flexible response", a bre?'kthrough by the 
conventional 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 incluàing 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 le ad the United 
States to a unilateral wi thdrawal of p.ort of their forces stationed in 
Europe. Sever al ether factors act in 'the same way; the realisation 
that the United States pay more than their share; 'the lassitude caused 
by t.he attitude of certain c~untries sUch as Denmark, Spain and Greece t 
whiCh want ~o-reduce or even eliminate the American military presence; 
the idea of a possible European shock-awakening in the case of American 
disengagement; the unpopularity 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 rôle in 
the forthcoming presidentiel campaign. 

E~opean proposals are still indecisive. 

Europe must be prepared for this eventuàlity which is 
dangerous for her security since the coupling would be even more 
tenuous. She must therefore try to convince the United States not to 
make a unilateral reduction of their troops statiéned on the old 
c.ontinent but at least to link a possible wi thdrawal to an identical 
disengagement of Soviet troops in the framework of the CSCE for 

·instance, rather than that of the MBFR. She must denounce the 
connections between American supporters of isolationism, West German 
""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 Soviets to negotiate on thiS issue. However, a bilateral 
wi thdrawal would me.et bath the wishes expressed by the USSR in the 
negotiaUons on the MBFR and the deep feelings of the peopies of Eastern. 
Europe who would certainly be pleased to see sorne of the Soviet troops 
stationed on their terri tory returning home. ·Certain satellite 
countries, although unable tc voice their opinion in international fora, 
could bri~g preSsu_re to bear on Moscow to reach ~ partial and sifnul­
taneous withdrawal of American and" Soviet forces by painting out. for 
example, the advantages likely tc accrue from détente in commercial 
e~changes 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 cnes). have new 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 wi th a range of. less th an 500 km, su ch as FROG and the SS 21 in 
the East, Lance, Pluton· and subsequently. H;s.des in the West (sorne times 
known as "Short Nuclear Force .. SNF) and eVen.nuclear a!-tillery. 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, a}e afraid of 
a total denuclearisation of Europe 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 longer be 
confined to the two superpowers. For the first time, they would 
involve France, which has its own fully independant system, and the 
United Kingdom which uses national warheads placed on American.vectors. 
This country•s dependance on the United States (to a certain extent the 
opposite of that of the FRG with regard to the Pershing l A missiles if 
it~is assumed that the Lance vectors, of American design and manu~ 
fatture, belong fully to the Bundeswehr) gives the USSR a further 
reason ta 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 Pershi~g 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 Ital y en .. the one hand, France and the United 
Kingdom on the ether) was br~ught fully into the open at the last WEU 
meeting in The Hague on 26th and 27th October 1987. The FRG and Italy 
are in faveur of conventional weapons, believing that the so-called 
smart weapons have or will seo~ have the same destruçtive power as 

· "small 11 tactical or pre-strategie nuclear weapons. They believe that 
in this way the gap between,conventional and nuclear weapons, from the 
point pf view of effectiveness, has disappearerl 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 "conventi.ori-al nuclear" or, even more, the 
"neutronic nuclear". This doctr-inal standpoint also hides the refusal 
to give France and the United Kingdom the major rôle in European. 
defence. Without denying the advantage of the new conventional weapon 
systems which they also hope ta develop, Paris and London clearly state 
that the defence of Europe cari only be based on nuclear deterrence. 
They believe it is essentiel ta keep a psychological gap between 
conventional and nuclear weapons. This concept has prevailed since all 
the WEU mernber countries have officially reaffirmed the need to maintain 
nuclear deterrence. However. àivisions still remain, with Belgium and 
Luxembourg mOre in support of the Franco-3ritish point of view and the 
Netherlands expressing solidarity with the Federal Republic of Germany. 
The ether European member countries of NATO, but not of WEU, seem to be 
just as divided. Denmark and Spain prefer to give up nuclear weapons 
in faveur of modernised conventional arms. 

In arder ta· give renewed credibility ta the response and ta 
prevent the ccmplete denuclearisation of Western Europe, 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 inc~ease in their range up ta 
500 km (the limit allowed by the INF agreement) would r:take it possible 
to apply the threat bey and the two Germanies to a ce.rtain extent, which 
·~ould perhaps lessen Bonn' s reservationS. The effectiveness of the se 
weapons - American, French anà British - w'oUld 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; i t go·es 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 reduCëèOn in the number of 
Soviet short-range nuclear weapons to bring them dow~ 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
for,e depi-i ve i t of useful nuclear me ans on a lower th an strategie level. 
Howéver, it would have the advantage of stopping the process. of 
denuclearising Europe and wculd also be closer to the wishes of the 
pëople. 

The West could thus increase its nuclear means capable of 
reaching Soviet territory from the sea and air. Such a development 
assumes that SSMR (air-tc-surface medium-range) missiles will be fitted 
to bor.tbers and cruise missiles also (ALC!4: Air Launched Cruise Missile) 
and at the same time that they will be carried on_ surface ships and 
submarines (SLCH: 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 
Me di terranean and even more in northern are as, ~in _the Bal tic and 
especi-8:lly it1 the Barents Se a. A n·aval aviatiOn doctrine, somewhat 
sïmilar to that of the United States in Asia, would replace the ground 
doctrime of non-strategie nuclear strikes against~Soviet territory. 
·This would involve the use of air and sea bases in the Netherlands and 
especially in the United King dom and even in Nor·oay. In order to 
escape_ such a threat, ~1r. Gorbachev proposed, on lst October 1987 in 
r1urmansk ~ the denuclearisa.tion 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 
Cnes concerned by !3- possible change in the nuclear doct.rine 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 ~re 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 ta 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, beth East 
and West, where the LRINF and SRINF are stationed. It provides for 
stringent controls of the sites (operational or not) where the missiles 
are located (in the United Kingdom, Belgium, the Netherlands, the FRG 
and Italy but also in Poland, the GOR and Czechoslovakia) together with 
a coritrol of the places where the weapons are manufactured, stored and 
destroyed, i.e. in the United States and the USSR. 

. . 1 . . 

4555 



- 7 -

Strictly from the point of view of international law, the · 
absence of ·European countries from the negotiations 'is considèred t~ be 
an anomaly because the agreement provides for inspections on their 
terri tories •. The USSR se ems to have be en 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 European countries 
concerned) for the first time to Moscow from 6th tc l2th 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 unification, she may 
fi nd i t advantageous, at least for the time ·being, to gi ve i t an 
international dimension which it does not yet have. The United States 
merely held bilateral discussions in NATO with the countries concerned 
wi;thout the least consideration for European sensitivi ty. The US finds 
i t' difficult tc· accept the ide a of Europeans discussing àefence problems 
amongst themselves. The signing of the agreement of 8th December has 
f.orced them to conclude supplementary agreements with the five European 
allies concerned in arder to lay down the conditions for Soviet 
inspections. 

Although Europe is also absent from the discussions on the 
reduction of strategie weaporis, she takes part in the Geneva talks on 
chemical weapons in the UN frarr.ework. She has even helped in the work 
of the CSCE in Vienne and will continue to voice her views at the next 

.conference on stability which is due tc take place in 1988. Certain 
European countries (but not Fr.ance) take pa:-t in the HBFR n<ogotiati~ns 
in Vienna although the usefulness of these discussions is no longer 
ma"nifeSt due to the lack of re sul ts, the small numb'er of particïpàn_ts 
and the reduced area of application. The idea of àfsarmament from the 
Atlantic to the Urals must replace that of.disarmament i:n Central 
Europe. 

Towards European defence? 

The conclusion of an agreement on the INF was foreseeable. 
The pressure of public opinion, beth American and European, was -added to 
the two leaders• urgent desire to succeed. Reagan needed to succeed in 
arder to leave the political scene as an apostle of peace arid Gorbachev 
needed tc prove that his international policy was ~ell founded, calm 
his dorr.estic opponents and devote more resources to the economy. 

Since EurOmissiles are destined to disappear, NATO must 
strengthen its conventional forces. Certain circles in the United 
States envisage, on the contrary, a reduç:tion of t:he number of American 
troops in Europe. The Europeans would have to bear the burden alone. 
For financial reasons (especially for the United Kingdom a:nd France who 
are permanently obliged to modernise their nuclear. forces), for demo­
graphie reas ons (the FRG in particular) and for psycholo.gical reas ons, 
they are unable tc do sc. The increased length of military service in 
the FRG and Belgium will not be able to offset the lack of manpower 
resources. The se factors could le a à the allies tc ask France to .fill 
certain front-line "sectors". The inadequate number of short-range 
nuclear missiles .capable. of d~al ing wi th targets in Czechoslova:kia and 
the FRG could incite them, 1for the same reas on, to call for. Pluton anè 
consequently P.ades missiles tc 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 proble~ 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 Reyi:javik discussions· and the signing of the Washington 
agreement have ac~"d as a catalyser. The Europeans have realised their 
.Precarious si tuatic.:1 between the two superpowers. Of course, public 
opinion does not react very strongly because the medias and the teaching 
programmes do not pay enough attention to European affairs. However, 
governments are feeling an ever stronger need to study the implications 

·~of the strategie dialogue between Washington and r~oscow. 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 finàlly 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 Europe provided herself with the means 
of ensuting her own defence. 

The single European act, which was ratified by the national 
parliaments in 1986, will enable the Communi ty to···study securi ty 
questions from the point of view of their political, economie and 
financial implications. The StrasboUrg Parliament is already taking an 
interest in defence but as yet there is no forum which allows Heads of 
State and governments to take joïnt d·ecisions in this field. 

WEU, which was set up even earlier thari the EEC and which was 
reactivated and reorganised in 1984, remains the ·only European organi-
·sation wi th competence in de fe nee matters. The Washington agreem_e.Ot on 
the dismantling of INF, together with doubts concerning the perpetuity 
of the American defence effort on our continent, incited the seven 
member States ta reconsider European defence on the basis of the charter 

.defined by Mr. Chirac at the WEU Assembly on 2nd December 1986. 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 alcne is "cppable 
of confronting a potential aggressor wi th 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 members 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 
C0';11e into operation and bring the numb~r of member States up to twelve. 
However, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands are still against an 
extension of 'liEU; they stress the need to complete the current 
restructuring which consists of collocating the various sections of the 
Organisation. \'lithout extension there can be no real complementarity 
between the EEC which, alt~ough it deals with economie questions, is 
also devoting more and more time- to political issues, a_nd WEU, the ; 
defence forum. 
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European identi ty would assert i tself more strongly if viEU 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 arder 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 Co~ncil 
of Europe, .to a void absorption by NATO or confusion wi th the EEC 
which would be awkward for 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 meetings 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 complementari ty, no n·e·N" EEC candidates should be 
accepted unless they join WEU at the same time. 

The setting up of an institute for advanced European defence 
studies, modelled on the NATO Defence College in Rome·or on sorne ether 

· example, would ·make ·i t possible to bring teachings into li ne and 
strengthen ~elations between national bodies ·and thus consolidate the 
spirit of defence. Exchanges of trainee-officers bet·o~~eei.l colleges and 
ffghting units should becorne more general, which irnplies a?propriate 
language training. 

In addition to increasing the defence budgets, the developme~t 
of modern Weapon systems needs coordination between financial resources. 
and research. A united Europe has the means of taking up the 
technological challénge and equiçping herself with the nuclear and 
conventional weapons she needs ( including the '·so-called smart .weapons. 
capable of compensating, to sorne extent, the imbalance with respect té 
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 rernarkable 
achievement in space to the military field by launching observation 
satellites for a closer perception of the threats. The Italian (and 
perhaps the Spanish) partic~pation in the French military satellite 
project. Helios offsets the refus al of· the United King dom· and 'Nest 
Germany. Certain poli ticians, even British cnes, -have no he si ta-ci_ on 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 T!"ident programme 
could force the United Kingdom tc turn even more to france in arder to 
modernise her strike force. 

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 new meet from time to 
time in arder to harmonise their research ·and prod~ction. Is there 
perhaps a·movement (with the cooperation of severa! ether countries) 
towards an increasing number of bilateral and multilateral ag~eements, 
towards a military Eureka at the capital deaàline of 1992? 

* The parliamentarians of the WEU Assembly are selected from the 
natiOnal representatiyes to the Council of Europe. This is a~ addeâ 
argument. 
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The public submitting of tenders by the administrations of the 
member countries should logically apply to the Hinistries of Defence ·as 
it does to ether 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 economie effect of the indepenèent 
European Programme Group responsible for coordinating the development 
and production of armaments in Europe, certain politiciens advocate its 
attachment to the EEC before the deadline of 1992 at the latest. 

The use of similar .equipment will re sul t in a strengthening of the 
links in the operati.onal field. Technologie al cooperation will le ad to 
more fruitful contacts between General Staffs, in arder to work, out 
~oint operational concep-ts, and bet•o~~een fighting uni ts to verify how 
these concepts are put to work. This would facili tate 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 so as not to 
increase the number of responsible bodies. 

Already sorne people's thoughts are turning to a subject which 
was considered taboo not long ago: 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 cannat become a nuclear 
power by .virtue of international agreements. .The harmonisation 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 national sanctuaries, which is the particular wish of the German 
Defence Minister, the future Secretary-General of NATO. There woùld 
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 conventional 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 5 
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 People'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 tc certain political 
observers, the Trident missiles would be rented to the United States and 
the maintenance would be done on the other side of the Atlantic. 

There is also the prob1em of a possible production of 
intermediate missiles by Europe. In re ali ty, 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 \vEU, which would be capàble of operating both inside and 
outside the NATO 'zone, is even supported by British poli ti cians working 
together in a stUdy circle called the "Bow Group", seme of whom belong 
to Mrs. Thatcher's cabinet.- The Europea~ 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 ether countries, particularly Italy with 
her essential· r4edi terrartean rôle, must converge towards a unification of 
doctrines. France, in fact, has just'signed.agreements with Italy in 
arder to interconnect radar networks and organise joint air and naval 
pa~rols in the Me di terranean (in parti cul ar wi tb AWACS aircraft which 
will, sh,ortly 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 various polls carried out early in 1987, only 19 percent 
in Germany and 35 per cent in France want a European defence which is 
indèpendent of the United States; 13 per cent of the British population 
and 8 per cent of the French are in faveur of setting up a Franco­
British nuclear force. However, ether and more recent polls give much 
higher percentages in support of European defence. 

By her iniative '~ the USSR has br~:l'.Jght the ry.egotiations on the 
INF out of the impasse in which,she herself had put them and has led the 
Western ccuntries tô define, their position. The signing of an 
American-Soviet agreement, which will soon be~ratified by the American 
Sena te, forces the Europe ans to take a new look at the defence o'f 
Europe. 

Europe was invclved in the decision to site Euromissiles but 
she found herself excluded from negotiations between the two 
superpowers on their dismantling which, engaged her future. Oepriveè 
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 NATO), chemical and conventional weapon 
systems, Europe must find a response in a better coordination of arms 
production and in the harmonisation of concepts concerning the u_se of 
forces, which do_ubtless implies increasing the power of European organi­
sations. The affirmation _of her ièentity 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 be to have them taken 
into account in disarmament negotiations, especially if the USSR herself 
has to reduce her strategie nuclear ~eapons as the result of_ an 
agreement of the START type with the United States. The modernisation 
of the t•No deterrent forces, French and British, and even more sa the 
possible and hypothetical creation of a real European 'deterrent force 
could lead, sooner or later, ta constraints imposed by a treaty. 
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Like his .. predecessors, Gorbachev is trying to decouple Europe 
from the United States, to disarm Western Europe, to prevent European 
unification and to convince the West of ·his desire for peace in arder to 
trade with them and especially to facilitate the technology transfers 
which the USSR so·badly needs. The CSCE cou1d 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 experts to 
this immense market, but in the long term she wo•Jld mortgage her 
independence vis-à-vis a neighbour who would not :mly be powerful from 
the mi li tary point of view but also from the ecor:omic one. Since they 
have. not been able to take part in the Eureka pro~ect, the USSR and her 
East European satellites are trying to get rid of the coercive COCOM 
regulations or ta have them made less stringent and declare their 
willingness ta rebalance commercial exchanges (when they are in their 
fa'Vour) by.increasi~g their high technology imports. 

Gorbachev can wait for an auspicious time tc put forward new 
·ctisarmament proposais: a drifting of Germany towards nna'i;ional 
neutralism" (facilitated by a political and military withdrawal of the 
US and a stands till 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· 
victor-y of the British Labour Party, a large fraction of which is still 
in faveur of unilateral nuclear disarmament. The non-Communist 
European left, influenced by the pacifist ideas of Central and Northern 
Europe, might one day enable Gorbachev, ... ho is an excellent strategist, 

.to make a new decisive pawn move on the European chess board. 

The proposals set out in Murmansk by •. the Secretary-General of.·· 
thè CPSU, on lst October 1987, were intended to impress· public· opinion,· 
and to avoid a new air/sea deployment of NATO's medium-range nuclear.· 
weapons • 

. Disarmament negotiations·are continuing in international 
conferences (the r~BFR and the CSCE in Vi enna and strategie and chemical 
weapons in the UN irl Geneva). Negotiations on conventional 
disarmamerit, 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 dismantiing 
of the INF. . . 

However, 'with pressure from the 'Germans, there will be a great 
risk of agreeing ta eliminate short-range nuclear weapcns, which would 
be a decisiye 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. 

4555 

di 2 EJM$ 2;&[[ __ &Z 3k%2kML USA ;:;:;4 

.. 
' 

:f: 

·~ 

' l 
' -- ·~ 

. ' 
>' 

~· 

~·. 



,_ 

1 

1 

l 
' 

conventional ar ms control: the future 
agenda 

Exccrpts from "THE WORlD TOOAY" 

Karl Kaiser FEBRUARY 1988 

Thé polilical contexl 
Ah~r the succe~.sful conclusion of the negotiations on an agree~ 
m<nt on intermediate nudear rortts (lNf) at the American­
Scviet ,ummit in December 19Bi the focus of attention ha:s 
s.~ifted to the fidd of convention·al arms controL This is an are a 
ir: which negotiations have. se> far faiJed to produce any rcsult 
L>.,d which is going fo become incrt:asing1y important as east and 
... est reduc-c their nudear weapom arsenaL 

arm'! control win have to con~idcr the: widc:r politien! and 
security implication' or actions in the lie: Id of conVcntionalarm! 
control. Po!itician! and experts will, thc:refor-c. face a diflicuh 
problc:m. On the one hand, they must not let the romplexit)· of 
the problcms paralyse: their capacit}' for concretc action; on the 
ether hand, they must constantly consider the wider implica· 
tiens ofthc:ir steps and c:xplain them to the ir public at home. 

Man v dement! will come into pli! y as east and west att~mpt to 
improv~ conventional stability in Euro~ and to eut the cost of 
r .. rrr.a.-no:nt for both sides in a new round of negotiations: the 
improvement of the west'-f conventionaJ force structun, the 
f,_;turt' of NATO's doctrine of flexible response, the intemal 
strudure of west European coo~ration. the: franco-~nnan 
re!ations;-,ip, the role of the Soviet Uni_on within the V\' a.--~-.·: 
Pact and hcnce the in'temaJ structure of th~ socialis! bloc, the 
esïzblishment of new links ~tween e~terr. and wc su rn Euro~ 
8! weli a~ the futu.re of h1.ikhail Gorbad!ev's rdorm poliq 
"''ithin the Soviet Union. l\1ore tha."l c:ver, western policy on 

ln the co une of the post-war period ar ms control negotiations 
have 1ended to takc on a.n incrci'lo;Îngl)· puhlic charttrtcr. Tn a 
growing c:xlcnl. the Rcret diplomacy of the negotiating table 
ha!' ~n compleme:nted by public discussion, meant to put 
pr~:ssurc: on other govemments by mobilising public opinion 
and parliament!. The most recent and most intensive form of 
such an interaction of diplomacy and public dcbate could be 
obser.·ed from the time NATO took its 'double·track • decision 
in 1979 right up toits most recent evolution into the 'double 
zero'.so:ution. The next round ofnegotiations on conventiona1 
disarmament i:s likcl)· to give furthcr impo:tu~ to this trend 
toward:s increasingly 'public' arm~ control. negotiations, ~-

J ... .su::.~ 1 11 ..:: nunu:::rous links wllh .. ·anous pohucal a reas are hkely to 
'produce mu ch mobilisation and public articulation of divergent 

int:rcsts. t~1o:-eo ... 'cr, Gorba::hev's nt'w and dynarnic style is 
characteriso:d by a significant shift towarà! public diploma::y 
c.aicuiated to maximise suppor1 both in his own home con· 
s:ituencv and in the west. 
·The ~e.xt- round of convcntional arros control ncg?liatio;Js 

""·ill OC a c:omplicatcd proccs~ Jikdy to iast a num~r of y cars. 
Tho: complt:xity of the pr_oblem:s will make. partial solutions 
ca~it:r onù grgnJ solutions h!ghlf unlikdy _ Progrc:.ss in thi~ arca 
"·ill conceivab!~· take the for rn of isolat cd steps in ce nain sc ct ors 
whic:h ,.;JI, it is to be hoped, form a mosaic or change that 
incrcascs stability in Europe and rcduces the cost of armamcnt. 

ln earhcr years, attcrnpts in east and we:s: to innuence each 
otht:r's public opinion wo:re as)·rnm~tric in structure. The. 

· ~ov,o:riunents of the Soviet Union and iu allies were able to use 
~h~ media in th~ west to mobilise individu al groups or parties 
wuhin the pluralistic structure of w~sa:rn democracÎe! in faveur 
ol its argument~ and initiatives. Civc:n the closed charac:ter of 
soci.alist countries, thcir monolithic polit ica] structures and state 
control of the media, western countric! did not ha,·e the same 
instrument~ at their disposa) in trying to influence the east. 
How:ver, new devdopments have increasingl)· upset this 
a.!yrn.metry. Public communication is no long~r a one-way 
street from east to west. The socic:ti~ of eastern Europe are 
undergo:ng changes resulting in an incrt.asingly lively dis­
t.ussion of dillcn:nt points of "'it:w. ln pi:irlicular within the 
Soviet Union. tht bl:~innings of gc:nuinc ddJate can lx ob· 
ser..·ed. However, gla.rnoJt not only re: presents the goa! of 
Gorbaèhc:v's policy but also the more or lcss inevitable con· 
~(.:qucnn: of tcchno1ugit:a1 and socia! changes in cas1ern Euro po;: 
and the Sovic.:t Union. Givcn the growing volume of facts and 
information re.laved th rou eh tdn·ision, radio, printcd media or 
direct broadcasring sau~lli~e:s, a proccss of public discussion of 
facts and areumcnts on arms control and disarmament is likc:.ly 
ta cvolve cv~n within socialist soci~ties. 

Convc:ntional disarrnament negotiations arc: like!)· to last for 
mar.y yearS. ln that time funher technological devc::lopmc:nts 
and breakthroughs·are likely further t6 intensif y comrnunica· 
lion lx:twccn eas:1 and wt::st. Il is.ll~t.:rdon:, probable: that in tht: 
course of this process the clynamics of mutu01l inOuencÎnb in 
a public proccss- of communication -will intc:nsify and will 
cha~acterise the future conventional arms ::omrol negoüations. 
Such a growing paralldism between diploma::-y at the ne~otiat· 
ing tabh: anù public pr{.)(.;ess of mutual inOuencing anù com­
munication is nothing ne....- for the west, but the incrc:asing 
pan.icipation of east European countric::s will ciTer west~rn 
dcmocracic! a gro..,..·ing chance th at they canuse crcativdy in the 
fonhcoming rounù of convc:ntional arms control. 

Nuclear conditions of convenlional 
disarmamenl 
\-Vithin NATO'! strategy of nexible rcsp:mse, nude.ar and 
convc:ntional weapons form an organist:d whole wîth each 
compcment oc.cupying a ckarly defined place in relation 10 the 
other. 1 This system of interaction will cause changes in the 
convc.ntional sector to spi li back into the nudear sector. Put 
sim ply, this me ans th at changes of the conventional balance to 
the west' s disadvantage will increase the rel n-ance of its nuclc:ar 
weapons. This is aJso applicable to the forthcoming negotiations 
on c.:onvcntionf.ll WL:&IJY.Hl.S and woulù, in ff.lcl, wor~ a~<:~inst tin: 
lt::ndt:ncy in mauy ""'CStt::rn cuuntries ta n:·ùuce the rdc:v.sncc: 
of nuclear weapons_ Convtrsdy, a reùuction of the nudear 
compontnt in nexible rc:spons~ would iucrcase the rc::levancc: of 
the conventionaJ scctor. ln the hypothetical case of nuclear 
disarmament at the expense of the wesl, the conventiona! 
supcriority of lhc \-\'grsaw Pact woulù bcLome an evt:n great cr 
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th rut to European ltability than il ù toda y. ln ou ch a eue, • 
chang. of the convenrional fora 'ratio in. Cavour of the west 
wou Id beeome even more urg<nt. 

Nw-Jca.r Ums control and disarma.ment, the: reJ ore, circum· 
ac~ be '.he: condi1ions for convcntional dis.armament. The sepa­
n.Hon ,r the two area.s, aomctimti propagatcd by po1iticia.ns 
and exp<::''• c:Ould have fatal consequences. H NATO govem· 
mcnts fatl to recognise this close interaction and ncglect the. 
nudc:ar componcnt, wrong maves or inaction within the nuc­
)c:ar arëa coul~ worsen the: eond~tions for convcntional disar· 
marnent. 

A wcs1crn policy of convc:ntionaJ disarmamc:nt must takc: into 
accounr se•·craJ problems of the: nudcar compcmc:nt of flexible: 
rt.~oonsc: and act accordingly: 
l. t' ïthin the United States one carl observe: a growing malaise 
abo~.,: the nutlc:ar commitments involved in c:xtc:rided dc:ter­
rencc 1 'J protc:ct western Europe. Sincc: limited cOnflicu can lead 
to nu. :car escalation and potenlially reach the United States, 
the desire to create guarantees or constrainu to a"·oid the use 
'of tact ica! nuclear weapons is growing thcre. The proposai for 
an e.as:-west agreement qn no first use or nuclcar weapons 
formulated in the Unitéd States and widdy supponcd in 
Europe, would crcate a zone or guarantecd non·nuclear war­
fighting. Consequent} y, the risks of a conventionaJ war would 
become re!arivdy calculable and the likdihood of war would 
increase. Since convenüonaJ war continues to be, if not the 
only. th en the most imponant likely triggerof nuclearwar. a no­
first·use proposa! would, in fact, increase the probability of 
nuclear war \0\-·hich it daims to redu ce. A total remo val oftactical 
nudea:- ""e2porys or the accep:ance of a no·first-use posture 
woulù threaten European stabilit ~- and tu rn conv~ntional 
disparity into an C:\len greater problem of convcntionaJ arms 
control policy. 
2. The dc·legitimisation of nuclcar detcrrcncc has been going 
on for sevc:ral years. The politic.aJ forces working in this 
d•rcction spa.n, the entire political spectrum and range from 
President Ronald Reagan (in justifying SDI) and the Catholic 

. bishops of Arrlcrica to the antî-nude~r pro test movcm:nts of 
western Europe. A reversai or priorities is involvcd here: the 
prioril y of war. pre"·ention as a consequ~nce of the incalculable 
risk of nudea: wCafK!nS is rep!aced by the priority of darna~e­
limitation àic.ta:ed by the enormous destructivcnes! ofmod;rn 
nuc.Jear weapons. And so, a more probable con,,.entional war 
becomc.s more acceptable th an an improba~le nuclcar war. 
There is a lesson here for the policy or convcntional arms 
c.omrol: de-legitimisation of nuclear deterrence makes conven­
lional disarmament decisive for stabiliry in Europe-the very 
arca where the wes! is at a structural disadvantage. For this 
rea-son su ch a de-legitimisation is not in the west "s in[erests. 
3. N.~ TO'~ U~eoretica.l option-ta rcspond· to the Wanaw 
Pact's convemional su~riority by using tactic.a1 weapons in 
c.as_e of aggression-can be cancelled by the \\'arsaw Pact at the 
beginning of a conflict if by superior convcntional mcans 
Îl succceds in destroying the ra:::tical nudear potential of 
NATO. Such a scenario is consrantly taught at Warsaw Pact 
manotU\TtS. If successful, such an action wou1d reduce a 
nuclear response to stratee-ic me ans which the United States can 

· h.ardly use for Jimited conflicts. The strate gy of flexible res panse 
would be rende:red ineffective:. To be sure, this is only a 
theorctic:al danger, b~t it must bt: ta ken seriousl)'. The con· 
clusian from al! this is rhat western convcnrional arms control 
poltq· must a void agreements which incre~e the capabi1it)' of 
the Y,'arsa""· Pact to undcrmim: flexible respc)nsé at the tactical 
nuclear leve!; and bc-ttè:r.still, must try to reducc the e.xining 
convention al su~riority of the Warsaw Pact. 
4. A funhcr pcobl<m of ncxible response derives from the 
considerable supcriority of Soviet tacticaJ nuclear weapons 

2. 
with a reach of Jess than ~ kilometres which will ,.,.,m•in• 
aCter the double .œro agreement on !Nf weapons has 
implcmented: a Warsaw Pact auperiority of roughly 
nmains in the field or short-range missiles. ln vi~w or 
rupcriority. western decision-ma'ke~ ;~no Jikdy lo surfer 
"sdf-dcterrtncc • si nec they will ral"C the prosp~cl of trigguing 
immense1y destructive nrike with superior tactical wea.pons if 
they make the fi nt escalatOT)' S'lep. If the ir reluctance to escaJate 
were to become a re:asonab1e certaint)·. 11 zone of non·nudc:ar 
'W\'&r-Cighting wou1d be c~ated which would a!low the \\'ars"aw 
Pact to bring its convention al supcriority into play and in w•r mh · 

rdatively ca1cu1able risb wou Id mat:e war more probable. 
mcans th at, givcn the di~parityo_ftactical nu de ar weapons with a 
nac:h ofless th an 500 kilometres, both convention al reductions -
with the aim of parity of options and the creation of a balanec of · 
ground-ba.se-d tactical weapon! are of ci-uciaJ re.levance for 
European stability. , 
5. Sincc the 1950s, it has been western policy not to try to match. 
the convention al armament of the \\'arsaw Pact. As a result, th'!· 
east managed to achieve conventior.al military superiority ove-r 
the west white rcmaining re.lath·c-ly poo rer. The west, howt"ver, -
relied on the deterrc:nce ... ·alue of nu de ar weapons and •hereby 
bought s.ocial and economie progrcs.!. The western dependence 
on nuclear wcapon! for maintaining stability has, therefarc:, 
&.h'-'·ays remained considerable. That dependence is actua11y 
increasing as western military budgets stagnare or dimini:sh and 
bccause the convenrional shan: is indeed being reduceù in the 
case of the nuckar powers. Throughout the 1970s and 1980s · 
NATO arrr:~ production of decisive weapons ~ystems rep· 
rc:sented only a fraction nf the Warsnw Pact proUur:tion, c.g. 
ali of NATO produccd only 40 pcr cent of main ba tt le ta nb of 
the Warsaw Pact betwccn 1984 and 1986. The deployment of 
Speznaz troops for offensive purpose!; goes on. The western lcr~d 
in technology and the growing unfeliability of the militilry forces 
of the Soviet Union ·:s allies for aggre~sive purpo~~s onl)· mode· 
rate, but do no! offset this di!iadvantagcous trend for the west. 

The simple fa-ct re mains th at, as a con!:~quenc:e of the new 
INF agreement, nudear \\'tapor1s are- lx-in~ eliminated at the: 
very mom~nt whc:n th~ wr-st's rc!îanrr- nn nuclr?.r "'·eapun~ ha!' 
incrcased as a result of the dcterioralion of the ccnvention~l 
balane~. Contra~· to the public pres~ntation of flexible_ 
respons~. such a rdiance is real. Th~ prevailing rhetoric of·: 
NATO and its member governmcnts ha~ put a growing ~tre!is 
on no-carly-use of nuclear weapons. This is not matched-as 
many po1itidan! and military men would have liked-by 
growing convcntional options to repel aggression by non· 
nudear means but is sim ply a polit ica] resPonse to increasing 
anti-nudc:ar fcelinp in Europe and a grcwing malaise in the 
United State! about bcing implicatc:d carly in tactical nuck~r 
war. • 

The obvious condu!>Îon robe drawn hcrc i~. that, :l5 NATO 
p~pares a new round of conventionaJ arms control, it must 
undcrtake concomitant steps to preserve and improve the. 
minimum structure of flexibie rcsponse. \t\'ithout su ch policies,­
convcntional arms control will either be rcnd~red extrcmely 
difficuh or could even undcrrnine stahility. 

The most important condition for the maintenance of mini· 
mum deterrencc is to pre vent the currerit disarrnamr:nt proce:ss 
from tuming into a "triple zero': total denuclearisation 
ttntral and wc stern Europe. The double zero ..._~reemt>:nt 
INF wc:apous does not end Oc:xib1e rc!'ponse as ~~e argue, 
it cou1d ~nd anger th(; stratcg)· if various pressure:~ combine 
produce a total denuclearisation. To sorne extent, su ch oo"';urcl 
may result ·rrom the momentum that could cvolve. from 
desirable solution to achieve balanec in the field of nu"uoa•·l 
wcapons under the ~DO-kilometre range. 1t is highly likcl)· 
now ·that the INF agreement ha! bo::cn conduded, 
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political forttS in Wes~ German y will argue thal this country 
alorit C1Trie1 the nuclear risk or tactical nuclear warfare. To 

·be rurt. this &Tg'lment is incorrect sinëe other European 
countries (Norwl)', Denmark, Britain, Benelux, France, lo\ly. 
G~ Tur\r-\1) IUT within JTO'If·h nf Sovir:l tnf·tir:\l nudr·:lr 
~apo~s. 1nd ~d E.uropcan countrics cnn be bit by Soviet. 
rtrategic weapons in a tactical mode. NcvenheJess, such an 
L'"g'.Jmtnt could easil}· reinforce the· txisting &nti·nudear 
Kntimtn!s and crtatt pre!Uurt in filvoUr of total c:1imintltion nf 
a]l nuclear weapons from ttntral Euro~. This course would 
ct~mmand the support of ihose American! who feel unca.sy 
about e.'l(tended dete~nct' 2rid would likc to confme the 
Americar: nuc.lc:ar posture to a pu rely strategie_ one. Natura11y, 
such an out come would be vigorously promoted and support ccl 
bv the Sevit:: Union ""·host s·rat~gic goa1 ha! always becn to 
cÙminate nul ·1 ::.ar w-eapons rr ... m central and western Europe. 
Undcrstandab1·•·• becau!~ th at wou1d enable it to maximise it 
conventlonal st.:l..o:riority and f' ~opolitical Rd .. ·ant~ge without ir 
any way dimir.:shing the role of its own strategie nudeai 
weapons which can Jx targeted (even in a tacticaJ mode) to any 
point in We!ttrn Europe. A triple 7.ero solution would, thcrc· 
rare. fun~amental!)· undyrmine WC!'I European ~ccurity. 

On lhe eve of the ne v/ round of conventional arm~ control 
neeotiation! and in the mi dst of succcs!ful auempts at nuclear 
dis~armamo::nt, the wc:S1 must now de fane the •bottom-linc' of 
flexible ~sponse. Suc.."t an attcmpt could consist of three ele­
ment~· 

J. A vig0rous c:IToN d10uld be matie toconvincc: the pub~i~ in the 
dem':lcratîc western countrie~ that. even undtr condH1ons of 
nucle·ar and con:"'entional disarmament. a minimurr. de;err~nce 
rt"main~ imperative. To be sure, successful conve:nrinnal di~­
armamc:nt would reduce depcndencc on the use of nuckar 
wcapons but, contrar)' to certain assertions b<::ing madt in the 
cuTTe nt politîcaJ dehale in Europe, even a convtn!Îonal balance 
d:Jes not climinatc the necd for. nudear .ùt·tcrrr.JH"C. 11K 
function of nudear dt:tcrrcncc is tc pn:vr:nt war whç-n:a~ a 
oureh· ronventional cons1ellaticn makes Wa!'" more Jikd:y· be· 
~use.of a rclati"·eh· calculahle ri!>k. The c!isappearance of nue.· 
lc:ar u~,~~nce i~ ima~inabic only ""''hcre th~ political connie: 
ha~ b-:cn resolved a: its rooL 
2. Tr-,e min:mum element5 of a tact ica! pos!urc in Euro~ should. 
bt àcfmcd now and pursue:::i in future decisions on procurt'· 
me:TH anè modo:rni~ation· an adequate: aircraft capa:Ï!y .""·ith 
suŒcio::nt range and modern penetration te:chnolog~· in ~ut~· 
bi nation with stand-oiT weapons that can rc:ach targets wHhtf". 
the Soviet Union, the assignmcnt of sea-based systems to 
SACEUR and a !Uffi~ient number or short-range nudear 
mi"sil~~ .,..·îth a ran~e bc1ow 500 kilometTcs (pu"c;ih1y in a 
packïi.!Z":' cnrnbiP-in~ tnt ;1l t:limin~t iun of a1l nuc.:h:ar artillcr~· ""'il h 
a modernisation of the Lance mi"~ilc in numlxrs roughl~· equ<1l 
toit~ So .. ·ict counu::rpart~ at present western levels). 
3. A stron'!:er cooperation between the: British and French nuc­
lear d~:e:;ents in combinatior. with a European consultation 
proces! (but without shared decision' ~-ould strcngthen the role 
of these nucle.ar forces in a Europc:at 1node. 

The central problems of 
convenfional arms control 
1. E:ast·'t'·est asyminetries. Four -asymme:tric:s will hï~.ve IO 
~ dcah with in the fonhcoming round of arme; control 
ne'-'·:-tiatiom:..2 The fir~t i~ an nc;ynum:try nf military dtwtriiH". 
NÀTO"s militan doctrine is dcknsive l>uth in intention anù 
capa:,iiities. Th~ basic philosophy of the NATO T reaty is 
dc:femive 

None nf the participatin~ dtmOtr;-tcir~ underwrite- anythin5 
but 3 defcnsi,·e policy (\:Vc~t (~rTJnil..ny hac; cvrn :'lt<l!cd tlu~ 
purpcs~ as a principh: in its Constitution). The militar~· posture-

3 
of the Alli:o.nce is buih on the principle of for-wlll"d ddc:na: in 
Euro pc designed 10 prevent an a nad a~inst western ttttitory. 
Though NATO ha.s a limited tactical ability to move rorwud a 
few kilometres orto make sdective strike5 decp into tht terri tory 
uf an a~gri::lisor, it hiU nu c.:apacity tu move furward into, and ~ 
hold the: aggrcssor'1 tcrrirory. lu mititary inc.apadty to attack is 
complement cd by a poli1ical inability 10 attack, sine<: NATO as 
an aJiiancc of democncies wou Id nevcr agree ta it even in the 
un1ikcly event of a member trying to find support Jor such a 
polie y 

The milîtar)' doctrine of the V\'arsaw Pact, on the othe.r ha nd, 
is defensive ir. intention but oiTcnsivc in capabilir~·. Staning 
from the pre mise. th at a War must be rqughl on the territorv or an 
Hl!J.!Tl's~or, rlu: \-\'arsilw Pou-l pnwl;lim:- itscU to he fldc:nsivc in 
purpu:n: ùut cavaLit.: ul losum.:hing an attack into the te.rritory 
of the aggressor. ln Jlne: v•ith this, it ha.s acquired a massive 
capacity torriove into western territory and to ho1d it even undc:r 
condition~ of shon warning and/or lin\ited rdnforccment. And 
so East German y isddended by lighting in West German y. The 
force structure (with its emphasis on a combinat ion of mobility 
and f1re·pow~r), the training of officcrs and soldie:rs as wc:ll as the 
constant practicc of manoeuvres prepare: the \o\'arsaw Pact for 
oiTcnct in case of war. The moment the offensive capability is no 
longer constrained by a ddensîve intent (as undc.r th~ present 
Sovlet leadership). the western alliance wou1d be thrcatcned. 

A second problc:m consists of the: asymmetry of options 
berwttn the two pacts. This as)·mmetry derives from the 
diflerence~ in doctrine. ln a long process of arms procuremenl 
and training the Soviet Ur; ion has acquired options of a~:ark 
with a relatively short warnir.g and a capacîty 10 invad~. Tbesc 
optîuns are- <.lut to signir,cant inequalitics of forces i:-~ areas 
crucial for offc:nce, such as main baule tank.s, armoun:d 
vehicks, self·propclled anilkry, bridging equipmen:, multiple 
rocktt·launchers, or special units such as SJY-z.naz troops. 
Dcpc:nding on how one counls, the west would face lnequalities 
in an order of magnitude of around 1:2 and 1:3. 

A third problem lies in the asymme:try of geograph~. 
VVhcrea~ thè Soviet Union is a superpower loc.a!ed in Europe 
and thcrdore able to bring in rein forcements from a rdativd~· 
limited distance:. th~ United St.i:ites is siluate.c.J aero~ the Atlantic 
and ha~ tc move it!: reinforce:rnents acrnss th-: Atlantic. Stabi· 

"liry can, the:rerore. be' achieved only by compensa:.ing this in­
equalit y. h1oreover, tbe pacts arc: not comparable with rc::garJ 
lO thc:ir hinterland a.s long as France nmains outsidc: NATO 
integration and projc:cts that posture into conventional arms 
control mcasurcs. 

The: founh incauality i~ due to the asymmerric. share o 
American and So"-'ict f~rces within their respective alliance:s 
V\'ho:reas Ame.rican 1 roops represent only 11 pcr cent ( 16 pcr cer: 
without Spain and Turke-y)ofNATO land forces (arm)" and a1· 

force) in Europe-. the: S:1viet shan: of\'\'arsaw Pact forces west o 
the Uralsis 46 pcr cent. From a western perspective, Soviet force 
re present the primary lhrcat. Consequently, attempts t1 
increase srability wou Id have to deal primarily with them. 

The criteria for convemional arms control on which weste:r. 
const:nsus is beginning to c"·olve rcfle-ct one of the !essons of th 
so·called Mutual and Balanccd Force Reduction (MBFR) talk 
in Vicnna over tht: recent ycars. h is that reductions p~r s 
should not be the goal of western policy. Si nee s:abilit}· is th 
yards1ick, the main target or arms control must be lO reduc 
cxis1ing t·apacitic~ for slHJrt·warning outack and invasion. Suc 
a goal can bt: pu!'SueU through a va: icty of methods. Thes 

·range: from increa.scd trar:spart:ncy (which increase:s warnin 
time:} to change~ of the structure of the armcd forces (e g 
n:mOval ()f offensive clt.:rncnts or changes in the statc of comUo 
rcar.hnt:!s), reduuions with cnsuing d;str~ctions ofwe.apons c · 
~dcployment of units or we.apons to rear area.s. 
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liti~ rorttS in West C.:rmany will argut lhat lhis country· 
~nc·carries the nudea.r risk of tactical nuc:lcar warfare. To 
-~ rurt. thit a.rgument is incorrect sinëe other EuroJX:an 
countries (Norway, Denmark. Britain, Benelux, Fr &nee, h;ùy, 
Gft"ert. Turkry) AiT within rr:u-h nr Soviet tnr·t.irnl m~··k_:~r 
.-capons, and ali E.uropcan cuuntrics c.nn be hu by So"·1ct 

Jtratcgic wcapons in a tacticaJ mode. Ne:c':hdess._ such an 
l.l'"g'.Jmtnt could easi1)· reinforcc the e.xtsung ~~t·n~clcar 
scntimrnls and c~ate pre!t!urc in r .... ,·our of total ehmtn::tilon nf 
a)l nuclc:ar wo:apons from ttmral Europe. Thi! course: would 
command the support of ihose American! who feel unca.sy 
abcut extende-d detern:n~ and would likc to confine the 
Ame rie an nutlear posture to a pu rtl} strategie one. Naturatly. 
such an out corn!!' woulè be vigorously promoted and !Upported 
b" the: Soviet Union ""'·host s·rat~gic goa1 hru ah .. ·ays bee.n to 
eÙminate nuclear wtapons fr~ m central and weslern E.urop!!. 
Understa.ndabl)·, because th at would en able it to max_imise Î_' 
conventîonal superiority and v ~opolitical ndvant?~gc v.·JtiJout" 
any v.·ay diminishing the roh~ of it~ own ~tratc:gic nudeai 
wcapons which can be targeted (even 1n a tacucal mode) to any 
point in western Europe. A triple 7.ero solution wou~d. then:· 
fore fundomenta.l!)· und;:rmine wc~t European !'iiceunty. 
0~ the eve of the nev/ round of eonvcntional arm~ eontrul 

neR"otiatiom and in the mi dst of sucees! fu! ata:mpts at nuclear 
dis-armamo:nt, the west must now define the- 'bottom-linc' of 
nexible- response. Suc.'-1 an attempt could eonsist of three cle­
ment:~: 

1. A vig0rous eiTon should be macle to con vince the puh~i~ in the 
democratie western countries that. e,·en und~r cond:t10ns of 
nucle:ar a !"Id con..,entîonal disarmamen~, a minimum àe~~rr~nce 
remains imperati,·e. Tc be sure, sur:cessfu! conve:nrinnal .di~· 
armarne:nt would reduce depcndence on the use of nucte:ar 
wcapons but. contrary 10 certain assertions lx:ing made: in the 
current political debate in Europe, even a tonve:ntional balance 
does not e1iminatc the nn·d for nudcnr Ùl:lcrrrnn:. 11lt 
function oT nuckar dtttcrrcncc is le prevcnt war ""·hrrca~ a 
oure:h con\"tn!ÎonaJ constel!aticn makes war more likel:• be­
~u~~-of a rdativelv caJculahle ri~k. The: c!isappearanc~ of nue· 
lea~ u~~~rrcnce i!'. ima~inabie only whcrr: th~ political connie: 
hn~ i..>o:-cf\ rt:!\Cih:c-d a~ its root 
2. Tne min:rnum elements of a tactîca! posture in Euro~ shC~uld 
be- àefine:d now and pui"sue:::! in future àecision~ on procu~r-­
ment anè modo:rni!:ation· an adequate aircraft capa:i!y _w1th 

suff!Cient range and modern penetration technolog~· in :tn~· 
bi nation .,..-ith stand-oiT weapons that can reach targets w1thm 
the Soviet Union, the assignmcnt of sea·based systems to 

SACEUR and a suffic:ient number of short-range nuckar 
mi~!ile~ .,..·ith a. ran!;C bdnw 500 kilometres {po~.c:.ih1~ in a 
packae-: cnmLir.in~ \~11al elimin~tion of all nud:.:<H ar1ilkr~· wilh 
a moderni~ation or the Lance mi~~.ilr in numlY-rs roughl~· equ::t1 
toit~ So,-ict counterpart~ at present western levels). 
3. A stron~er cooperation bep ... ·een the Br.itish and French n~c­
lear do:;e~ents in combinaticn with a European consultation 
proces! (but without share:d decision· ~-ould strengthen the role 
ofLI,ese nudcar for~s in a Europea1 1node. 

The central problems of 
conventional arms control 
i. Eas'i·west :asyrnmetries. four asymmetries will have- to 
be de:ah with in the forthcoming round of armc:. control 
ner;o:iation~.' The [Ïr!\t i~ an <l!"YillllH:try nf mi1itar~· diwtrin,·. 
NÂTO"s militan- doctrim:: is dcknsi,·c l>oth in i:1tcntion auJ 
capal:Jiiiti~s. Th~ basic philosophy ~f the NATO Treaty is 
·~n~n . . 

None of th~· participatin~ de~ùotr;\rÎn urider.,..-rite anythm_~ 
bnt a ddc:nsiv~ policy (VVc!-:t (;rnnariy !1:t!" cv~~ :ttatt'd tl11~ 
purpos~ a3·a principk in its COnstitution). fhe r.uhtar~· po~iUre 

or tht Alli:mct is built on tht principlt or rorward ôdènct in 
3 '" 1 Europt designed 10 prtvent an attacl aS"inst western turitory. · 

Though NATO has alimited tactical ability to mo V.: fo""ard a ·. 
few kilometres orto make s-elective strikesdeep into the terri tory, .. :· 
uf an aggrc~sor, il h;s.s no cw.pacity tu movc forward into, and J. 
hold the aggrcssor·s terriwry. lu military inc.apacity to auac.k is. ,f 
complemtnttd by a political inability 10 anack, sincc NATO as j 
an alliance or democracies would never agree toit even in the · 
unlikc:1y evcm of a membcr trying lo fi nd support _(or such a 
puliq-
. The milîtary doctrine of the V\'arsaw Pact, on the other ha nd, 

is defensive ir. intention but oiTc:nsive in capabilir~·. Staning 
from the premise th at a War must be f~ugh1 on the territory of an 
itJ.!~n·s .. ur, tlw W ;trs;lw Powl pnwlilim:- itsdf lo lx: tldcnsivr in 
IJUrposc: ùut capal.Jft: ol laum:hing an attadt into lht territory 
of the aggressor. In line with this, it has acquîred a mas.~; -·e 
capacity to nlove into western territory and ta hold it even unci-..­
condition! of shon warning and/or liniited rein forcement. An ·j 
so East Gtrmany is dcftnded by lighting in West German y. Th• 
force structure (with its emphasis on a combination or mobility 
and fire·power), the training of offacers and soldîers a.s wdl as the 
constant practice of manoeuvres prep~r~ the \\'arsaw Pact for 
orTcnce in case of war. The moment the oiTc.nsiv~ capabili!y i~ no 
longer constrained by a defensive im~nt (as und~r the present 
Soviet leadership). the western alliance: would be threatened. 

A seconù problem consîsts of the asymmetry of .options 
between the Iwo pacts This asymmetry derives from the 
dinerences in doctrine. ln a long process of arms procurement 
and training the Soviet Union has acquired optiom of a!tack 
with a rclati .. ·cly short warning and a capacity to invade. Thesc 
optium are dut to signir1cant inc-qualitic:s of forces in areas 
crucial for offence, such as main battle tanlo-..s, a.rmoured 
vehicks, self-proptllcd anilkry, bridging equipment, multiple 
rocket·1aunchers, or special units -Sl!_ch as Spcz.naz troops. 
Dc:pending on ho.w one counts, the west would face inc:qua.lities 
in an order of magnitude of around J :2 and l :3. 

A third problem lies in the asymmetry of geogrzph~. 
\\~herea~ thC Soviët Union is-a superpower loca!cd in Europe 
and therdore able 'to brin~ in rein forcements from a rdatÎ\"d) 
limitcd distance. th~ United States is si1 uated acros.s the .A.tlamic 
and ha~ tc move it~ reinforcernents a.c,rps~ tho: Atlantic. Stabi· 
liry car., ther~forc.. be achieved onl~.- ~y compensa~ing this in­
rqualil y. l\-1oreovc::r, tbc pacts an: nol comparable wîti-. regarJ 
to their hinterland as long a!> France remain~ outsidc:: NATO 
integration and projects that posture)nto convcntional arms 
control mea.sures. .c0;n· 

The fourth ineaualit\" h du~ to ·the asymmetric. share o 
Amcrican and So\.ÎC:t f~rces ~·ithin ~~~ir res.pecrive alliances 
V\'hcrcas Amcrica.n troops rcpresentp_rli;y 11 pcr cen~ { 16 per cen 
without Spain and Turkey)ofNATO iand forces (army and ai 
fore~) in Euro~. the S:lvÎct sharc of \~rarsaw Pact force! west o 
the Urals is46 pcr cent. from a wc::stcf-n·pcrsp~ctive, Soviet force 
rcpr~senf the primary thn:at. consequent!)'. attempts l! 

increasc s~ability would ha"·e to deal primarily ~-îrh them. 
The criteria for conventional arms Contro1 on which west en 

conS(:nsus is ~ginning to evolve ren-ee[ one of the lessons of th 
so-called Mutual and Balanccd Foret Reduction (MBFR) talk 
in Vien na over dn: recent )"ears_._. (tJ~ ~hat reductions pe:r s 
should not be the goal of western PoHcy. Sin ce_ s~ability is th 
yardstid:, the main target of arms· control must be to reduc 
cxistin~ t:<lpacitic~ for shorl-warning:~.:tac:k and invas.iml Sut 
a goal can bt: pu:""sueù through a~f~)Ct)' of m_ethods. Thes 
range from increascd transparené)'~{Y.·hich incr~ase~. warnin 
time:) to change~ of the structuiè_:c.?·(t1~e armed forces (e g 
rcm0va1 ()f offensive t:krnc:nu; or ch1lm!cs in the stene of curilbi 
rcadmcSs), reductions with cnsui~-~~~rstructions of we.apons c · 
n:dcployment of units or weapo.n_~ !..O..:~ar ar~as. -· 

~ .... ~._...... . 
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Given therubota.ntial conventionalruperiority orthe 'Wanaw 
Pact in central Europe, ~uctions would have to be uyrnmet', 
rica!. According tc a Rand study,' a ':1 ~uction in division 
equi,·alents in favour of NATO would stillsubstantially worKn 
NA TO's "ituation, and only a reduction of 4:1 would olightly 
improvc ii. Th esc ltrlk.ingly uncqual ratios art: no surprisc si nee 
they refleu the long yean of Soviet anns buildup which led 
to • signiftca.nt superiority in • number or fiel~·- ln allli~eli· 
hood, the Soviet Union will dcnouncc such n.uos as unfatr or 
excessive, sometime:s eVen quoting from western rtudies that 
miR"ht support il~ case. An obvious conclusion to be dra\o'io'n for a 
neio1iating strate:gy would be to avoid ratios when discussing 
reducuons and to rcturn to the concept or common cei1ings 
which arc a wc11 cstahlished and acccptah1e concept, though 
the v n.1uirc unequal reductions in cast or asymmetries. 

Wh\: ;er the So"·iet Union will accept sufftcicnt1y a!)·mrnetri· 
caJ red\·dions rcmains to be Ken. Tbo~gh the prlnCiple has 
boen acu pted by Mr Gorbachev in upeech on 10 April 1987 
and at th•. Warsaw Pact summit in May 1987, the long history of 
MBFR talks gives no clue whatsoever asto Soviet willingness tc 
procttd in th at direction in practicc. \\11~t r::asom co~~d inducc 
the So .. ·iet Union to give up its present sJgmlica.nt m1l11ary and 
politicaJ advantage? The Tiso is only moderate1y conv~ncing. 
Fi nt, su ch asymmetric reductions would lcad ta savmgs of 
re50urce:s, but that is on1y truc in the very long run, since 
initiall .. · convenrional disarmament will absorb additional funds 
for the, re·direction of personnel as weU as investments for the 
con..,ersion of the armarnents industry. Second, such a move 
would ne doubt have a positive: impact on th:: world and 
impr-O\Ie the standing or the So .. ·iet U~ion- Thir.d. su_ch 
asvmmetrit reductions could ~ pursued m connectton w1th 
w~tem concessions in the field of e--...oriomic relations and a 
freeze on conventional techno1ogy. The first could by no me ans 
be exduded, but woulcl be difflcult to impie ment. A freeze on 
convemionaltechnology is highly problematical since it would 
de prive th~ west of the l'host important m:a~s for t'ackling .its 
growing manpower problems and thr exlstmg east-west ln· 
cqualities. 
2. lntra·westcrn problcm!. lnt:-a·wcstern disagieements over 
the: negoriatinr;: method, i.e., the problem of the inter·AHiance 
and th .. e Conf;ro:nce on Securitv and Cooperation in Europe 
(CSCE) framework or negotiati~ns, arc likd~· to appear tri via! 
in cam pari sor. with the divergenc:ies whic:h are likely to emerge 
once NATO rn oves beyond the present agreement on general 
principles, such as stability, invasion capacity and so on, and 
attempts to work out practical proposals which translate them 
inw reductions. force red::ployments, geographical zones, veri­
fication and so on. 4 

DiiTc:rences of opinion cou Id quickly come into the open if the 
Soviet Union were tc seize the initiative and present proposais 
before the west has worked our a practicablc: negotia:ing 
stratc:gy. ln such a case a superficially attractive offer with an 
asymmetric reduction which is prescntcd as fair and possibly 
ev~n accepted as such by many group~ in the west could reduce 
the chances for working out sensible solutions that could 
incrcasc stab:lity. 

Cons~nsus on redu ting the invasion capacity of the Warsaw 
Pact has to ·be translated into agnement on what types of 
wcapons should be reçiuced first and in Wh at order of priority. 
Even the eastern side has a~rccd to the principle that defence 
shoulù be 'non-offensi..-e" b .. ul the packages to <Vorkcd out 
have to combine many difTerent elements: quantity and quality 
of weapons. training. combat readiness and so on. l\.iany 
wc: a pons can be us cd both for offcnce and ddcnce. and whethcr 
they c~n be uscd in one or the ether mode dq~nds on numerous 

'Ofher factors th at hav.e to be tak~n into account. 
The disaggregation in geographie zones win no doubt 

n:present anoth.,.di!Ttcult problern. Such a di,..,ggn:ga~on ;, • 
prerequisite for restructuring the military postun:s ofboth si des . 
a-:cording to agrttd criteria in order to rnaintain adequate -
c:kfencc without providing capacities for oiTcncc and invasion. 
But any g~graphic disa.ggrcgation crtatcs diiTerence~ in ~tl\tus 
of these z.Ones and thereforc rai ses de1icatc polilicaJ problems, 
t.g., for a country that has to ~uce (Iii« West German y), and-· Î 
countries that have to rtteive ~eployed uniu or m>terial (like .~ 
the Benelux or France). j; 

Verification witl be another difficult problem. Since the ror: ~ 
mu las of reduction. restructuring or rcdeploymcnt of forces will t 
ine .. ·itably ~ complex, they require en intc:nsity of verification ~ 
th at will be without precedent in the hiStory of arms con1rol. Ho...,· 

'rar one should goi~ by no me ans an east·west problem al one, but ·-r 
will have to be settled first amonR western countries. 

France will have the special problcm ofbeing forced le make 
up its mind about the status of its terri tory if redeployment .,._ 
schemes in negotiation~ rertuire the availt~:hility nf French 
terrilory for uniu or weapons. Moreover. both france and ;. 
West Gennany will no doubt want to· ensure that measures in ~ 

the field of conventional ar ms control do not impede the ir efTorts + 

to build a strom~er mu tuai securhy re:lationship. · 
3. lnfra-e-a.ste~ problems. Soviet troops have always had a 
double fonction in eastern Europ:. They have be en a factor of 
dtfence and ofTenc-e opposing the force5 or NATO ~nù, scconù, 
a po1icing factor guarantceing Soviet innuence in Germ~ny. 
Significant reductions which arc bou nd to aiTI!ct Soviet troops 
m~re than tho~e or its allies are likely to affect the in:emal 
policing role. \\'hile tho: ..... e~t ha~ an interest in s~ein~ th at role 
reduced, thi!i factor c;mnot he introrluccd expliritly intn the 
e.ast·we!lït arms control nq;otit~.tinns. lbe evolution of the 
internai structurt: of the \Varsaw Pact will greatly deterffiin~ the 
re le vance of thi~ question. Moreover, as the 1981 Po1ish crîsis 
has shown, Soviet troops can ph1y the ir heg~monial rolc within ~ 
the \'\'arsaw Pact system without br.ing inside the t.crritory of 
the country in question. ln the la~t ana.Jysis, the relev~ncr of_ 
this factor in forthcoming ne~oti?.tion!' on conventio_nal arms 
control can onl)· be dccidcù by the Soviet Union it10t1L 

Towards a feasible approach to 
conventional arms control 
E-.·en a sup~rftcia! look at the issue~ of the for.hcorning round of 
conventional anns c:on1rol reve ais th~ c:xtraordinar~· complcxity­
ofthe issues to ho: negotiated, c:ven if the~· arc broken down into_ 
smallcr componc:nts of negotiation, su ch as reduction packages,; 
verification measures. thinning·out moves and so on. More~' 
over, each item is interconnetted wi!h mar.:-· othcr sensitive 

· areas: Within the: west . .,.icws diiTe.r on many important issues. 
h can, the re fore. be predicted with reasonable ceïtainry that it. 
wil11ake a lon(! timr before the first substantial ancemt"'nts can 
~ concluded between east and west in this field. The question. 
thererore, aris~ whcther one rou id not organise an approach to, 
negotiations according to feas.ibility and practicability of pro< 
gress and procecd accordingly in succe-eding phases. 
1. A discussion of military doctrine A li.rst phase of negc· 
ti at ion~ cou1d consi~t of a thorough discussion or the militnry 
doctrines of both alliances. Sevcra1 pri'lctÎc;t\ rc<t..~>on~ ~u~~r~l 

such i'\n approach First, such a rou11d in whirh both soldicrs 
and diplomats tah pan, cou Id lay the gcoundwork for lat er. 
negotiations on specifiés by analysing thoroughlr which thrc:ats 
each side ~rcei .. ·e~ '\o\·ith rrg<trd to the m~.lîtary posture_, pro· 
cedures and doctrine or the othn. By identifying the central, 
clement~ or thrcru~. important criterin and pr,iorities for the~ 
en~uing ,ncgotiation~ cou\ù be iùcntif1cd. Such di~cussions. 

can, third, be .sta.rted without being rorced to overcomc: the 
numerous -di"·ergencies of views within the west and can~ 
thercfore, begin TC23onably :soon. 

l 
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Moreover. su ch discu~~ion~ woulù have cmincnlly poli li cal 
rc:a.5ons. First, th~y wou1d ha\·~ an impact on the w~st~rn public 
tx;sides clarifying the issues ·at the negotiating table. A review of 
the military doctrine wou1d pro vide an opportunity to brin~ intn 
;elief the ~1rikin~ di~pa.rity het~ccn the dl:"fen~ivr. daim ~f the 
Wa.rsaw Pact's doctrine antl the ofTen~ive rcality of its force 
ratio~. force structur~. training and readiness. A review of thes~ 
issues would lay the ground for a bctter undcrstanding by the 
western public-not only of the general issues but also of the 
need for asymmctric reductions. 

Second, a discussion would have an impact on the east as weil. 
Some of the public arguments carried into the east cou Id weil 
have a moderate though not insi~niricant impact. Even more 
important. the participating Soviet eli1~s will be exposed lo a 
critical analysis ofthcirown doctrine and posture. Concdvably, 
such a proces~ may help those forces in the Soviet bur~aucracy 
willing to challenge tnilitary orthodoxy and its tremendou!' 
political a. nd economie burclcn fnr thr Sovit.:t Union. 

Somc argue against !l:uch a di~cu~sion of doctrine on the 
grounds that it wi11 either be uscd by Soviet propaganda to 
denounce NATO's policies. or that it will result in a con­
fronlation of irreconcilab1e view~ on military data wnr!;e th an 
th at c:xperienced durin~the ~1 RFR talks. However. NATOhas 
nothing to fe ar from such a debate. By now the Alliance is used 
ta controvn5y about its policies which, after ali, enjo}' clear 
political support by the panicipating countr:ies. NATO ha:; a 
good ca:;e when il cornes la c:omparing eastern and western 
rnilitary doctrine. Finally, only a test will ~how whetht'r or not a 
discussion will get bogged down in disa~reements on data and 
whether or not Gorbachev'sgla-.~ncst policy will have its impact 
here :1~ wcll. 
2. The priority of confidence-building. Even if ea!'J-wc.st 
measures on military hardware or troops prove difficult and 
time·consuming to agree upon, a lack of success in this area 
nèed not prevent prngre!'>S in the rei'llm of confidc:nre-hnilding. 
NeW m"ra!'ïure!'ï of confirlcnn:·llllilding rouiJ :'\upnitnpo~c 
great er tran:;parcncy on the exÎ!<iting milit~ry !"irtup in e~st anù 
we!'it with ali its asymmetrie!i ~o that both ~ide~ can h("come 
confident not to hecome the ohject of .surpri5e move~ or di!ii· 
advamagcous change~ in military !'itrcm~th. 

Su ch confidence-building mcasures could consist of a further 
intensificaticn in scope or'" the measllres agreed upon at the 
StOckholm Conference int986 hy creatin~ a dense ncrwnrk of 
ob!<iervation on bnth side~ of the f:a!"it-wc!':t borù(or, no1ahly in 
central Europe. Su ch measure:s cou id co ver bath manoeuvres 
and an movements of troops and mate rial. ?-.-1oreover. they 
would have to indudc the pnhaps_most important element th at 
the Stockholm Agreement failerl to covt:r.: alert exC"n:i!ic~ nf 
military un_its-. From the point of view of crisis stability, !'iuch 
excrcises deservc prior notification and sorne degree of oh5er· 
vat ion e,·en more than manoeu.vre~ do. 

Confidence-building mr::a~ures a.s an opcning of il new round 
of conventional anns control in Europe would ha\:e the net 
effect ofincreasing stability even withoi.It reductions; would lay 
the groundwork for the relati.,.·ely den!'ie: net....-ork of verification 
thal has to accompany l::~ter reduction~ or n·drploynwnt 
rnea.~ure~; nnd would, il Î!' hopt·d,C"n·:JI<" a 'politif":11 aluu1o.;plwn· 

conducive to more far-reaching mcasurcs of convention al anus 
control. 
3. An agreement on ~quai levels of arms production. 
Agreement on military dara. not to mention reduction and 
redeployment formulas, will be difficult and timc·con!'>urning. 
If the a~ymmetrie~ which the west is rightly concemed about 
cannat be reduct"d quickly, one can at least try to prt>vent them 
from getting wor~e in a pari'! Il cl action. 

Taking the average of 1984-6 production ofboth alliances in 
military t"quipmen_t particularly relevant for the conventional 

~ 
posture in Europe and therdore for stability, ,the following 

victère emerges: 

Ta"b 
Dl_hrf ,.u .... ,..,.,f"t""f'l Fi,htin,; Vc-hirie1 
,,_ .. , ..... J..J A,.;u .. ,., 
!>.:11-l'n.,-.·11.--.1 A•till~:,,. ,.,.,h.., .... Ft ••• ,.., 1 .a"'" ! ... n 
5.-11-J"ro~fk,l A.A Anilkry 
1.,-etf AA A"ilkry­
p.,"ll!CTI 
,..,!(hto:n 

An agreement to reduce-possibly in phases-the pro­
duction of military equipment to roughly equal levcls would 
circumvent tho:: inevitably controversiaJ discussion on '"''hat 
forces exist anù whcre (though that has to take place when. 
reductions and redcployments are negotiated) and instead 
focus on future outcomes. Verification is relative! v ~asv since it 
need not caver large a reas but only the exit points ~f production. 

The fat:t chat it is Soviet production that has to go down 
~uh:siCJntially not only um..lencurcs 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 elites who 
want to liberale them selves from the tremcndous economie cast 
of th at unneccssary ovcr-insurance. 
4. Key m~asurcs. 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 
worked out and inevitably complex packages· of reductions, 
redeployments and so on. Neverthcless, an attempt could be 
made 10 ickntify approachcs thal nrc simple, fcasihlc, and ;J.[!t:n 
convcn1ional stahility favuurahly Such mcasures· could he 
initiatcJ rdativcly earl y. They coulù incluùe proposais. such 

as thal by Senator Sam Nunn to reduce equaJ percentages of 
Amc:rican and Soviet troops in. Gerrrfany or Phil Karber's 
suggestions to phase out tanks tc roug~ly equal levels in the 
central front area.s 

Conclusion 
As the west emers a new phase of convention al ar.ms central 
it will have ta reconcile its activities in three compiex areas: 
the preservation and, possibly, rcstructuring or the nuclear 
prcrcquisitc:s for con.vcntional arms control; the pursuit of 
convcntional arms control prope:r starting with a debate on 
milîtary doctrine and confidence-building measures; and, 
fin ally, the improvement of its own force structure and internai 
alliance arrangements. Even sorne progress in convC::ntiona! 
arms control will not remove the necCssity to engage in such 
improvcments, in strengthening th~ European pillar of NATO 
and in preserving the American·European links. Needless to 

say, western policy should encourage.·reform and change of 
military policies in the Soviet Union.· But western com:es:sions 
that would funher reduce its already inadequate conventional 
posture can only come as a consequence of significant Soviet 
ffioves, not as its precursor. Nevenheless, many signs in the 
Soviet Union suggest that for the first time there is a genuine 
chance to pursue succcssful conventional. arms control between 
east and west. 

1 ~c. for c:umplc:. François Hc:isbourg. ·[)~(:-~~ATO vor der c:nndH::idcn· 
ih:n 1\t:.,.,·iihrung"prob~ Oie nt: ut: l.aslc:nvt·ncillùi'l im HUnJnis'. Euro.t.>D·A•thu', 
r-; 0 8il987, and u..:.·c Nc:rli~.h. "Cunvc:n1ional"Arm'~ Con nol in Eurnpt:: \\cs· 
1c:rn Pclicic:s and Obi::nivc:s'. in Uwc Ncrlit.:h an9.J.ames A. Thomson (Eds) .. 
Caru•mlumal AnrJ 11.nilhr Suu.nt-, of Ewopt( Boul.dc:J;Ç.Oiorado: Wc:it_,.ic:w Press, 

1987} . -~:.··.c-;_~~ ~ . 
7 Sec also Kars1c:n D. \'oigt. 'Von ùc:r ~uldtarc::n zur lt.onventaondkn 

AbrUswng ir. Eurnpa-Krilc::ricn ~o"';c:nli0i!Cilc1 S!abilitit:"und Môglich· 
hiu:n dc:-r Rüsn-:ngskomrolic: ·, Euro~·AH}ui·;.N(l.,t-4-!1987. , , _ . 

'Jamc::s A. Thomson and Nannelte C. Gam~~onvc:ntional Arm!Col"_l:r~l .. -:-i 
Revisitcd. Objectives in the Ne....- Phase:-', in Nerlith.'Thomson (E.cb). cp nf. 
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David S Y ost, ·Die Kun~roHc k01wc:ntÎollclh:r R üs:ung vom Ad~nuk bts z:um , .,-, 
Ur~!. [in P..ii11c:! :::ur Bc:hcbung der Mangd bei l-.tRFR?", in Eu.rc·pt::·Jhthn·, No .'( 
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Excerpts from "STUDIA DIPLŒ·IATICA" of 16th l·larch 1988 

TOWARDS ~~ ENLARGEMENT OF THE ÉAST-WEST DIALOGUE 

Pierre HAR~lEL 
Minister of State 

·: ·. 

• 

We have come a long way since Lenin's "inescapable" war, the 
period of thaw und€r Krushchev when "war was no longer inevitablen and 
the joint declaration by President Reagan and Secretary-General 
Gorbachev on·19th and 21st· November in Geneva: "A nuclear war could 
ne·vt!lf" be won and must never take place!". The langUage of the Soviet 
leaders has evolved; there has been a progressive change towards 
another choice, a transition from the cold war tc acceptance of 
''coexistences'' to ward off the inevitability of conflict. 

This evolution cqrresponds tc the position and unchanging 
wishes of the ~est. In 1946, President Eisenhower made a real offer of 
peace to Stalin. As saon as the Atlantic 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 accomplished · to crea te détente 
except for the opening up of the political field and the increasing 
attempts to seek bilateral contacts. between the Eastern States and 
Western Europe. 

During the next ten years, from 1964 to 1975, this process 
developed considerably. In 1964, it led .to the proposal by the Polish 
Foreign Minis ter, t4r i Rapacki, for a m·eeting- of a "European Conference 
on Security". In December 1965 and December 1966, the Alliance noted 
officia1ly the development of contacts and made known its desire to 
establish better relations wi th the East in the poli tic al, economie, 
social, scientific and cultural fields. The Atlantic ·council, meeting 
at Reykjavik in June 1968, decided to "give priority to a study of the 
possibili ty of balanced force reductions for East and li est, 
particularly in Central Europe". 

The decision taken in December 1966 to carry out a joint 
study of the future tasks of· the Alliance was a further example of this 
cantinuing process. Work on this study, proposed by the· B"elgian­
Government, was irnmedï~tely begun. The resulting report will be twenty 
years old on 16th December next. I do not intend to comment on it 
anew. I should me·rely like ta 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 
solid defence ensured by the Allies and détente. 

* Address on the occasion of the presentation of the 1987 Atlantic prize 
by Lord Carrington, Secretàry-General of NATO, on 25th November 1987. 
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Twenty years after this report, I should like tc put forward 
five different points for consideration. 

1. The conti nuance of Alliance polie y, linked tc i ts two axes, 
defence and détente, has been marked, since 1967, by moments of 
strength, periods of profound crisis and by a remarkable revival, I 
shall briefly recall the se events. 

2. It must be loyally admitted - and public opinion must be made 
aware of this - that these ambitious projects for détente bring tc 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 beth sides 
of the Atlantic. 

~ 
3. The third component of East-West relations is that for forty 

years the philosophies have remained ur.altered, but society has changed, 
beth in the East and West. This movement has prompted the evolution of 
poli tic al and economie attitudes in the East and the \vest and i t must 
influence the relations. between groups of States with different 
political systems. 

4. Another. change. During the last forty years, the East-West 
debate has been a dominant factor, at least in the Northern Hemisphere. 
It will continue tc be a crucial factor in the future. But elsewhere 
enormous masses of people, countless· numbers of rising generations are 
fighting for survival. · Increasing influences are making themselves 
fel t, those of the new great·· nations, tho se of numbers and nec es si ty and 
those of mystical passions: they are disturbing_the fragile balance of 
a mutlipolar world. 

5. How could the internai 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 tc dwell for a 
moment, without providing the qualified develqpments they call for in 
the limited time available. But each one of yeu devotes your life and 
constant thoughts tc these questions and I know yeu will complete my 
paper as necessary. 
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1. FROM 1967 TO 1987: PERIODS OF STRENGTH, PROFOUND CRISIS, RElo!ARKABLE 
REVIVAL 

When one looks at the past twenty years, it is 
make a global appreciation of the efforts to reduce 
dangerous to sum the situation up in three stages. 

not easy to ~ry to 
tension and it is 
Nonetheless; 

- on the credit side progrecs is greater than one generally 
imagines; 

- there has been much that is negative, leading in the year~ 
1982~1983 to the policy of détente being called into question; 

~- - this being so however, since 1985, t~e revival has beert 
surprisingly dynarnic. 

Odàly 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. 

Among the international acts on arms limitations, the most 
important are undoubtedly the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
~leapons in 1967, followed by the agreements on the li mi tati on of 
strategie weapons (SALT Il, the Treaty on antimissile ballistic systems 
ABM (1972) and the SALT II Agreements (1979). 

Amongst the political acts of great significance were the signing 
in 1970 of the Treaty of the Federal Republic Qf Germany with the USSR 
and Poland, 

the signing of the Four-'Power Agreement on Berlin in June 1972, 
the signing of the Treaty on relations between the two German 
States in Decernber 1972, 
the adoption of the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference in 1975, 
the important fina:l texts of the Madrid and Stockholm conferences, 

and finally, in the economie, commercia'l, scientific and cultural 
fields, the pumerous bilateral agreements between States with 
different régililes, the surnmits, state visits·and working visîts 
which have strengthened diplomatie 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 .ac-tions should be undertaken and carried through tc a successful 
conclusion by one or several university teams. Such a study would be 
useful in all countries té those •.iii th the S!3-li1e goal in view. 

However, at the same'time during these twenty years, actions 
contrary to détente v.:ere accumulating. In beth camps, the growth of 
nuclear forces was not brought- under control. The military occupation 
of Czechoslovakia in 1968 by Warsaw Pact àrmies, the pressure brought ta 
bear. on Poland in 1982, the measures carried out by the USSR in 
Afghanistan, and the suppor:-t given to revolutionary moverrients in Africa 
all served to increase tension. At the same time a growing fear was 
fel t wi thin the Alliance, clearly expresse ct. in 1982, by the Foreign 
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Minis ter of the FRG, !<Ir. 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 
European cnes, would then be forced into compliance and subjugation by 
the Soviet Union demonstrating its overwhelming military superiority and 

'by i ts control of se a lanes ar!d Third World regions th at are of vital 
importance for energy and raw material supplies to the West." (' ). 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 a'· 
West European targets. In 1979-80, .wh en the Alliance offered not to 
re'taliate by installing comparable weapons on condition that an agree­
men.t on the total elimination of these weapons in both camps cou1d be 
dra~n up, the USSR refused negotiations on this subject. All this 
led, in 1983, to a freezing of East-West dialogue and communications and 
engendered i~creasing sceptiCism ~n the Alliance on the possibilities of 
real agreement on arms 'limitation. 

At that time, sorne people in the West considered that the policy of 
reducing tension haà failed. In both camps, those who had never been 
convinced speke up again. Even so, at its meeting on 8th and 
9th December 1983, the Atlantic Council managed to overcomè its 
deception and cOnfirmed its two-fold wish for firmOess in defence and an 
opening up of dialogue and cooperation. In my opinion, the Belgian 
Foreign thnister, 11r. Tindemans, grea tl y 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 r..onths later, the 
Permanent Representatives had completed their task and the Atlantic 
Council published the Washington declaration of 31st May 1984, renewirig 
its support for the balanced approach in the 1967 report: maintenance 
of mi1itary strength, politica1 •olidarity between Allies, the.pursuit 
of a ·more stable relationship between Eastern and Western countries. 
The Washington declaration concluded: "Experience points tc the 
continuing need for a full, consistent and realistic implementation of 
the two main tasks of the Alliance." 

The 1984 declaration also contains positive phrases regarding a 
"more constructive dialogÙe": cooperation, mutual understanding, 
identification of joint interests, enlarging areas of agreement, 
eliminating or isolating are as of discord, economie exchanges and. 
coope-ration a 

During this time, from 1982 tC 1985, there were four successive 
Secretaries-General of the USSR Communist Party: Leonid Brezhnev died 
in November 1982, Yuri Andropov (died 1984), Constantin Tchernenko (died 
March 1985), and 1-lichael Gorbachev, the present helder of this post. 

After six long years, President Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev were able 
to resume Summit contacts. The first meeting took place from 19th to 
21st November 1985 at Geneva and beth praised the conclusions which 
outlined anew the themes of possible dialogue and improveà exchanges . 

. . 1 . . 
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As early as 15th January 1986, Gorbachev, the new Secretary­
General, propose5i the elimination of· all riuclear weapons before the yeç.r . 
2000. The sequel to these lalks is well-known, the sudden Summit in 
Reykjavik in October 1986, the agreements and dis agreements expresse'd 
there, and today the forthcoming signing by the two Heads of State, in 
Washington, of the Treaty on the verified elimination of· intermediate 
nuclear 'Neapons. 

In my rôle of witness, I am impressed by the boldness of th~ 
projects which have been considered over the last two years, by the. 
depth of creativeness· which has followed a long silence, but also by the 
prudence of the approaches made during ·the real agreements. 

2. ·~INCREASINGLY DIFFICULT PROBLEl4S OF DETENTE 

Getting down to facts, it can be seen that for two years in bath 
the Eastern and Western camps, tot;;:.l disarmament ha.s not be en asked 
for; no-one is ready for unilateral disarmament. However, the declared 
objectives present a common goal: no reduction o.f 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 security of allied territory through adequate 
and balanced deterrent machinery. 

The Warsaw Pact, wh ose existence has. just be en extended for ·thirty 
years ( 2). set out i ts o .. n mi li tary doctrine for defence in 1987 ( 3): 
11 

••• the obligation to, main tain i ts· armed fore ès, in such. a state and. at 
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 attempts at 
de~escalation and the first stages proposed in both camps at the same 
tirne: 

--·. 
the eli~ination of intermediate nuclear weapons which will no dqubt be 
achieved in a few days; 
a further fifty per cent reduction of the strategie nuclear forces of 
each camp; 

- the li mi ted bÙt significant propos al made by the Atlantic nations at 
Vienna on 5th December i985, regarding more than symbolic reductions to 
conventional armed forces in Europe. The Wai_""saw Pact replied with a 
counter-proposition on llth January 1986~ Since then, the members of 
beth Alliances have undertaken to establish a mandate for new negoti­
ations, geographically' at!d materially more extensive, and aimed in 
particular at reducing the offensive ·capaci ti es of opposing armies in 
Europe. 
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These three projects, which form the beginning of the movement to 
reduce armaments, have the advantage of not caliing into question the 
general strategy of the Alliance- security and deterrence·- otherwise 
they could not have been made! Furthermore, the existing links in the 
strat-egy between nuclear and cgnventional weapons should be· clearly 
explained to publtc opinion in our countries. A reduction in one. or 
ether of these defence systems calls for a preliminary question in a 
series of questions concerning,· sllccessively, three kinds of armaments. 

On chemical weapons - so horrible - the Geneva Disarrnament 
Conference continues tc work for their overall ban, but a world-wide 
treaty along the lines of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons will 
be necessary. 

·) On the total elimination of nuclear weapons envisaged by the 
suPerpov-·ers, the hundred or more States, signa tories of the Treaty for 
the non-proliferation of atomic weapons, should be informed how they 
will be defended by the superpowers against a threat or a nuclear attack 
by aState which breaks the clauses of the Treaty, a non-signatory 
nation or seme anonymous and v_iolent aggressor. 

In order tc bring this about, the five States possessing nuclear 
power, all members of the ~ni ted Nations Securi ty c.ouncil, must be pa:-ty 
ta a unanimous project of denuclearisation. 

Finally, it would be necessary for all the member States of the 
Atlantic Alliance and the Warsaw Pact to support a project whereby, 
wi ~haut strategie· or short-range nuclear arms, the same securi ty through 
deterrence as that of the last forty years would be achieved. 

It may be noted moreover that, in the absence' of nuclear weapons,· 
the reduction of conventional weapons for the defence of the AtlantiC· 
zone 111ill 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 against warlike acts by a moderate system of 
deterrence? 

HO'# could the balance of power on beth sièes be established, in 
view of the very different geo-political conditions existing in the West 
and in the East? 

t'Ir. Tinderi:Jans was right a year ago to propose that the Alliance 
consider all the problems which would result from conventional 
disarmament. And at the NATO f'.Hnisterial meeting at Halifax, a 
decision was taken to set up a high-level working group on the control 
of conventional armaments. The Atlantic.Council informed this group on 
llth and l2th June 1987, at Reykjavik that their task was "to achieve a 
global and stable balance of conventional forces, at·a lower anà 
controllabl~ level". (4) 
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On the other hand, we should no doubt be encouraged by the 
po si ti on adcpted at the Summi t Conference of the Consultative Poli tic al 
Commi ttee of the Warsaw Pact '!'reaty on 29th i4ay 1987 in Berlin wh en the 
following declaration was made: 

11 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 fbrces.in the two blocs in Europe, due to historical, 
geographical and ether faCtors, the Conference declares itself 
ready tc eliminate, during these reductions, the disparities 
betw.een one or aneth er factor, w6rking from the lowest .lev el 
upwards." 

~ V.Jhatever the origin.al convergent elements, fqr which we rnust be 
· glad, one ca~not 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 must .be 
rernembered that even greater cohesion will be needed within the Alliance 
if a fair share of tasks and uni ty of vie·,.s on the ai ms to be achieved 
are tc be maintained among the Allies~ 

3. Il'.MUTABILITY OF DOCTRINES AND CHANGES IN SOCIETY 

The third component of cur!'ent East-Wes_t ~elations is the leas.t 
easy to describe in a few worès. How cari changes in society ov~r the 
last forty years affect the development of political régimes or 
influence the relations between countries wi t.h contradictory doctrines? 

As a start to this line of thought, 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 
11 Pacem in terriS 11

• It says: 11 0nce laid dawn, philosophical doctrines 
do not change, whereas the historical ~oVements based on these doctrines 
for economie, social, cultural or political reasons are aimed at 
specifie and changing conditions of life. These mcvements can be 
corisiderably influenced by such changes. As a result, meetings between 
the supporters of differing philosophi·es can present real or promising 
future advantages on the practical level." (5). 

In discussions between beth Eastern and Western governments, I 
noticed several times that this text, Which speaks of relations between 
countries with different régimes and opposing doctrines, carried 
considerabl.e weight and often influer.ced behaviour. 

New, a memory. As saon as the ·war was over, a race for knowleège 
started gradually in the.developed countries. The USSR was justly 
proud of being first into space. But"from thenon we believed the time 
would come where changes re sul ting fr.om 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 communi ty of Leningrad, teachers an·d stuàerits were 
angered'because the news of the Hungarian uprising had not come to them 
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dire :tl y and were horri_fied because the re was ·no mention of i t in the ir 
news;>apers. We thought ït wa:s impossible to. start_ and main tain a quest 
for truth and ?Cientific or technica~ creation among the most gifteà and 
dedicated of our youth if they were deprived both of knowledge of what 
was happening in the world and the pri vilege of communication. 

I will not say more about restructuring, transparency and demo­
cratisation, which have recently become key words in the USSR, Poland 
and China, except that they must be of interest tous, that they must 
r2 i" se prudent hop es throughout mankind and th at su ch reforms must be 
fol2 O'..v'ed wi th understanding. 

'lie do not know whether these tendencies can be called 
"liberalisation", because they will not al tet t·1arxist-Leninist 
doctrines. Perhaps we should only say to our Eastern partners that our 
doctrines in the West have remained immutable for the last forty years: 
all fflan's political, social, moral and religious life under our régimes 
is still based on the freedom of each individual and his responsibility 
for his decisions and acts. But~ at the same time, there have beeh 
changes in our society. What the East continues to call the 
''capitalism'' of the West has been mutualised, socialised, has shared out 
nearly half of our national revenues and our so-called "market" 
economies have been transformed into mixed economies. 

Discussion of these subjects between the various r,égimes may 
perhaps become less difficult in the future. 

4. WIDENING THE DISCUSSION 

A further aspect of present East-West relations must undoubtedly be 
added to the above. 

Changes not only affect the northern hemisphere or the highly 
industrialised countries. There ·have been c·onsiderable alterations 
elsewhere in the last twenty years: they already affect éhe present and 
future of highly developed societies in their relations with those of 
what is still called the Third World. The following seem to me to be 
the most important of these aspects. 

- Two·huge countries, soon to make' up forty percent of the world's 
population - Communist China and India; with its pluralist democracy 
status - have, after courageous efforts and considerable bio-Vegetable 
research, overcome their populations' basic food problems: by 
increasing agricultural productivity they have become self-supporting 
anà India now experts rice. 

- These, and many ether cour.tries, especially S.E. Asia whose 
mercantile capacities are well-known, have enormous reserves of young 
people from which to select the sc"ientific and technical éli tes who are 
helping them to emerge rapidly. 
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- As the world's most populated areas are able ta meet their own 
fooà _requirements and start tc expOrt 8.gricu1 tural and in~ustrial 
products, tradi tional producers ·wi,ll los_e tl!eir privileged po si tians, 
which are already endangered. 

- At the same time, in a number of desolate countries another third 
of· the world's population grows unceasingly. Sorne are tragically 
desperate, others develop uncontrollable mystic passions. Soon the 
old, industrialised and privileged world of East and West ·will. only 
contain one-sixth of the world's population. 

1 
- Lastly, no responsible persans anywhere can ignore these 

continuing events as, in under lèss than thirty years, the stratosphere 
ha~ be en inhabi ted by .man's inventions in communications and obser-
vati;m, ·to mention only- the se. ~~an-controlled space around the world 
has doubled. Data processing, data banks and telecommunication systems 
hav_e spun a net for the instant transmission of iàeas and events arounà 
the world, which is so vast and dense that cultural and political 
interpenetration can no longer be avoideà. As Ambassador Cassiers said 
recently, Theilard de Chardin's "noosphere 11

, a world community of the 
mind, is becoming a reality. No one, and no political régime can toàay 
remain isolated and closed. 

It has be en noted wi th jo y that bath l·!r. Shul tz and 
r.!r. Gorbachev have mentioned this unification and multipolarisation of 
th-e world in the ir recent speeches. Su ch new attitudes may saon widen 
po.li tic al summi t talks to incl•ode, and also go bey and, the technical and 
m·ainly ··mili tary aspects of East-\·Jest relatiOns~ · It w6uld influence new 
world·balances. Ideally, àiscussions between two suPerpowers would 
lead towards greater concertation, and the need for a new economie and 
socia1 arder would lead to the search for the b"èginnings of a world 
aùthority. 

I have never forgotten the words of a Swiss journalist, René Fayot, 
published fort y years age, in 1947-. Speaking of the antagonism between 
the Allies at that time, he concluded: "the giving of new themes to 
Soviet-American discussions ..•.• wi-ll be decisive for pacifying the 
universe.". (6) We are now in 1987 and perhaps the hour for this new 
discussion is about to ring. 

In this way, the recommendations of the Atlantic Council, ~ade in 
Washingt~n in 1984, which I quoted earlier, would achieve their full 
value. 11 Finding common inte"rests", "cooperation11

, "widening of areas 
of entente" would become counsels heavy wi th m_eaning. 
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5. SOLIDARITY WITHIN THE ALLIANCE 

·rt would be a par-adox if, wh ile a gr-eat 'effort i t being made to 
reduce tensions, public opinion lest interest in the permanent_safe­
guarding of the joint inter-ests of North 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 economie, monetary and commercial 
unrest, even more so as tè",t:? ti me for poli tic al union in ·the EEC 
approaches and wh en WEU air,·t:; to develop a "more coherent identi ty of 
European defence" (7). 

I hope that a short reminder of our reciprocal behaviour- s'ince the 
beginning of the Alliance will help to strengthen our future ties. We 
must remember- that none of the initial stages in the constr-uction of 
Eur~pe could be separated from defence problems: each of these major 
events came about wi th the support and e.ncouragement of Ame~ican and 
allied governments. 

It must not be forgotten thatthe first joint defence effort after 
the war was made by France and Great Britain when they signed the 
Dunkirk Treaty in 1947: a year later, on 17th r.larch 1948, the Benelux 
countries and the two allies sig:1ed the Brussels Treaty of 11 Economic, 
Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-Defence". 
Ambassador André de_ Staerke, who_ was present at the tr~atyis signing, 
recalls that, at that moment, the telephone rang in P.H. Spaak's office. 
Nr. '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 
4th April 1949, was born. 

We must not forget the speech made by Winston Churchill in 
Strasbourg on 11th Aùgust 1950. It was the beginning of the Alliance 
and he suggested that a European army should be set up within it. This 
speech was immediate1y seconèed 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 h.oc comr;,i ttee to draft a European Joint Po1icy 
Treaty to caver the European Defence Community Treaty, signed on 
27th t·lay 1952. Paul van Zeeland, at that ti me Belgian Foreign 
t'linister, was tOuched by Dean AcheSon' s satisfaction at Belgium' s 
support of the European Defence Community. When it broke down in 1954 
and the Brussels Treaty was extended to inc1ude the Federal Republic of 
Germany in a collective system, Y.lEU, intended ta cement the building of 
,Europe, was a gain 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 th en President of the Eüropea:1 Commission, 
Mr. Hallstein. 
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All these memories became highly signifiCant when, sorne days age, 
on 27th October', the Defenèe Minister's of the seven WEU countr'ies 
published in The Hague their' platfor'm 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, ''b~t will 
strengthèn 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 gene much further. 
They will improve European and Alliance soli dari ti es, if the United 
States, Canada and the European NATO countries are certain that efforts 
mad~ within a smaller circle form par~ o~ 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 
c6ncerned with their own situation and have their own problems to settle 
should never come as a surprise and we must Show understa,nding 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 balarices, these latter will stem more and 
more from cohesion in the Alliance .. 

• 

·• . 
We have considered the Alliance and its duration as a continuous. 

movement towards peace. Perhaps it is going through a. hopeful but 
difficul.t per.iod. At such times great men are important. 

Will yeu allow me, Lord Carrington, t~r. Secretary-General, to 
express publicly my satisfaction in seeing yeu bring the matchless 
diplomatie .traditions of your great country, augmented by your own 
ta. lent, to the Al.liance. 

~n yeu, 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, whe:1 
necessary, by cutting through the knots that hinder their advance. 

If the horizon of East-'llest 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 Netherlands 

Let me .start, Mr. Chairman, by thanking you, and of course the Netherlands Atlantic 

Commission and the Jnstitute for Foreign Policy Analysis, for inviting me to this véry 

impressive meeting. Past experience of these meetings suggests that they can be extremely 

stimulating forthe political and public debate within our Alliance. 1 have no doubt thal this 

will hold especially true for this meeting, attended as it is by such an august list of 

prominént and experienced individuals. 

1 believe it was prudent of the organizers of this conference not to ex tend the scope of this 

exercise in forward-looking and reflection about East-West relations beyond the nineties, 

since it is quite nerve-racking enough trying to produce a reliable assessment of what 

exact! y i;~ going on in the eighties. No-one can den y that on! y two years a go our outlook on 

the prospects of East- West relations was qui te a different one and, as far as 1 am concerned, 

certainly a Jess hopeful one than today. 

The significant progress in arros control is, of course, a case in point: double zero !NF, 50o/o 

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 dailgerous form of sanity? 1 do not think so . .J believe it ·is rather a question of carefully 

selecting opportunities to ~nh~nce 5ecurity and srability at lower Ievels of armaments. And it 

is certainly my feeling thal, we should look· for "ali weather agreements", which can 

effectively 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 ali circumstances. 

The mei-its of the INF double zero agreement, 1 know, are being disputed in sorne Alliance 

quarters, but 1 believe thal these critics take too dim a view of the Alliance. The security of 

the West does not depend on one particular weapon system, but on a satisfactory mix of 

nuclear and conventional forces, based on a realistic threat assessment. 1 do not fee! thal 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. 

Certainly, further nuclear reductions, specifically in Europe, are undesirable without first 

completing our homework on a comprehensive concept of arms control, effectively 

clarifying the requirements of Alliance security and its strategy of deterrence. But let there 

be no misunderstanding. Regarding !NF, 1 thought that the Alliance had already made its 

position clear towards the Soviet Union as far back as 1981. 

Obviously rouch more can be sa id about the arms control aspect of East- West policies, but 

bef ore ( unduly upset NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington, who will be addressing this 

meeting:after me and who is undoubtedly rouch more competent in this field than 1 am, let 
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me tu rn· to. another point. Allow me to rnake a few observations on sorne other developrnents 

in East-West relations, on the outcorne of which I be'ieve the West probably has far Jess 

influence, but which are extrernely important for the fui~re of East-West relations. 

In the first place I am thinking of the restructuring of the economies not only. of the Soviet 

Union, but also of other East European countries. It is rernarkable to note that in .the wake 

of reforms in the Soviet Union rather drastic economie reforms are now being successively 

announced in. other countries as weil: not only in Hungary, whose econorny was al rea dy 

more liberalized than that of the Soviet Union, but :>Iso in Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and, 

notably, Poland. 

I fee! the most intriguing question which this reform poses is not in the first place whether 

it is go!ng to succeed. Of course that is important, but what is much more intriguing is the 

questio~ of whether this reforrn will in fact leave the political system, as such, intact. 1 

believe we can ali safely assume that Secretary General Gorbachev and ali the other party 

leaders in Eastern Europe are dedicated Marxist communists, convinced of their ideology. 

If the economie reform plans thal have been announced should materialize, however, it is 

hard to envisage how these could be implemented without certain political adjustments also 

being made. I do not know whether you share this experience, but my experience in 

contacts' with East European leaders including Soviet leaders is that although they begin by 

stating quite clearly that the political system is there to stay, that the monopoly and 

supremacy of the Communist Party in th at socialist system are the re to stay,. as the debate 

continues. and .foc uses on issues such as increased flexibiltty in the economie systems,. on. 

decentralizing the economie system, on modern management in a modern economy et/, it . 
becomes hard to .. imagine that in the longer run ali this will be compatible with preserving 

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 "perestroïka" wherever possible. 

In other words, 1 am not one of those who ·fee! that an economically stronger and more 

prosperous Soviet Union would automatically pose a greater military threat to the West, for 

the simple reason that I do not believe thal it will be possible for these economie refor.ms to 

materialize unless further internai liberalization occurs. 

Frankly, I do not know, Mr. Chairman, whether we are now talking about East-West 

relations in the nineties, because the process may weil take longer. On the other hand it 

might weil be thal this process wil come to an end sooner, although in thal case 1 think the 

outcome· for the West would probably be Jess positive. If Gorbachev fails, my feeling is that 
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the only forces in the "Soviet Union· which will be served ·will be those which are hostile to 

Western interests. 
', ~. 

Under these circumstances trying to capitalize constructively on the new opportunities being 

opened up by the Soviet Union should be one of our prime policy goals. We should pursue 

'this goal not with a Jack of self -confidence, which 1 fee! we in Europe, at !east, sometimes 

suffer from, but on the contrary with a large dose of self-confidence based not only on our 

strong economie position but also, and more particularly, on the virtues and values of our 

basic democratie systems. We should certainly not fear the confrontation with Eastern 

Europe in this respect. 

Mr. Chairman, it may be difficult to influence economie developments in the Soviet Union 

directly. The question is whether we can have a more significant influence on another 

important issue of East-West relations, that of respect for hu man rights. I think that the 

Western countries have by now made it quite clear to the Soviet Union that in improving 

East-West ·relations in the longer lerm a proper balance must be struck between · arms 

control issues, economie co-operation and, last but not !east, the human dimension. 

ln saying this I have unfolded before you thè road-map which we fee! provides such 

effective orientation for future East- West relations, the road-map in fa ct of the Helsinki 

Final Act, the contents of which are by now well-known. And I note at this point that 

where in the past, and even as recently as two or ,three. years ago, it was absolutely 

impossible to have any kind of discussion on human rights with the Soviet Union or other 

Eastern European countries, this issue is now at !east beinç djscussed, not only in the form 

of exchange of monologues but indeed by exchanges of views, real discussions, although 

these clearly reveal the rather fundamental ·differences of interpretation which stiJl rem ain 

as to the terminology of the Helsinki Final Act. 

Then there remains, I 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 

for human rights and liberalization in that sense is an essential prerequisite for a further 

improvement of East- West relations, that we are not on! y seeking arms control agreements as 

such, but thal 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 

wè are serious on this point and whether we are prepared to adhere to the Western proposais 

made at the CSCE follow-up meeting with respect to the human dimension of the Helsinki 

process. 

Mr Chairman, ladies and gentlemen. The re are, of course, nu merous tapies in East-West 

relations on which one could dwell, one of which is whether the new leadership in Moscow 

is really inùoducing changes in Soviet foreign policy in general. Looking at a number of 
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incidents 1 do,indeed.J:>ave the feeling thal the key issue in the Soviet Union at present is 

consolidation rather th.an expansion .. And, when 1 see the developments · ià Afghanistan, my 

·feeling is that progress is indeed being made and that within a year or so this subject may 

disappear from the international agenda altogether. l'hope 1 am not overly optimistic, but 1 

would not be at ali surprised. 

When 1 look at what the Soviet Union is now prepàred 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, 1 admi.t, but nevertheless it does indicate that the SUis taking a closer interest in this 

forum ·than it has done in the past. And when 1 concider the conclusions which the Security 

Council arrived at on thè 20th of July with respect· to the Gulf region, 1 fee! certain that 

this also has something to do with an attitude iri Moscow, which was Jess likely as recently 

as f.wo years ago. In other words, ali kinds of changes are taking place. 

1 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. The only plea 1 am in fact making, is that we 

should stop contending thal nothing has changed until, and unless, ali our demands have 

been fulfilled, or ali 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 stiJl a 

number of very intriguing questions which cali for a constructive solution in West-West 

relations and which can also strengthen our own posture., thereby helping to produce a more 

convincing stance in East- West relations. 

Touching now on .the subject of the WEU, which was mentioned by the Chairman earlier, I 

think thal he and I both fee! thal 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 thal 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 

deal! with by the WEU in a most constructive way. 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. 

-Let there be no misunderstanding; close consultations with other partners and notably the 

·united States re main essential, also as far as \\'EU 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 certainly wish to continue along these li nes. 
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The iimits to such co-operation, of course, are very clear: if it does not serve to strengthen 

the Alliance as a whole we would in fact be undermining our own interests. Th at .is exact! y. 

where the limit lies. 

Mr. Chairman, 1 think my time is up; I have used too miich of your patience already. 1 

would like to ëonclude by saying how much 1 welcome the fact that this conference is 

taking place, how much we are also looking forward to the results of these discussions, and 

hoping thal they will at !east provide us with sorne more guidelines on how to determine 

and shape our future policies regarding East-West relations. Clear-cut answers may not be 

readily available. But a brain-storm can help us in seeing how, in future, stability between 

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 via Denmark and, 1 believe, Greece: it is 

about a balloon that got !ost in the clouds above Washington. Ail of a sudden the clouds 

parted and the desperate crew in the basket saw sorne people standing on top of a high 

building. "Where are we?" they yelled. And the reply from the roof was: "You are in a 

balloon!" Weil, that sort of answer is absolutely correct but entirely useless. What we hope 

will emerge from this meeting is food for further reflection. Nobody has ali the answers on 

· these subjects. 1 wish you a very rewarding conference and 1 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 

weli:oming· address. Before giving the floor to NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington 1 

suspend for one minute in order to let the la te-corners ·in. 

1 now give the floor to the Secretary General of NATO, Lord Carrington. 
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Conventional stability, the central" issue of European security, is rightly 

, moving more and more to the fore of West-East disarmam<cnt" efforts. Together 

\Vith my French counterpart, Roland Dumas, 1 appealed on 28 January 1986 

at, the Stockholm Conference on Confid'ence-building and Disarmament in 

,Europe that Europe's security problems be tackled at their roots. Even then 

we pointed out that the conventional imbalance is the key problem 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 Federal 

Republic of Germany in the establishment of lasting stability on our continent 

in respect of conventional forces. The overriding goal of our security po licy, 

that of reliably and effectively preventing war waged with any kind of 

weapons on our continent! requires that conventional arms control be accord­

ad due priority in the arms control process. 

ln the declaration on conventional arms control adopted at the""Warsaw sum­

mit, the, Warsaw Pact a Iso stated that the West-East arms control dialogue 

must now focus 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 developed by the Western Alliance since the meet­

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 Declaration 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 th at end. 

At the latest meeting o,f NATO Heads of State or Government in March 1988," 

the Alliance gave further substance to its common concept for negotiations on 

conventional arms control and set out its position in a separate d<!claration. 
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The views held by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany 

sha~ed' the· Allia!lce's concept to à considerable extent. O.ur objectives are: 

the· establishment of a secure and stable balance of conventio~al forces 

at lower levels, 

the elimination of disparities prejudicial to stability and security and; 

as a matter of high priority, 

the elimination of the. capability for launching surprise attack and for 

ini~iating large-scale offensive action. 

Our proposais 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

sive .operations, as is already the case in the West. This requires more than 

me rely numerical reductions and limitations of conventional forces. Their 

structure and especially their equipment, deployment and readiness must also 

be changed. 

Decisive fo~ the capacity to seize foreign territory are superior conventional 

forces with f)igh fi re power and mobility. They primarily take the form of 

armoured or. mechanized formations with major equipment comprising main 

battle tanks, armoured infantry fighting vehicles and artillery. 

The concept of equal ceilings has proved a valuable instrument in arms 

control for eliminating destabilizing. disparities. lt is the underlying concept 

ofthe INF Treaty, too: Whoever has more weapons must scrap more. 

Equal cenings for major· equipment in the who le of Europe would constitute 
' 

considerable progress compared . .with the existing situation. However, they 

are not sufficient on their own to attain the increased stability we desire if 

the option of deploying and concentrating at random the .residual forces is 

not simultaneously restricted. Particular importance attaches in this respect 

to forces that are stationed on foreign territory and are kept at a high leve!' 

of readiness. The Western negotiating proposais will therefore include specif­

ie limitations on the stationing of forces outside one's own terri tory. 
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An- arms control agreement aimed at conventional stability must limit not only 

the strength of conventional forces but a Iso thei r employment options. This 

ca lis for accords that reinforce and bols ter 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 a nature that they do not reduce the defender's capability to react, 

but hamper surprise attack by an aggressor by obliging him tc make exten­

siv.~ preparations. The stabilizing measures must also be designed in such a 
~ . 

way that no zones with different degrees of security are created in Europe. 

ln the field of arms control and disarmament, the Soviet Union demonstrated 

its readiness tc accept Western ideas by concluding the !NF· 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 tc rethink its position in the conventional sector. The current 

movement by, the Warsaw Pact towards Western positions is. ail the more 

remarkable if one recalls 'the proposais that the Ea·st made only two years 

ago. 

The notion of equal reductions on beth sides, which was the basis of the 

proposais 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 negotiators still rejected 

-the proposai_ made by NATO countries to exchange information annually on 

the composition and geographical deployment of grciund and air forces 

throughout Europe. The readiness for more openness new signalled by the 

Warsaw Pact is a favourable sign for the coming negotiations. 

.'1 
·.i 
' 

lt will be necessary, however, to draw the right conclusions from the unpro­

düctive data discussion that occUrred at the MBFR talks for many years. lt 

would not be .. of use to anyone if we we_re tc deal exclusiv'.'IY with data _,j 
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du ring the next few years. To avoid such a development, the main· aim in 

the forthcoming negotiations should be to discuss constructive proposais, 
'· .. ,. 

with the relevant force data being exchanged concomitantly. 1 n this connec-

tien it is important to note that the Warsaw Pact document also refe.rs to the 

exchange of sta rti ng data needed for the negotiations. 

Negotiations on convention al stability in the whole of Europe relate· to more 

than ·the reduction of individual weapon systems; ·they relate to the graduai 

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 

declaràtion the Warsaw Pact responded favourably to the Western demand 

that forces on beth sides should exclusively have a defence capability and 

not be capable of launching surprise attack or offensive operations. As earl y 

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 th at 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 beth sides' ideas is particularly important because it 

creates a favourable starting situation for the future negotiations. The 

Eastern side, too, is increasingly striving for conventional disarmament. The 

responsibility for peace borne by ali the parties concerned requires that 

advantage be· ta ken of the opportunities afforded by the changed West-East 

relationship and that a negotiating process ·be initiated in which ali the 

parties seek to attain structures in Europe that ensure lasting peace and 

replace confrontation by co-operation in ali fields. 

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 1 appealed at the Vien na follow-Ùp meeting on 1 July of this 

year that ali the participating countries make ·a joint effort to bring the 
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meeting to a succ~ssful conclusion new. lt is pleasing to .note that the 
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ticipants in the Warsaw Pact .summit a Iso expressed their' intention to cor;n· 

piete t,he Vi enna meeting as soon as possible th rough the adoption o.f ë 

substantive and balanced document. This determination must now be translat· 

ed into concrete decisions at the conference table. 

lt is essential not to waste any time at this stage and to direct ali resout·ces 

towards settling the unresolved issues at the mandate di~cussions and i:o­

wards achieving balanced overall results at the Vienna meeting. 

"ihe demand for increased momentum of disarmament measures in ali fields, as 

expressed in the Western disarmament concept enunciated ·at Reykjavik 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 policy. 

We need substantive progress in ali areas of the CSCE for the sake of 

far- r_eaching improvements .. in West- East relations and the intensification of 

co-operation in Europe. This will pave the way for the commencement of 

negotiations on conventional stability artd further. confidence- and 

security-building measu res. Everyone concerned must no;( live up · to his own 

responsibility for ensuring that resolute use is made of th·e· existing opportu­

nities for a decisive improvement in West-East relations. a n'a seeing to it that 

the central problem of European security is tackled .. 

4619 



, .. 
,;. 

1 
! 

Interview 

with Herr Hans~Dietrich Genscher, 

Minister for Foreign Affair:s 

of the Federal Republic of Germany, 

on disarmament and European affairs, 

published in "Welt am Sonntag" 

on 21 August 1988 

\'\ 

•,'.·,_ .· 

4620 
., .. . ,, 



Whilst on holiday in Bavaria, 1'oreign ~·'inister Hans-Dietrich Genscher gave 

thefollowing intervièw to WELT.AM'soN:JTAG: 

WELT AM SONNTAG: ln a speech ·>n 1 February 1987; when Mikhail 

Gorbachov had been in office for just under two years, you said that he 

should be ta ken seriously and held. to '1is word. Meanwhile the 1 NF Treaty. 

has been concluded, a US-Soviet 'agre,ment on halving strategie nuclear 

weapons .is in the offing, the withdrawal of the Russians from Afghanistan is 

un der way, peace in Angola is being neg·~tiated, the Warsaw Pact is offering 

conventional· disarmament and admits th3t, to obtain the equal ceilings it 

sugg~sts, asymmetrical disa.rmament on its part may be necessary. ln other 

words, the situation has improved dramatically. However, in this situation 

the Government ·of the Federal Republic 'of German y still states that we need 

a comprehensive 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 comprehensive concept of disarmament, which embrac­

es strategie arms, chemical weapons and conventional disarmament. We must 

now incorporate missiles with ranges under 500 kilometres into this compre­

hensive concept. 

To ens ure 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 conventional stability through the elimination of Eastern superiority 

·and capability of attack. · For the purposes of durable stability in Europe it 

. i.s 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, economie, cultural and · technological sectors by stabilizing struc­

tures achieved through 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 a Iso ecologically. This gives ri se to a new 

dimension of responsibility reaching into the future and determining the 

destiny and freedom of ali future generations. lt calls for co-operation for 
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the sake· of man's survi· 11 J. This must be the paramount 'bjective of ali 

political efforts toda y. 

But we must, of course, take account of these new developments in our 

defence efforts as weil. N<hody can pursue disarmament, while at the sa me 

time pretending th at in. th• defence sector nothing has changed. This re-

quires conceptual work and ;!ecisions by the· Alliance. 

WEL T AM SONNTAG: Wh at Jo yeu have in mi nd wh en y ou spe3k of conceptu­

al work and decisions in the defence sector? 

GENSCHER: The West's secc•rity policy is geared exclusively towards àe­

fence. Our strategy is designed to prevent war. lts requirements must be 

decided in the light of changing conditions. Today's decisions cannet, of 

course, be based on hopes for tomorrow. ft 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. 

WEL T AM SON NT AG: ft is not quite ciear to me wh at yeu mean by the need 

to ·change military doctrines. After ali, already at 'this stage the Bundeswehr 

and NATO do not· have the capability to launch surprise attacks or initiate 

large-scale offensive operations. 

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 JAs aise being envisaged. Owing to the Soviet 

Union'~ readiness to eliminate its intermediate-rangè missiles worldwide, these 

elements· of the Western defence posture have become s.uperfluous. This 

means that the structure of Western defence is influenced by the structure 

of Eastern military ·efforts. One can the refere rightly state th at the West is 

af.ready unable to initiate Jarge-scale offensive action and that nonetheless, 

with changing military structures in the East, our structures will aise 
change. 
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WELT AM SONNTAG: You' sa.id tha.t we 'still need a conceptfo~ missiles with i 

ranges un der 500 kilometres. Wh at do you envisage? 

GENSCHER: lt is clear th at in the field of short-range missiles the East 

enjoys considerable superiority. lt therefore serves the Western security 

interests · to achieve l''>flings in this sec tor, just as we seek them in the 

conventional domain. Dt>iaying the negotiations in this field means th at we 

have to live longer with the Soviet superiority. 

WEL T AM SON NT AG: By next year at the latest the question of modernizing 

th;. short-range nuclear systems ·will be up for discussion. US General 

Galvin, Supreme .AIIied 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 military . 

. WEL T AM SON NT AG: General Galvin assumes at any rate; ·::as he stated 

du ring an interview with WEL T AM SON NT AG, th at a political décision on 

modernization is due. 

GENSCHER: The action to be· ta ken ln respect of short-range missiles 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-range -missiles which 

will be decommissioned in 1995 at the earliest. Adequat~ nuclea~. weapons are 

needed under the existing circumstances; they are not ~e·apÔns for waging 

war, but ones for preventing it. As a deterrent against i,V~'n short-range 

weapons are the least significant. 
- -~-·~-

Moreover, it is worthwhile considering - irrespective of thé short-range 

missiles - the philosophy underlying the NATO two-track.· · 

security in 

,, 

INF Treaty. The INF Treaty has produced more, and 

Europe. For this. reason, there is no need for new to offset .. 

any loss of secu rity. 

WELT AM SONNTAG: ln a keynote speech one 

stated that Europe must .. at Jast be made an efficient un 

. .;\.,.; 
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means of ensuring the political, econ::mic and technologic'~l self-assertion ot 

our continent in the world ·of tomornw. And you also \aid that Franco·· 

German co-operation is, so to speak, the cardiac muscle of such unificatior· 

What do you mean by that? 

GEN?CHER: European 1,1nification of the Twelve is a matter of political and 

economie u rgency. The European C:ommunity must bec.ome full. y capable of 

political action. By creating a single market it has the opportunity of becom­

ing the driving force of world ·economie growth. Close "'ranco-German co­

operation is indispensable in this context. 

Europe~ has started to move in two respects: Firstly, the re is the process of 

European unification, and secondly, pa ralle! .to the improvement of relations 

between the United States and the Soviet Union an improvement in West-East 

relatbns is occurring in Europe. Sorne people wonder whether European 

unification and improved West-East relations are mutually incompatible. 

European unification is at present ·the most advanced form of integration of 

sovereign countries, which is particularly important on account of the under­

lying common values. But thi·s does not preclude efforts aimed at improving 

the. rel~tions of the 'EC countries with their neighbours in the East. This 

endeavour is even indispensable if one views Europe as. a whole. Further­

more, it should not be forgotten that the momentum of the process of unifi­

cation within the European Community is also attractive to our Ea'stern 

neighbours who want .to co-operate with us economically. 

WELT AM SONNTAG: How is this European house to come about? 

GENSCHER: ln the post-war period, the European identity seemed lost for a 

long time due to the Cold War and ideological animosity. This European 

identity was also neglected intellectuall.y .. ln the East, ideology took prece­

dence over the European identity, and in the West, there were Europeans 

who· equated Western Europe with the whole of Europe. This phase now lies 

behind us. The awareness of Europe's identity- is growing ev er stronger in 

both West and East. This constitutes a very strong force for shaping Eu­

rope's future, notwithstanding the different systems of values existing here 

and in the East. 
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WELT AM SONNTAG: You have said ~hat we Germans in bath 'States bear, 

special_ responsibility. What do you mea;J by this.? 

GENSCHER: We Germans have a speciël role to play. because we live in the 

centre of Europe. Our desire for West-East 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'sdestiny as is 

that of the Germans. Ali the problems today besetting Europe are concen­

trat~d on German sail. 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 truè of the two military 

alliances. They face each other on German soil, . and the highest concentra" 

tion of ali kinds of weapons exists on German soil. 

WEL T AM SON NT AG: Let us reflect on the risks of this development. 

GENSCHER: ln this nuclear. age, confrontation is .the greatest ris k. Every 

step towa.rds co-operation~ serves to reduce this ris k. 

WEL T AM SON NT AG: Wh at is the intended goal of the devef~pment outlined 

by you? 

GENSCHER: The goal is obvious: A peaceful order in Europ'e, as envisaged 

in NATO's Harmel Report. Two grand designs for Europe'~Lf'lt'tdre are essen­

tial: firstly, unification within the European Community, \'• .. Ï~to which . the 

Federal Republic of Germany is just as firmly integrated as:;i:~to the Western 

Alliance. The European Community is the. only opportunit\/ for Europe's 

democracies to assert themselves politically and to hold their in competi-

.tion with the ether major economie centres of the the United 

States and Japan. 

The second grand design is the Helsinki· Final Act. the course 

towards a peaceful European arder, to be achieved with· thè:i'P<. rticipation of 

the North American democracies. 
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WELT AM SONNTAG: How is the German que•tion tc be dealt with :in ·this 

dynamic process? 

GENSCHER: D~spite decades of separation, Europe has not become two 

Europes, and the German nation has not become. two nations. 1 speak of 

separation, and not of division. Division is ddinitive, whereas separation 

can be overcome. Everything that brings Europeans closer together likewise 

brings Germans closer together. Our policy can th us· be only a European 

peace policy. This means we clearly reject any solo national efforts or hanc 

kering after neutralism . 

.• ·. 
·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 ·relationship with 

the United· States because important questions ·can only be settled with the 

United States. But the improvement of US-Soviet relations a Iso 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 aise recognition of the firm links between the North 

American and European democracies. This bond~ cemented by. the Western 

Alliance is indispensable for European and American security. 

WEL T AM SONNTAG: Can it not be assumed th at in this pr·ocess Europe is 

increasingly acting as a political unity? 

GENSCHER: The process of political integration is naturally continui'ng. The 

process of economie integration is demanding its due; it cannet be mastered 

unless followed by the political aspect. lt 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 the re 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. ln our 

country mu ch half-heartedness has still to be overcome in . this· respect. 

WEL T AM SONNTAG: A cardinal question: How reliable are the new poli ci es 

of the Soviet Union? 
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GENSCHER: ln 1967 the West made the offer of establishing a peaceful order 

in Europe. ln 1975 we agreed on the path leading to that goal in the Helsin­

ki Final Act. However, the .radical improvement of West-East relations ais' 

required that the Soviet Union become more open. 

This shows how wrong it is to believe that the West Jacks a concept. lt h'"k. 

a long time until the Soviet Union responded to this concept in its policies. 

Gorbachov is doing that. He deserves credit for ·ma king the Soviet Union 

capable of co-operating in a far-reaching change in West-East r·elations - by 

pursuing a policy of opening up the country both inwardly and outwardly. 
>~ 

But this process would not have been possible without the foul)dations laid 

for it: the Harmel Report, the Helsinki Final Act and the Federal Republic of 

Germany's policy of concluding treaties with its Eastern neighbours. The 

latter was, as is weil 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 resP.onsibility. German. policy serves national. interests 

th~ more it pursues European interests. lt would be ali the more detrimental 

to our national interests if it were Jess Europea_n and were .geared to solo 

efforts at the national leve!. 

German-Soviet relations are of central importance for· Europe or, as 

Gorbachov puts it, play a key role in this respect. We live up to this re­

sponsibility as a reliable member of the European Community and the Western 
Alliance. 

WEL T AM SONNTAG: Wh en Gorbachov went on holiday, Ligachov demanded 

that Soviet foreign policy must retain the aspect of a èiass struggle. How do 

you view this? 

GENSCHER: ln 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. Se en from this angle, su ch remarks and the reactions to them 

are but a logical element of this development. 
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WELT" AM SONNTAG: The decisive question is whether the course followed 

by Gorbachov can be i:onsoÙdated~ 

GENSCHER: 1 returned from Moscow convinced that, despite ali the prob­

lems, obstacles and time factors, the course followed by Gorbachov is in­

creasingly being cons0 1idated. We in the West can help to make this 

development irreversible by meàns of constructive conduct aimed at co­

operation. 

WEL T AM SON NT AG: Wh at do you expect from Chancellor Kohl's visit to 

Mosco~ in October? 

GENSCHER: The Chancellor's visit is regarded by both the Soviet leaders 

and ourselves as an outstanding event. With this visit an·d with 

Mr Gorbachov's visit in return in the first half of 1989 we shall be taking 

important steps forward in German-Soviet relations. ln other words, there is 

a chance of achieving 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 important con tri-

. butiori: Now, through a fundamental irriprovement in Gerinan-Soviet relations 

we can· .make an enduring contribution towar'ds a radical improvement in 

West-East relations and hence towards furthering' the European cause. 
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ITALY IN INTERNATIONAL FOLITICS 

ABSTRACT FROM AM INTERVIEW WITH TEE ITALIAN FOREIGN MINISTER 

GIULIO ANDREOTTI, EY PIERO OSTELLINO. PUB LI SHED ON TEE 

QUARTERLY REVIEW "RELAZIONI INTERNAZIONALI", JAI>IUARY 1988. 

Q. THe Atlantic Alliance seems to live permanently under 

the contraàiction bet·ween the joint nature of its deciSion 

making process and the US monopoly on nuclear arms and 

its power of deterrence. These contradictions emerged 

recently ... 
wJ.~..n the . agreement be tween the US and the USSR 

to dismantle medium and short range euromissiles. Eow 

do you believe the situation can be avoièed in which, 

on one hand, the Europeans feel over;Jowered by the Americans 

in terms of their own s_ecurity, a.."'là, on th~ ether, the 

Americar.s feel like hostages in Europe in terr.1s of the 

security of the Old Continent? 

A. We should not forget that wi~h this system (NATO) 

we have kept the peace and reversed the threaterüng interna­

tional trend. I have already said that this relationship 

be t·,.;een Europe and the US is mu ch more th an i t a;Jpears 

to be on the surface. Do not forget that with the Helsinki 

Agreement 

with the 

all of Europe par,ticipated on an 

USA a~d Canada in formulating 

ec;ual footing 

programr:1e 

for security and cooperation. Those lor:ging for a separation 

even if it is inspired by historic&lly valid motives 

anà honest concerns about the future are da., ge rous. 

Forty years a go it would have seemed un be 1 ievable th at 

. 1. 
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there could be th€. stable presence of hundreds of thousands 

of North American troops .. Luckily it has ha.ppened and 

i t is real. European defence debates (best if in the 

qeadquarters of the Western European Union) should not 

ignore this international aspect - even if only tc avoid 

stimulating a US position characterized by tiredness. 

Q. · How have the re le . and the na ture of NATO changed, 

if indèed they have, in the last twenty years, wi th the 

arrival of nuclear parity .between the US and the USSR, 

the· economie development of Western Europe and the conse­

quem: · anè growing èemand for more poli tical-strategic 

autonomy on the part of Europeans? How should the strategy 

of the Alliance be reformed in the light of these develop-· 

ments? · 

A. The Alliance has gradually changed strategy,. and I 

have had the opportunity to witness the various stages 

(massive retaliation, flexible response, mixed deterrence 

etc.). A reduction in missi_les implies global reflection, 

but we must convince the East block to reduce their conven­

tional forces, sc as not to obligate us to sc ale ~p to 

reach new parity. This is in terms of military strategy, 

but that is not everything. 

Q. • In this respect, wr,at, in your opinion, migl:H: be the 

most effective and opportune poli tical solution tc give 

a more Europea.'1 dimension to the defence of Europe wi thout 

causing disturbances in the Atlantic Alliance? 

. 1. 
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A. If lower balances are achieved for the var~ous forces 

it should.not be difficult to resolve this delicat:<'! problem.· 

It is essential to solve the problem of the ro 1.e ·of the 

two West European nuclear powers, if they wish to remain 

such, -~ and to eventually get a cormni tment from each to 

spend more, keeping in mind that conventional weapons 

are increasingly sophistica-ced and expensive. 

Q. There are those who say that a more "European" defence 

policy as in the past was said of a more integrated 

.commercial. policy or a common currency could- be an 

empirical· tool for obtaining European poli tic al uni ty, 

· which. at the moment seems to have no concrete opportunities 

for realization. Are you in faveur of a ~tep by step· 

approach (as has been taken for example in regards to 

a commo_n currency) 

political solution 

the framework of 

or are you for identifying a preliminary. 

for each sectorial initiative? :::n 
institutionalized politics do you not 

'think an increase in the prerogatives and powers of the 

European Parliament could create the setting for the 

placement of individual sectorial initiatives? 

A. ln presenting such a predetermined course today we 

would. risk a scenario like that of 1954 wi th tt·,e European 

Defence Commur.ity. I am very favourable towards giving 

the Parliament in Strasbourg more powe~s, except for 

military problems (e.g., Ireland's reservations and diffi­

cu-1 ty. of mentior.ing specifie aspects of sec uri ty in the 

Single Act).·· The lack of such an instrument for dialogue 

and media,tio.n. weighs heavily on the Communi ty c.nd leav~s 

us ~rapped i~ a sys'tem which is still too intergovernmental . 

. / .. 
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Q. I taly is a regional middle power allied to · a global 

superpowe~. It sometimes happens that the regional interests 

,of the middle power do not entirely coincide with the 

global· 

·of- the 

interests 

Achille 

of 

Lauro 

'. 
the superpower ally (as in the case 

more recently, concerning the 

Gulf), In your opinion, what are the best poli tic al and 

operative means available to our country at the diplomatie 

and military levels for playing our role as a middle 

power wi thout compromising our comrni tment of loyal ty 

to our principal ally? 

n. Besides general cnes such as th UN, there are two 

ether external constraints adopte(j. by the Italian Parliament: 

the Atlantic Treaty and the European Communi ty (the· two 

"terms cf reference essential to·- our foreign policy", 

as expressed by the Lower House in November 1977, proposed 

by. that body and even voted for by the Communists').· Being 

an ally or a comm:..ni ty member do es not, -however, mean 

blindly following a one-way path. It involves discussions 

~henever there are doubts or differences, without prejudice 

and as fa~ as possible without obvious ructions. 

To ci te . Sigonella in a general context seems exaggerated 
1 

to me. I t was only one of tho se summer s torms which le ave 

the sky bluer tha11 ever. When we discoverèd that the 

person. con.Cè!"ned had been a.."I"'J. NSC officer, who ende·d up 

in the news over Irangate, the incident was r~urther blown 

out of· proportions. When I communicated to· Washington 

th at, because of the unjust accusa ti ons against us ( indeed, 

. /. 
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we saved all the pas:oengers except, unfortunately, . one), 

Ital y. would be absent from the summi t of the Sev,en in 

New York_, form which France had already pulled out, Reagan 

sent -~Whitehead, Shultz's assistant, to Rome and all- the 

differences were ironed out. 

Q. Italy sometimes finds itself in similar situations· 

with regards to her 

Italian "perplexi ty" 

integrated European 

European allies: 

over the French 

defence system to 

e.g., the recent 

proposal for an 

substi tu te for 

the relative P.merican. disengagement following the agreement 

on European missiles. In this case as well, how is i t 

possible_ to reconcile a line of national interes'Cs with 

a comr:1i tment to loyal ty to European allies wi th which 

Italy is involved in a process of politfcal integration? 

A. Italy has never pulled out of discussions on Europea11 

defence, ·which are necessary, particulary at the WEU. 

Yet, why should Italy always be the odd one out when 

we read that France and Germany want . to build up a joint 

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 i t as a comm-:m factor of European de fe nee. 

Q. What political and strategie role do you see Italy 

playing in the desirable creation of a more European 

d~fence of Europe? 

. 1 . 
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A. This is an open problem which needs to be elaborated 

and discussed in a very calm and thorough manner, · taking 

ca re to choose the right moment to explain our po si ti on. 

It should not be seen as related to the USA-USSR nuclear 

arms agreement (or, better, NATO-Warsaw Pact) and should 
'· 

not el'lcourage A;ne:-ican disengagemen t. 

Q. Sti·ll in reference to the strategie role of this country, 

what is your opinion as to eventual "outer area" commitments 

beyond the limits of the Mediterranean? Do you think 

that these are beyond ~he scope of Italian military policy? 

A. "Outer area" commitments do not follow any common 

strate.gy, or function within any ·defineà framework. However, 
. ' . . 

the re remains the harmonization on the p_oli tic al and 

economie aspect:s df securi ty, in both the Atlantic and 

European sheres. Until now it does not seem to me that, 

there have been any interventions which have induced 

us to. go beyonà the scope of Italian military policy. 

Parliament has never given any general authorization 

in this regard. Both the Lebanon a'1d the Gulf are very 

specifie 

was for 

fleet. 

and motivated cases. 

one reas on only: the 

Other limiteà forms 

The deployment of the navy 

protection of the merchant 

of intervention, either by 

small groups of nations or .under the auspices of the 

UN, were to contribute to the stabili ty of areas which 

are vital for us. With regard to this a healthy pragmatism 

is also advisable. 
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TOPIC IV : EUROPE AND THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE 

- Nato's fut•.Jre : change and coi1tinuity, by Lord Carrington, secretary 
general of NATO. . 
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How to re~arrange european security and american power by General 
~"RICAUD-CHAGNAUD 
Excerpts from "Monde diplomatique" - Fehruary 1988. 

- Relaunching 
Alliance, by 
Union. 

Western European Union. 
Alfred CAHEN, secretary 

Implications for the A tian tic 
general of Wes.tern Europ~an 

Excerpts from "Revue de 1 'OTAN" - no 4 - August 1986 .. 

- Western European· Union : Birth, Deve!opment and Reactivation, by 
Alfred CAHEN, secretary genera! of Western European Union 

.. Excerpts from "The. army quarte! y and defence journal" -. october 1987. 

- Europe and America : Developments in the Trans-At!antii;: Relationship, 
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NATO'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 organ.isation addressing. 
an establishment .wi th such impeccable European credeiitials, I · was, 
only too well .èware of a trenchant remark ma.de 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 sorne others of my countrymen, I have been 
taking geography lessons. And if North.America still looms large 
in my view of Western seeurity, r 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 propositions: · first that the Atlantic 
Alliance,is a basic reality; secondly thàt it is so unlikely that 
Europe would be able ta assure i ts own defence in the foreseeable 
future, that it would not be wise to waste time discussing it. 
And if anyone thinks t~at last assertion is too blunt. then I 
would ask them to apply to the President of the French republic; 
because it was François Mitterrand who said it, not me. 

'. 

.. So I hope there will not be too much of a rush for the 
exit if I reveal what mioht be taken as a lack of originality and 
European idealism in my approach and declare my colours from the 
start. I propose to review the current security scene - which, 

\'f \ 

of course, in my limited world means politics and defence rather J 
than economies and ecology. r ,.shall go on to cons id er the 
prospects for an enhanced European rOle in ~ecurity affairs, but 
r confess at the outset that the rOle I foresee will still take 
place in continuing partnership with the United States and within 
the framework of the Atlantic Alliance. A predictable outcome, 
l'rn afraid. But if my i.cterpretation will be orthoàox,. 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. The re .is the new elima te of Ea.st.,.west relations; a · 
changed approach on the part of the Soviet leadership; the Warsaw 
P•ct is in flux; and intra-Alliance relations here in the W~st 
are becoming. increasingly compl,ex. ·Above all, the re has been a 
change in popul.ar perceptions of the nature of the threat and of 
the prospects for the future. 

When I first became Secretary General less than 4 years . 
ago, all arms control negotiation had been broken off. 

:Afghanistan, Poland and the Euro-missile row had taken their tell~".~,' 
and there was virtually no dialogu~ whatever between East and ·· ·· ·· 
west. PUbl.tc support for NATO had been dàmaged by those in 
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Europe who saw the Alliance as concerned only with arms 
proliferation; and support was growing for unilateral 
disarn.ament. All th at has been transformed. Now we. have the INF 
agie'ement. The re are more radical and ex ci ting prospects for 
genuine arms control than ever before. ·The threat from the 
Soviet Union is popularly percei ved to be receding un der · 

.. ·Ml:. 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 tao fast. One man's 'window of opportunity• for radical 
disarmament and for a new relationship between the twa·halves of 
Europe is another man's 'iceberg', whose melting tip is 
encouraging our navigators todistard their charts when the 
threat to safety still looms large und er the_ surface. In short. 
we have new opportunities and new challenges. 

iJ • How you look at the situation and strike the balanc.e 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 a 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 
asymmetric reductions and mandatory verification. Like most good 
things, the agreement has become the subject of a public 
relations 'hype' and I do not feel particularly 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 the agreement the result: of 
NATO's collective approach to security; is it, as sorne criti~s 
claim, the result of an American preference, signalling an 
historie 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 impÜcit in the so-called •twin-track" decision 
taken in 1979; and, although put forward in negotiating_ form by 
President Reagan .. i t was the subj ect of the most intensive · · 
Alliance consul tati on than .I or any one el se can remember .· . It is 
truly NATO' s agreement, des pi te Mr. Gor ba chev' s elever attempts 
to claim'otherwise and turn it to propaganda·advantage. Of 
course the·re are bene fi ts in i t for the soviet Union. Th at' s how 
you. get balanced. agreements. But NATO • s Military Commanders have 
assured us that their ability to carry out their milit.ary mission 
remains, · .. des pi te the. system we have gi ven up ;· Ho re generally, 
the agreement conforms to NATO's broad policy objective. These 
are all points which I am sure the US Sena te will remember in the .. _,' · • 
ratificaion process.now underway .. 
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Wh!!t that NATO policy i.'s - something on which you will 
still find me unsurprisingly ort.1odox - is kn?wn Tn NATO circles 
as 'the Harmel Doctrine. It can be st!!ted simply a·s follows. The 
maintenance ··of security and stability requires cohtil)uing eft:oz::t 
in both the pol.i ti cal and mi li tary fields. In the poli tic al 
field, because a military stand-off is l)Ot a desirable or·easily 
sustainablè objective in itself; so th at our defence efforts 
should be regarded, not as a fence to bide behind but a basis on 
which we can work for a safer and more constructive relationship 
with the Soviet.Union and Easter-n Europe and at lower levels of 
military forces than before. And in the military field, because. 
we have little reason to believe th;at diplomacy and arms. control 
approaches will achieve our objectl~e if we are not prepared tc 
maintain a sufficient counterweight tc Soviet military power . 

. But this brings me tc the second slightly harder set of 
question§ - what is new a sufficient 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 tc achieve.it. Neither do we need tc 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; evên 
if a balance dièl exist in that area. Because conventional forces 
have never, in our quarrelsome.history;_been a deterrent tc war. 
And because the Warsaw Pact still re;tains - and upgrades - a very . 
considerable nucl.àr capability. despite all the peace rhetoric; · 
and there is no answer in· purely conventional terms tc nuclear 
threats or blackmail. The difficul ty cornes,. over the next stag~' 
in deciding on what rn-ix of conventional and nuclear forces · 
constitute enoug·h tc 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 bas indeed been a good deal of misunderstanding 
about what this concept of flexible response does mean. This was 
exposed in particular during the INF debate when there was 
concern expressed in sorne quarters that abandoning cruise and 
Pershing missiles would remove·so-called rungs in the laàder of 
escalation~ But 'this was bas.ed oh. a fallacy - the myth that NATO 
strategy ever envisaged sorne form- of pre-determined war · fighting 
escalator. wi th, as i t were, 9 9. steps tc Armagge_don ... NATO' s 
forces,. beth· convèntional .and nuclear, are the re for deterrence - .' 
a principle which depends on the uncertainty of how we inight 
respond ·:to any .aggression rather than ·on the certainty of a . 
precise progression. But tc remain credible, the Alliance needs 
tc retain a bread mix of capabilities, in terms of their 
deployment, survivability and range, which could respond 
appropriately to any threat against us, while conveying the risk 
of a more damaging response to any aggressor should he pers~st. 
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Va9ue in a sens!!. 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 lO years. the Alliance has already made 
major unilateral reductions in theatre nuclear systems; nearly 
3, 000 warhea.ds have been removed from Eurooe. One is en ti tled tc 
ponde.r why i t is that the soviet Union has- not seen fit tc 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 tc the Germans at present. Tc offer to place the matter 
in arms control, when the imbalance in this area is of the arder 
of 1.5 to 1, is hardly an adequate answer tc why such enormously 
superior pot~;ntial needs tc be maintained in the fiist place and 
constantly upgraded. 

'one of what I have said about what constitutes military 
sufficienéy for the Alliance gives a complete answer tc the. 
problem of how much is enough, but it does, I hope, indicate seme 
of the difficulties of precision. 

This then brings us tc the third most and difficult 
question of all; not of how much, but of how best tc go about it, 
how indeed tc follow up the INF agreement in thè 'tight' 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 n~ed not be 
confined t;o the strategie, conventional and chemical areas 
already under discussion. The Alliance has the objective, as its 
foreign ministers have recent! y reaffirmed, _of developihg a 
com·prehensive concept tc ensure that the arnis control · 
possibilities in all areas are explored, that the 
interrelationship between various negotiations are considered and 
that the cumuiative·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 a 
real chance of secu.ring a START agreement and 50\ cuts in 
strategie forces this year. But on chemical weapons, there- are .. 
formidable problems, giveh the extent of Soviet holdings and the 
difficulties pf ali-important verification especially for a ban 
which ha~ tc be global in effect. Similarly in the conventional 
field the problems are enormously more complex that those · 
encountered ~n arms control sc far and although I speke earl:ier 
acout the importance of securing Soviet acceptance of the ·· 
Principle of.asymmetric reductions, it would be unwise tc 
estima te the difficul ti es when the sheer quantitative superiod ty 
we :fàce. 1n criti_cal a reas su ch as tanks. and artillery are of the· 
arder of J tc 1. 
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To say th at the arms control p~:ocess. will take time. 
·· $hould not imply any NATO foot-dragging on our· part. · Of course· 
this will be alleged, given the natural desire to wish to press 
ahead wi tn disarmament and the present state of East..:west ·· . 
relations in general. But Mr. Gbrbachev'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 nc.t mean that the identi ty of 
interest can be guaranteed to persist, or indeed that 
Mr.·Gbrbachev will himself endure. Communism is not about ta be 
abandoned, and uncertainties about the future of the Soviet 
system and the stability of Eastern Europe will be inescapable. 
Yeu do not have to be a reactionary hawk to see the commonsense 
in a positioq 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 bread range of 
East-West issues including profound concerns of human rights will 
be put to the test. 

In ether 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 underestirriate· the importance of working 
politically ta secure.a more constructive political relationship 
between East and West. or furt:her measures of arms control. What 
seems to me ,tc be likely is that they will und~_restimate tne 
extent to which the chances of achieving that depend on a · 
continuing determinatiôn to do what is necessary by way of 
defence. 

The temptation to relax our effort is inherent in 
healthy democracies where security is toc 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 7 that is balanced agreements which 
maintain stability - we shall get them only by maintaining 
credible and effective defences, and not by providing the 
materiëÙ for Soviet Embassies · to report: "Comrades, ·they are· 
disarming anyway, so we don't have to give up a thing we don't 
want 'to•. 

. . Even. in the present improved East-West elima te. thè 
Soviet Union are bound ta seek ta advance the effo'rt to seek our 
unilàteral dls?rmament at a time when they are continuing to 
moderniz·e their own capabilities across the board, 'or have just 
done so. For example, the decoupling of Europe from the 
United States thiough 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,cthat any modernization of our 
own nuclear forces, quite outside the INF agreement, will be 
contrary to its spirit or lettèr. · 
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This raises the more general question of the 
transatlantic relationship. Now I do not happen t5 believe that· 
ther.e is any evidence that theUnited States is becoming an 

· 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 sorne reduction in resouces available to NATO. This will 
require careful management to avoid the return of potentially 

:divisive burden-sharing debates within the Alli·a·nc:~. . 

Where then does this leave Europe? Sorne ideas one hears 
as radical alternatives for Europe seem to me to be impracticable 

·- or lit~rally indefensible. The dream, for example, that the 
.two hal vés of Europe could live in peace, independent of both 
superpowers or unàer sorne sort of demilitarised guarantee, fails 
.to answer the basic question of how to prevent Europe in those 
ci'rcumstances from falling increasingly und er Soviet influence. 
Even if you stretch to the point of claiming that there is a 
moral ecruivalence between the United States and Soviet Union, the 
facts of geography cannat be twisted so easily. And those who 
adv.ocate a 1 go i t alone 1 stratt;!gy for Western Europe have to 

.· .. overcome sorne not insignificant transitional objections - that 
· transferring sufficient resources from the civil to military 
·sector could undermine the type of society whièh 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 
a far .greater degree of isolationism on the part of the 
United States than ~Jrrently exists. · 

More telling and to the point perhaps, ~s the view on 
bath sides of the Atlantic, that the conditions which produced 
the Alliance in its present form 40 years aga have changed; and 
that Europe in particular could be expected to do much more for 
its defence; both as a matter of more equitable burdensharing 
with the United States and on the basis that- a continent in which 
Europeans did more for their own security might actually find it 
easier to constr.uct a satisfactory relationship with the 
Soviet Union. In many ways I suspect that this will become a 
necessity and not just an option, given US budgetary trends. And 
if Europeans attach so much importance to NATO·as -they continue 
to profess to do, it may not be ~nreasonable 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 difference between the shar~ 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 rOle, arid I :would be the first to agree wi th 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-operat.ion and for the pol!tical aspects of security to be 
·. incl\.ided as part of it. Similarly I believe _that the WEU has a 
.. real rôle to play, even though 1 t excludes not only the 
'ùni ted 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 in 
the Gulf bas heloed to counter the criticism, much of it 
justified, that ~urope does far toc 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 1t is a 
fundamental one, at least in the present circumstances, 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 

.securi'ty. 'And.the corollary to that is that patterns of European 
co-operation which tend towards exclusivity, eut across, or 
duplicate alliance activity should be avoided. For example, what 
that distinguished Ainerican diplomat George Vest called in a. 
different context the 'habit of co-operation', has taken deep 
root in the integratèd military structure of the Alliance as one 
of the, strongest bonds between member states~ and one.of the 
hardest for oGtsiders 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 
new 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 specifie issues 
at present. 

First on resources. Anyone unlucky enough to be 
familiar with my speeches will know that one of my abiding themes 

-has been the. fact that most Europeans spend, cm a GDP per capi ta 
basis, only about half.as much on defence as do Americans. Of 
course,. crude comparisons can be misleading. a.ut we are unlikely 

. tci have the luxury of debating such points in .the abstract as 
·congressional pressures get to work. Unfortunately we :ar.e no.t 
likely to·have the luxury of sympathetic finance ministers .. 

. . 
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ei th er. . This is why i t is so impoi:tant that we should at least 
see to i t that the resour.ces that ë;re available are used more 
efficiently tpan they are at present. · Whether you look from the 
standpoint of European industriel integration or as a matter of 
gr~ater defence·effectiveness, there is the same interest in a 
bett~r co-ordin.ated approàch to armaments planning and closer · 
European Collaboration in the research, development and 
procurement of equipment. Much hasalready been done, but the 
impetus must be sustained bath on an Alliance-wide basis and 
within the Indepenàent European P:-ogramme Group. 

Seconàly, the arms control process. This is now maving 
inta areas where the European interest.is central and a stronger 
European voice needs to be heard. ·rhe single most worrying 
factor in European security is the Warsaw Pact preponderance in 
conventional forces. We cannat credibly complain about our 
defence 'f:esource problems or, indeed, claim that this is a major 
reason for needing to retain a bread up-to-date inventory of. 
theatre nuclear forces if we do not, at the same time, take more 
urgent action in arms control to redress conventional imbalances 
and elimi~ate current capabilities for attack on short warning 
and large-scale offensive operations. we neeà ta builà upon 
recent P.rogress in àevelaping a.manàate for these negotiatians · 
ana·. secure agreement wi th the East ta open discussions in the 
near future. Thère may be an historie opportunity in this field 
which must not be missed. 

_/ . 
Thj,rdly, the nuclear que.st1.on. · The re are. al ways those 

who guestiop the morality of nuclear weapons. And I suspect the 
pressures will .i.ncrease now that the INF ag_reement has been ' 
signed and sorne people at least will be encouragea to press . 
fon.· a rd towards àenuclearizatiori. This will need to be answereà 
effectively by the Alliance as a whole, not just by the 
United States or the two Eur·opean countries who happen to ·be 
nuclear powers. And the European contribution will need to 
involve actions as well as woràs to maintain the effectiveness of 
the remaining theatre nuclear forces, pending any further arms 
control progress. It would neither be morally defensible nor 
inàeeà 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 ta slide: 

. This is not ta belittle the problems which individual 
nations .. may have in terms, for ex ample, of the share they ha\fe to 
carry of the nuclear buràen. The problem of nuclear · · 
burdensh<;~ring, of balancing out responsibilities and·benefits,· is 
not a new one al~hough new concerns have been expressed follawing 
the INF;agreement. But the soviet Union's nuclear reach still 
ex tends to all European countries; there are no sanctuaries these. 
àays; a threat against onemember 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 èontlnuing solidarity .• This applies not 

. just to nuclear issues,· bùt to j:he field of defence issues 
. generally. Whether in Europe,. ot in the United States we shall 
all. need to keep the overall. interests of the Allülnce in mind. 

If I have outlined sorne 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 iinproved 
East-Wes.t 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, yeu watch his physique as 
well asqis psyche. And even if you conclude that he is rather 
progress.f\ve and really quite f,riendly, you still want all the 
help you·èanget to maintain the fence that protects .your flower 
beds. · 

·' 

·-~ 
--~ ' 



1 

------ ----------------------------------~ 

l 
Excerpts from .. ....,_ Fo<œt .IOUIINAL lnt~ 1M7 

"New" Western European Union: . 
Un'itin.g Europe or Dividing NAT·O'? 

f by Dr. Do•· S. Zakheim-----

/ 

A lmost phoërii.x·like.. the Western 
European Union . .unul n:cently an 
obscure. morib"nd European 

multinational organization based in Paris~ 
has beEun 10 command the world's head· 
lines. The seven-member body cons1sting 
of Europe's leading powers-francc:. Bri· 
tain. Ital). and 'J-'est German~·. as- weil as the 
Benelux countnes-has comC to symbolize 
a new era of Franco-German milit.ary coop­
er.!! ion as """'ell as European effons to antici­
pate and offsdlhe impact oflhe impending 
INF ~ary bet~n lhe United Statt:.:'and 
!.he Soviet Union. 

ln Jale October. the seven me:nber 
nations aEre:'d ma "'Platfonn on European 
Securil'.·-lnterests. ,._ Which underlined · 
Europe·; determination that NATO incor­
poraie both a nuclear and a con'<fent-Îonal 
dete:n.nt. Ag;un. employing WE\1 a.s their 
poliucal iorum. the member states a@-reed 
t.tm fa li tose nd ,.arships to lhe Ptrsian Gulf 
to heip kec:p 11 opc:n for navigation. Clearly, 
WEU is having new !ife pumped into it as 
ns mc:mbcrs pursue a semi·independent 
>pproach tc Europe ·s furur. defense pos. 
tu~. 

This ls not the first tîme that the organîza­
tion h:a.5 scrved as a medium for Eumpeans 
tc de fine a spc:ciaJ role for thems.elves and to 
n:orgamz.e accordingly. The organization·s 
~:auon .... 'aS. in ract. a product of the failed 
anempt to creatt a' Europeàn 'Deiense Com­
munltv-a.k...m to the Europc:an Economie 
Commumry-in lhe earl y 1950s. lronically. 
it wa.s Fnncc:. currently lhe prime mO\'er 
behind """EU"s n:ju~nation. thar sounded 
lhc dca th k.nell fcir lhe EDC by refusing to 
nufy the EOC igtt:ement · in !he Frenéh 
Nauonal Assimbly. WEU then came into 
be1n2 as • weak substitut< for lhe EDC: lts 
maJ;r .,urposc v.-45 to ensirre West- Ger­
many·s Integration anto the NATO. force 
struetur~. ln add1tiàn. il v.oas mc:Jnt to 
mon1tor the gJ'O'olo'th of German armaments 
~d promote armaments standi!dization 
among 1ts rriember states.. 

Despue its seeming connectîon to the 
European Defense CommunHy. lh.e actual 
membership of lhc WEU deri_, from lhe 
eider Bruss<is Treary Orgamuuon. which 
had come into e.x.istcnce upon the signing of 

Dr. Dov S. 'Z..aJ:.Juim is · 
Ütcllliw Viu Prrsi-. 
d<nr of Sysum Plan· 
nint Corporation, Ar· 
üngr011. VA. and an 
adjunct scholar of W 
H~ritagt Foundati.on. 
H< ""-' fonntrly tht 
D<pury Untkr S.cr<rary of D<forut for 
Plannin' anti Rtsourcrs. 

the Brussels Tn:a,Y in 1948. Art ide V oflhe 
Tzury. which remains in force. commits the 
member su tes automarically to the defense 
of one another in the -event of anad .. The 
Nonh Atl.antic: Trcaty mere!)' commits 
member states tc take whar~wr srtpl art 
constitutionally nece.ssary to come- to one 
another's defense. ln other words. the Non.h 
Atlantic Trury permits endless legislati"" 
and minisu:riaJ debate wh île a crisis or even 
conftict wears on. The WEU took on aspe· 
cial role once the FRG becarnc an acti'<fe 
player in NATO. and ir appcared th at 
WEU"s utiliry wa,s likely re be at an end. 

Of course. like most highly bun:aucra· 
tized international onzaniz.ations. WEU did 

. not die. h mcn:ly toil~d on. producing stud· 
ics lhat f.W read and fcwer can:d about. lts 
assembly, cinted as an afterthought by 
Belgian Foreign Minîster Paul-Henri 
Spaak. engaged in n:gularly schcduled 
meetings and long dcbatt:S. passing mean, 
ingful but impotent resolutions ·on ali 
aspects of European defense. The C>rE>nW· 

_ tion sought to pronlote arma;nents coopen­
tion among Europeans. butin this aspect J.S 

..,Il its efforts tended 10 be for naughr. 
Nevertheless. because WEU had not 

died. a.nd because. as a result of lhe Brussels 
Treary Organizatîon from ...,hîch it sprang. 

· WElJ's membership included both BriiJ.n 
and lhe EEC's Six. it became ütn:mel~ 
useful again in lhe early 1960s. For ir was 
then that Harold MacT'T\,ÎJian. ~versing 
long·sta.nding Britisi:t attit-udes to coopera­
tion wtlh lhe Ccntinertt (Church.ill had once 
said. ··wc an: with them. but not of them··~; 
decided tc apply for membe,.hip in the 

· EEC. Allof a sudden. lhose endless-con· 

tacts between ~uropean and British parlia· 
mcntarians in the Assembly during the 
1950s beca.me ""hiclcs for promoting the 
British application .:tmong the legislatures 
of the Six. Similarly. the meetings at minis­
teri al le'<fe1 afforded the British numerous 
opponunities to make their case. espcciaJiy 
with tt,e suppon of the ~sidents of the Ben· 
clux and Germans. ltalians. and the relue· 
tant rnnch Thus it appeared for • while 
that the \\fEU ore:anization would come to 
serve the use fui.- lhough unintended. pur· 
pose of aiding in the economie reorgan· 
ization of the Continent 

The British application w.os n:buffed by 
DcGaulle e;u-ly in 1963. but lhe importance 
of WEU did not immediatdy decline. 
Throughout the sixties. the or~omiza11on 
was a major foc us for Britain's efforts tp jom 
mc EEC. 1t continued to se:"\\'e as a potJ21 of 
contact betv.-een British parliamentarjans 
and the ir counterparu in the Six. with many 
British MPs seek.ing to tnfluence the Euro­
peans. into s.upponing Britain·s application 
ln fact. a.s ma11ers developed. the frt:f!Ch 
became so incensed at British attempts to 
employ.WEU as a Yehicle for pressing thelf 
cas< for EEC membership that they boycot· 
ted VIEU Ministerial Council meeungs. in 
1969 and 1910 On!•· whcn lhe issue of 
membersh1p was shifÙ:d tc lhe EEC Coun· 
cil of Min.isten did the mnch n:rum to 
WEU. N!:"enhciess. it is ·arguable that 
WEU did play sorne role in Bnta1n's 
ultimately successful artempt to enter the 
EEC: lhe experience of those British MPs 
who anended the Assembly's sessions over 
the J<:atS may clearly haYe infiuenced its 
\Olt in suppon of entry when Prime Minis· 
tt:r Edward Heath f<nally negotiated .an 
arrangement 'lol.'tth the EEC's member · 
states-especially Fnnce-in 1973., 

Again. however. once the ··mission" 
10'\l.ëlrd which WEL1 h:.d m~dc J mi nor con:. 
trîbution was accomplished. its relative 
impon.ance decJined ~t aga.in.' The organi~ 
zation. comfortably housed in Paris. 
bec ame mort of a relie than a sour-c.e .. of 
ideas or innO'o-ation. , . . __ .... 

There were. 10 be su~. occa.siqnal 
attempts to revive lhe "'"EU. As a prime 
examplc:. Michel Jobert. -thcn the rnnch 
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f'<>,.,isn Min1>ter. proposed tn 1973 that 
WEU be ,.,sponsible for ensunng EuroP.,an 
harmontzauon of the procurr:mcnt . .1nd. 
manufoctu,., of armamcnts. Jobcn"s pro, 
posai w.:nt nowhcre .. howr:Ycr. panly · 
becausc: tLc Gaullist forcien mtnastr:r IrMa$. 

suspected ,.( mc~ly tr:·ing '"to ~~n Europe 
a'*'3" from its close: ~lauonshiD with the 
Uniied "Sta~s within NATO. · 

)obcn"s proposai for WEi.'. whate"'r his 
mouves. fon::sh.adov.:ed conunu1ng French 
inter.cst in the orgamzauon.,for the re· 

. matnder of the decade and into lhe e12htics. 
ln fact. u bec>me clear that tn many ways 
WEU wu the only viable European organt· 
zauon !}'\at might act a.s a serious force for 
chang<. :ne larger Eurogroup. which corn· 
pnscs m·:'t of NATO"s .European .member 
states. ha·. :net with limited success in coor· 
dinaung E · .. ropean a.rmaments cooperitJon 
withm NA'iO. The European Commun nies 
sull do not addn:ss thcmse!"'s to defense 
mancrs. and in .. any event .încJude neutra! 
lreland. Only WEU has af{orded-and 
~fords-i vehicle thro_ugh .. -~ich ·the major 
ccntnbutors to Europe's Gentral Region. 
Jefense posture could taie coordînat:d 
action to promote what 1n the si.H1e.S ,.-as· 
ealle:O a ·· 1w1n pillars·· po licy. that is. a 

the !NF tn:ary pn:sagc the .,..,nrual elimina­
tion of ail nuclcar ""apons. as Pn:sident 
Rc•gan reponcdl~- proposcd to Gorbac!K-1 
at Reykjovik? Se-cond. can the West effec­
ti\o'efy eopc with Soviet con~ntionaJ fortes 
thal will continue to outnumber thosc of · 
NATO"? Thtrd. and most trou blin• of >Il. do 
these Qe.,lopmenu tndicate • tn:nd leading 
to the acceptante of Europe as • bat· 
tleground. a n•ghtrnare thar Western Euiopc 
has aJ..-ays sought to a'ofOid by n:tying upon 
the detcmnt that nuclc:~r weapo·ns pr:P· 
vided'? 

To the extent that 
Europeans are seen to take 
their defense requirements 
serious/y enough to justify 
continuing America s leve/ 
of effort in Europe, WEU 
will, final/y after 30 years, 
have done the job it was 

a/ways meant to do. 

strong European pillar to ma<ch thar of the Of cou~ ail of thesc worries mighr be 
United Sta~s. mitigated if E:m>pe ""'"' prepan:d ro spend 

The ~rg'!ncy of lhe need for such a pillar sienificantlv more manies for its own 
has not be-en los1 on Europcan1.. Sen .. Sam de-fens.::. The·~ ls no indicalion. hO\Ir-e .. -er. of 
:'lunn 1 D-GÂ. l h~ bcen cntici_Zîng Euro- ., any European n:adiness tc do sc. Mor:o~r. 
pean pCisture for :1 decati:. though. his even if Europe we:re tc bols:er its con-
faJ.Jous amendmc:nt 1s of more ~·cent vin- ventionaJ defense.. lt would still not ensure 
taee, Sentiment ior lJS trnop wit.hd:awàl 1 itsclf !hat ill ~rrirorv would nor become a 
from .Europe has b<:en growtng '" Cong:t:ss · battleground. ln Euinpean ~s. only the 
and 1n miormed Amene ln polie\ circies a.s_ deterrent pro..-!ded by nu.:! eu we.apons 
the: ,mphcallons of :..~e US detki( ·cnsts a.rld provides lhat as.s:.:ranc:... as it has ior the 1.151 
us lik.el!· 1mpact on ÎUII}rt defense budg~ts four de::ades. 
be-comcs 1!''-ê~- more c!ea:. _The US defense \\'here. then. does \\'EU fit into Li.is 
bud~~: wdl soon susra1n- 1ts thlfd con- schc:me of thines? Th: brEanizalion dt"!s 
scc~uvc- C!echne tn n:J.i_tcrms. Ncxt yea: ts provide a vehK:ie for realiÏ..ation of sorne 
an eleouon year. and. as Sen. Charles E. degree of increase in European mtlita.ry 
Grass ley 1 R-IAl demonsrr.ued in hiS 1986 cooperation. Bccausc it is a sm ali organtza-
~Jec:tton campa1gn. anu-?!::nagon pol nies uon. unhindered by the antinuclc:u. quasl-
can be w1nnrng poli tl CS.. Th us. t.h.e d:fc:nsc neutra.Jistlongings of the Scandina ... ·ians or 
budget cou id weil susta~n ~t a.nother cur in by thc: ncver~ndmg squabbles 1mong lhe 
FiscaJ Year 1989 Greelts and Tunes. it actually might pro-

Clearl~'· proJecuons of .budget reduc-.. mote ~ame p~s.s among those count:ies 
tions. or even of modest grD"*ï.h m tbe US !.hat directly cont:'iburc: tc the defens.:: of 
dc:fens.e budeet. -UE\.u: a:Éamst Lhe ma.inLe· · Westt-m Europe. 
nanCe of the-leve! ër us- œfen.s.e commu- 1 1t has be:n- the rn:nch. almost in the 
merltS in ali theu curren~ aspects .. tradition of Michel Joben. who have 
Somethtng "'ill nave tO gt.,. And the bro- presse_d for the_ revi>al o( WEU. Jacques 
peans, heedtng the votees of-the latter-day · Chi...:. himsclf a Gaullist. wu the· fit-sr 
Mike Mans fie ids. ~ concemç_~ th3t \lo·hat major European leader ta draw a'nentièn:'lo 
wtll give w~ll be US.deplo)'ments in WEl'a.sapotentiaJvehicl~forintensil~y,ng 

Europe. European cooperauon. Chirac wu aise the 
Coupled with the conccm about Am:r- movmg force behind the ""Platform ,of· 

icJn truup J~·e:Js.in ~uroDC tS J dêepcr. vet Secunry lnu~~sts .. adopt!!d at the WE[ 
more 1mme-dtatc worry ~.bQut. L'le tmpiié:.- mmtsren;JJ mtt11n2 tn October. 
tiens for NATO's dçfen.sc posturr of !.he · Since t.~ert hav~ becn many anempred: 
LNF aer-ee ment h ls· ne >e.:~t !.hat man,· revivals or W"EU, not ta mention many 
Euro~ an offic1als a,r;d ob~~rs ~ ....-o;. anempts tc foster more systematic milirJJ;t· 
ned b•· the !NF aer-eem:m. The F~n~h h:!ve cooperatton in Wesrem Europe. it is fair tc 
ba:n ·the most ~iferous '" arg:u1~g the ask whether Uus ti me is differrnt-"" ill the 
daneers of a reducuon. 1n NATO's nu.:lear · ~'EU finaJlv-ta.k.e on n:af me amne. and wi'll 
postÙre f se: artJcle. p. 881. but other Euro- the Euro~ do mor. to coope..;,t.: among 
pcans pnvately ~h~ the rnnch \.'je;\olo'_ The themselves~ 

fe.U"S ~volve around lhre: !Ssues. F~t. does. W'hile ié is obvtOllsly tao carly to ans'W'Cr 

2 
such questions dcfinitlveJ)-. therc .ue 
indications rhaf ••this rime .. thin~s re-ally 
.,., diffen:nt France anu the FRG hove. fur 
the firsl ume:. cn::::nc:d a ju1nt bn@adc: 3nc.J 
engaged in m~jor joint cxcrciscs.. 'W'hilc: the· 
a.ercises wen: nol . .2n uncqu1voc:al· ~uc· 
cess-l.angu~~;c problcms wèrt .2mon~: the 
most s.et:"~OUS difficulties encount:rt"d b~ the­
troops-it appean th at the le oder! of both 
tountrü~s; ·a~ determin'ed tO push &he:ld 
..,üh thcir cooperative efforts. 

. ·. Ar the WEU Octobcr mee"tings. French 
de legales pointed to the1r cooperat•on ..,..tlh 
the FRG as an example lor othe: WEL' 
states ro follow. British officiais have like· 
·wise been re-poned 10 be sympathetic ta 
mnch effons. a position conSIStent witll 
the Thatcher gove:mmt;:nfs anempts 10 baJ. 
ance its Atlanticist posiure wlth ciOser-· 
defense relarions v.-ith its. major NATO 
aJI les. As for the sm alle!' states. any attempr 
to fosrer greater European coopenuon falls 
squarely within their historicaJ position of 
supporting ali forms of European cooper.~· 
tion and. by mo"' closely rt•ng French 
fon:.s to those of ether NATO European 
states. adds to the ii collecti"' detem:nt pos, ' 
cure. 

Nor ~ryonc in Waih1ngtoÎ'l suppoi-ts 
mnch effons to =ive WEU. Susoteion of 
France is nothing new to the Suue Depan­
ment. and panicularly when if is a Gaulhst 
s.eeking to promote European cooper.nion. 
From DeGaulle htmself. throueh Joben and 
othcrs. European cooperai ion aJ,.·ays 
meanr Europe wuhout the Unt~d States. 
St.ate Depanmeiu memories an: long and 
unfor2i"·ine. 

Sk;ptics-at Sr are and e!~he:-t" mts~ad 
the is.sue. Howevcr. Though a ·Gauli!Sl .. Ch•· 
TX"Is not OêGaùlle. nor is his defer.s: mtn· 
ister. Andrë Giraud. antt·Am'e:"lè-an.- .·Fàr 
from it. Giraud. who sp:nt y~.an 10 the L'S 
and spe:ûs Huent EnghSh. tn!~d a par­
ucularly close rel.ationsn1p wuh C:upa.r 
Weinber2er and is li.kc:lv ta ha-,: excellent 
rapport ;irh Franlt Cari~ect. Def,nse n:la· 
uons bctwe<n France and the l'S .an: bet~r 
than they haVI! been for v~ ars. Ann.s cooper­
ation is aceÙenL w,u,· the Amencan Pur· 
chase of the Thomson-CSF RITA svs~m 
and Frances recent pun:has: of the s"oc!Mg 
E-3 Airt>ome Warnir.• and Control Svstem 
being rwo prominent èxamples. · ·'· .. 
- The.~ is no indJc.auon thar ·France se:k..s 
to lead the ether WEU membcn up the 

·garden path •"'~- from NATO. or !.hat any 
o( them would allow her to do 5o lns:ead. 
WEU app<an to be pro.,ding for grea~r 
intra-European cooperation tc supplement 
the· contrif:!ülion of the Un1ted States m the 
defense ci Europe. Tc the :\tenlthat Fr:.nc: 

1 
is further en1w1hcd info··thc defense: üf (en· 
tral Europe. tn the ·e.xrcnt otht"r Eurupc:J..Os 

1 
ar: some'tl-·hat ~lieved of thcJt mèhtrT!are·o( 
a nuclear-Free Europe. and. mOSt m1pOf:' . ,, ... _-.!. 

1 tantly. 10 the eue nt th at E:;ropeanS. aS,: se:~· ·., F --
J ro ta.ke thetr defense rcquirt"ments)Cn_mi~lj 

1 
enough to jus11f:.- continumg A:mènc.a·s~~ ., .. 

· lcvel of effon tn Europe. WEL' -..;u. finally _ · ~ · · 
j at.c:r 30 ~ars. have done the .tOb. il Wu .; _:_:";-: 
! ah~--ays meant to do. • ç. a 
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~0111 TO RE-ARRANGE EUROPEAN SECURITY AND AI·ŒRICAN POli/EH 

(Excerpts .·from "1-londe ·Diplomatique" .:. February 1988). 

Are we to see the end of a certain idea of the Atlantic 
Alliance after the Reagan-Gorbachov Summit meeting? Washington seems 
ready ·c.o gradually ·wi thdraw i ts forces from Europe. ~!any people faveur 
the "tr::.;Jle zero option", including r.1r. Chevardnadze in Bonn on 
19th Jan,nry. Is Europe heading towards ••hat is called 
"Finlà.ndisation",- an unfair.expression when one c6nsiders the 
independence shawn by the Helsinki authorities? Refusing to submi<: 
means a different European defence to that of the 1950s. 

by General C•-GEORGES FRICAUD-CHAGNAUD 
(former President' of the Foundation for 
National Defence Stud~es) 

The king was naked and did not know it; 
Europe is not naked but dares not admit it; 

Once the noise wi th which the media accompanied ·the 
Reagan-Gorbachov mee.ting and the signing of the. intermediate missile 
agreement had died down, only one important question 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 AnÎ<ïrican missiles in Europe ca_n no longer reach r~oscow 
can be worried over: .: But I think we ll}USt look further and ask our- . 
selves whether the very nature of the Alliance and its foundations are. 
not in danger and what we must do to.maintain 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 
ti me, we wrote th at such ti es could only exist in the mi nd of the 
President of the United States •. 

'ilhat has become equally clear is that President Reagan' s 
position at Reykjavik ( 1) was not forced on him but was rather what the 
United States had aimed at all the ti me: to rai se the nuclear threshold 
in Europe_ so th at no conflict the re, or. a li mi ted nue le ar war, would. 
imperil the American. continent. 

L- All European remonstrances from Mrs. Tha~cher' s reprimand tc 
Chancellor Kohl's he~itations - were in vain. 

After "zero option" and "_double zero option" certain people in 
Germany and elsewhere are now advocating a "triple zero option": the 
wi thdrawal of all short-range nuclear, weapons • The resul t, ••i th two 
barri ers down and a third already falling, .is to .put 'at -risk the en tire 
flexible response strategy which the 'Allian.ce adopted after France's 
wi thdrawal from the integrated mi li tary. command. 
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Whi1e the Pentagon new assures us (2) that the Alliance's 
conventional for"ces can beat a 'llat"saw Pact attack, Mt". -Cat"lucci, the new 
Defence Sect"etar'y.- has launched a "ballon d'essai" to pt"epat"e Eur'opean 
opin-ion for'- the gradua! wi thdt"awal of American forces. This wi thdrawal 
bec ame fot"eseeable as far' back as Novembet" 1986, but the __ new economie 
·and financial situation will beth justify it and make·it inevitable. 

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 
sorne time and it is not in our interest tc hasten them. 

Once the enthusiasm surt"ounding the "fir"st disarmament 
agt"eement inhistor'y" dies down, thet"e is grave danger of a gr"owing 
feeling of insecur'i ty in Eut"ope faced wi th a Soviet Union who se size 
blets out the hot"izon. It is even the gr"eatest danger, as an obse0uious 
fear would lead ~Vestern Europe into a sort of graàual "Finlandisatianu. 

>J 
• To obvia te such a t"isk, the Amer"icans. at"e once more laying 

stress on the stt"engthening of conventional for"ces in Eut"ope. This old 
idea has no mot"e chance of being accepted undet" today's economie con­
ditions than it had in the past. None of the undertakings given fr"om 
Lisbon (1952) to Br"ussels (1979) has been kept. This pr'oceàure was 
well undet"stood by beth Hent"y Kissinger (3) and Les Aspin (4), 

Having undet"stood that another' effot"t-•at rearmament is near..: 
impossible, the need for - hopefully unbalanced - conventional disarma­
ment is being advocated by sorne. so that, in the end, what forces remain 
will be at the lowest possible balanced level. But it is still diffi­
cul t to. see why the Soviets should suddenly abandon the considerable. 
advantages which Mr. Gorbatchev has cl everly gained for them. In any 
case, such a procedure, however desirable, would be beth long and 
diffi~;ul t; meanwhile, the unbalanced si tua ti on wi_th i ts attend-ant fe ars 
and respect would -remain. 

The Possibilities of a Second Pillar 

Luckily, there is another solution, made possible by France's 
tenaciousness, 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 cannet 
avoid it, European politicians are, more or less timidly, joini~g in .. 

_ Recently, ·in particular, a Securi ty 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 .aga Ambassador Burt reîused Euro~J'e the right tc a 
common position, President Reagan welcomed the adoption of the Charter 
on 4th Novembet" 1987. 

But all these efforts to build a second European defence 
-pillar,. wh ether or not accompanied by the changes proposect· by 
Henry Kissinger (an American Secretary-General of NATO and a European 
Supre~e Commander}, are likely to remain ineffective as long as it is 
not decided how the United States will con tri bute to, rather th an 
ensure, European security. Any attempt ~o bring the arguments back 
those of the 1960s, ·between -~'Atlantists" and partisans of a ·French 

to 

4560 

.. 1 . . 

il; F ' 
' 'J ' ' 

i -~' 

1 ,, 
l '· 1. 

:. 

j 
" [ 

i 
~ 

~ 
~ 

' ! .. 
~-o-

-~ 

··,t 
"!'; 

" 
~-

~ 
' • .·.·;;;. 



, 
\ 

- 3 -

national deterrent, are unrealistic. The same applies to attempts to 
interpret recent French actions as ·a careful return to the integrated 
NATO s.tructure. Tim< s have changed and we no longer move on the same 
plane, even if Frimee can today share the bene fi ts of '"hat i t -has lèarnt 
with Europe and the Alliance. 

Wh at is needed is a conceptual break-through ( 5) which· takes 
account of the economie, 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 Eur~pe of a sort of "deterrence through recognition" 
(6) must first be accepted. In a theatre of operations including four 
nuclear po.wers, the ccakes are so high ( world supremacy, no less) th at 
any hop es of limi ting ::he geographie extension or the escalation of 
violence are vain. T:1e re sul ts of such an escalation are dangerous and 
well-known enough to prevent any aggressor from starting something he 
could not control. 

* ' 
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 
obviously not only needs a strong defensive will, backed up by 
sufficient conventional forces, but also li mi ted independent nuclear 
means which can inflict unacceptable damage on an aggressor. 

"Unacceptable" means so damaged as tc 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 removes any 
notion of threat, judged by sorne 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 1950s madel. 

it would 
mission; 
think he 

On the one hapd, the conventional forces, reorganised in· a way 
take too long·to go into, can provide such a èenial of sub-
it means·not ~empting-a prospective aggressor by letting him 

could attack anywhere without starting a war. 

On the other hand, the l'.rench ·and British strategie nuclear 
forces are new in a position tc de .. stroy Soviet industry by more than 
fifty per .cent. In a two-sided (Europe-USSR) world, this might not·be 
enough. .But, luckily for- us, Christopher Colu_mbus ~.iscove!-ed America 
and, in any case, the USSR with its shaky economy cannat risk being 
weakened by European blows • 

.This pas two main consequences: 

- the key tc European security is a strong America, determined to ~ 
maintain its world rôle .. _· A firmly established alliance is a grea~ 
"plus" and-: i ts outward- signs ,.-_in the'· -shape of AmeriCan troops in EGrope·, 
will long r_emai1'_1 necessary, ,sc as ta al law public opinion to becomè used 
to the new strat~gic situation; -~ 
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-the second consequence·is that Russia cannot run the risk of' attacking 
Europe alone and, in order to avoid.the situation described earlier, 
would have to attack E.urop,e and the United States. at the same ti me. 
This is an additional advantage for European security. 

In these circumstaQces, the problems of' guarantees, their 
extent and credibili 1;Y, .. s.hould no longer spoil 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 Europe which has at last decided to take its fate in its own hanàs. 
Equally, France and the United Kingdom need no longer provide guarantees 
for Europe because the European countrtes will together build up their 
own security with a combination of political will and conventional and 

. nuclear forces. . 

Security based on facts is better than false illusions about 
dou~tf'ul guarantees. With this new approach to security problems, 
which takes account of the changes of. the· past thirty years, the 
structure of' the Alliance can be reorg.anised. Any other attempt at 
reform is likely to be nothing more than "muddling through". 

(1) The Reykjavik Summit took place on llth and 12th October 1986 
(Editor's note). 

(2) Newsweek, No. 49, 7th ·December 1987. 

(3) Newsweek, 12th October 1987. 

(4) Statement by the Chairman, House of'. Representatives Arms Control 
Commission, 29th September 1987. 

(5) And not only "creative diplomacy", to use Mr·. Kissinger's expression 
in the article quoted. 

(6) See ''L'Europe de la dissuassion et des .solidarités actives'', 
Stratégique, No. 29, 1st quarter 1986, and '!La règle du jeu", Science et 
Vie, December 1986. 
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f .Alfred Cahen, Secretary General of Western European Union 

1 R~I~~~~~g··w;;;;~·Ë;;e;~ üci~n." 
... ., 

Implications·for· the Atlantic Alliance 
*? H?fu? &h ;e., .;gjf!f'*"d' 

B 
oth the Brussels Treaty, signed 
on 17 March 1948 and fonrting 

the basis of Western European 
Union, and the Washington Treaty 
of 4 April 1949, which ia ve ri se to the 
Atlantic Alliance, stemmed from a 
similar international context, ident­
ical concerns and the same determi­
nation. The states· of Western 
Europe, and those of North America, 
had to get down to the task of facing a 

; g::; -r &i-?.. 

threat which was becorrung more and· 
more dangerous for them. 

It is, moreover, indicative that a 
speech by Preside;,_! Truman, which 
launched the NATO Alliance, was 
Înade. on the very same day that. 
Belgian, French, Luxembourg, 1-{et­
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 sorne 
extent echoed that .made two months 
earlier, on 22 January 1948, before 
the House of Commons, by Ernest 
Bevin, the UK Secretary of State for 
Foreign AfTairs. 

That great supporter of the Atlan­
tic Alliance, Belgian Foreign Minis­
ter Paul-Henri Spaak, was undoub­

. tedly right :-vhen he wrote in his 

· !Ï"statesman with considerable credenlfals in EJJropesn as in Atlantic maners, Pau/-Hen~/ Spssk. 
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.!fred Cahen, Secretar,y General of 

'· '/EU. 

=airs: 'ln my opinion, the new 
Washington) Treaty was to be on ari 
Hlantic scale what the Brussels 
~reaty was on a European scale 1'. 

ndeed, the evolution of the two 
:eaties was to remain intimately 
nked. . . 
. It cannet .be forgotten.that after. 
1e failure ·of the European Defence 
:o!llmunity in the summer of 1954 
nd what would have been its logical 

. o~sequence, a European Political 
:ommunity - a failure which was a 
:ritable tragedy in the· process for 
1e construction of Europe - it was 
1rough the Paris Agreements of 
>ctober 1954, enlarging WEU to 
1clude Italy and the Federal Re­
ublic' of Ge1111any, that. the integ­
ltion of Gennany into the frame­
·ork of Atlantic states was assured, 
nd where, over the years, it was to 
~come a major element. 
One. of the documents :signed in 

aris at that time, a Protocol amend­
Jg. and complemei:lting the Brussels 

·. 'reaty, added a new Article IV which 
:ated': 'In the execution of the 
'reaty, the High Contractipg Parties 
nd any Organs established by Them 
nder the Treaty shall .~ork in close 
Joperation with the North Adantic 
reaty Organization. Recognizing 
Je undesirability of duplicating the 
tilitatv staffs ofNATO, the Council 

2 

.-·and its Agency will rely on the dimension, admittedly .on a more 
appropria te military authorities . of modest scale than could have been 
NlTO for information and adVJce achieved by the European Defence 
on ·ni!itary matters'. Community, but nevertheless ad-

The context, beth Atlantic and equate and capable of progressive 
European, in which the Paris Agree- . expansioiL 
ments were signed, is brought out 
clearly in the memoirs of Lord A von, 
the former UK Secretary of State for Opportunities not ta ken 
Foreign Aff airs, Anthony Eden, wh~ 
explained why he proposed to his Western European Uniori did not, 
P:ime Minister, Sir Winston Churc- however, really make the most of 
h:il, that a peacetime military c~m- these opportunities, contenting itself 
mit:nent be made to Europe of a kind with carrying out tasks, in· the 
thal was unprecedented for Great shadow of NATO which, while not 
Britain. He expressed the view that insignificant, were generally of a 
the successful outcome of the Con- routine nature. Its Council did how­
ference that was to lead to the Paris ever serve as a useful forum for 
Agreements depended on a new consultations betweel1 the Six of the 

· commitment by Great Britain to European Community and London 
maintain its forces on the European after the Rome Treaty had entered 
continent and not to withdraw them into force in January 1958, but when 
against the will of the majority of the the UnitedKingdomjoined theCom­
powers of the enlarged Treaty of munity in 1973, WEU !ost its role. 
Brussels. He realized that this would ·Ministers then deserted the Council, 
be, for Great Britain, an unpreceden- which virtually held no more meet­
ted comrnitment, but the harsh re- ings at thal leve! until 1984, thus 
ality was that it was inlpossible to. thwarting the Assembly's efforts to 
organize an effective system of de- establish a democratie dialogue on 
fence in Western Europe, which " European security problems. · 
moreover was essenllal for the se-~. In these circumstances, it may weil 
cu~ty of. ~reat Britai~, ~utside a be asked why the seven' member 
maJor Bnllsh contnbutJon · . states of WEU decided; sorne two 

The Paris Agreeme~~s laid.down .a years age, to reactivate'thè organiza­
whole series of provisions, ID addi- ti on and a gain give it. a role, par­
tien to th ose referred to above. Th us ticularly as there is no· shortage of 
a WEU Council was created, as were organizations in which the Euro­
a Parliamenta'!' Assembly, an Arma- peans can consul! one another ~r 
ments Comm1ttee to ens ure Euro- consul! and· act together with the1r 
pean cooperation, and an Agency for North American allies, particularly 
the Control of Annaments whose on security matters - the European 
task was to momtor the· observance Communities, the Atlantic Alliance, 
of certain limita~ionsimposed ~n the Eurogroup, the Independent Euro­
Federal Repubhc of Ger:man~ ID the péan Programme Group and so on. 
field of annaments producl!on, as . It · is therefore iri a European, 
weil as . of certain obligations ac~ . Atlantic and Euro-atlantic perspec­
cepted by ali the WEU mem ber tive thal this relaunching of Western 
states, particul~rly with regard 10 ·. European Union must be under­
nuclear, che!Dlcal and biological stood. The construction of Europe 
weapons. 

Ali this was clear evidence that the 

' 

promoters of the Paris Agreements 
wanted to give Western European 
Uni on the D1eans .to take measures 2 
likely to develop a European security 

Paul~ Henri Spaak's_Mémoires, Vqlume_I, P~ . "'' 
264, 'Les_Grandes Etudes Cpntemporames 
Fayard 1969. .. . ··. 
Quoted in Paui·Henri Spaak's Mémo1res_ ..... ~.-~ 
op.cit., Volume 1, p. 310. 
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·bAS ~ow been pursue~ for som~ forty 
,-e:;rs, not without dtffic)llly, mdeed 
k,c.pered by endless obstacles _and 
' ced to take different directiOns ,or . 
~ong a frequently checkere_d rou~. 
The Council of Europe, which ong­
lna~es from the London. Treaty 
SJ~:ned ·about a month after the 
T~ty of Brussels, was one of the 
ftnt moves in this direction. It was 
jollowed by the European Com­
mun.ity, flrst with. six member 
na :ions. then nine, then ten, and now 

'1we!ve, ,.;hich laid the foundations 
r or tbe process of European con­
struction. in a supranational frame­
·•·ork to which Political}:ooperation 
.,.·~s s:Jbsequently added, this time in 
on :"'terzoyernmental context. 

\\'ith -the Cominunity~ the con­
su-~c:.ion of Europe has its economie 
:!:..-;,e:Jsion. With Political Cooper­
:~·.:on it has its foreign policy aspect. 
3~t ,;·hat it has IaéRed since its 
ceot:on is a security perspective, and 
ye t iî this serious shortcoming has not 
~n remedied it is not through Jack 
ci e!Tort. Apart from the abortive 
·ec.rape.:m Defencè Cciminunity, nu­
;;;:-:-ous e!Torts ha·v~ been made, 
;nn'cularly since 1970, but also 

' ,. 

before then, as the Fauchet Plans 
show. 

In this ·context, the Document ona 
European ldentity of 14 December 
1973 should be noted. Prepated in 
Copenhagen by the Ministers . of 
Foreign A!Tairs ofwhat was then the 
nine-member European Community, 
it lays stress on the fact that foreign 
policy ànd security issues have an 
important role to play in achieving a 
more united Europe. 

Furthermore,. the report prepared 
by the theo Belgian Prime Minister 
Leo Tindemans, in December 1975, 

---. -,,,,~._---,;o-. 

3 
'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 Parljament, 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. 

at the request of the member states of Political Cooperation 
the European Community - and 
which, incidentally, is still remar- But it was Political Cooperation 
kably valid and topical - main tains which seemed to o!Ter the best frame­
thal European union 'will remain work for developing a European 
incomplete as long as it Jacks a security dimension and it is here that 
common defence policy'. the grea test e!Torts along these !ines 

For their part, both the European have been made. The aim ofPolitical 
Parliament and the Assembly of Cooperation is to harmonize the 
Western European Union have lon!! foreign policies of the present twelve , 
committed themselves to working members of the European Com­
towards the establishment of a de- munity, and what is a foreign policy 
fence policy: This has been shown without a security aspect? Unfortu­
recently py a draft Treaty for Euro- nately, these endeavours have not yet 
pean Union- largely inspired by the succeeded in achieving ali the antici­
efforts ofMr. Altiero Spinelli and the - pated results. · 

l 1l>e Pa · • · ·• 
!. ns ·"greements are signed ln 1 954.'· 

l 
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After fourteen years of experience, 
;e Six, then Nine, then Ten, and now 
we)ve, have never. succeeded in 
~ecing to put discussion of ques­
ons affecting security on a sys­
matic basis within Political 
ooperation. NeYertheles;;, certain 

· :ember states have launcheq major 
:itiatives aimed at changing the 
tuation and at formally endowing 
olitical Cooperation with signific-
1t r~sponsibilities for security mat­
••rs. Thus, _at the instigation of the 
· nited King dom Presidency of the 
uropean Community Council in the 
:cond half of 1981, the Comrnunity 
as urged to entrust Political 

'ooperation with real poWers in this 
' .Jmain, which would have ena bled 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 
·ecember 1981 by the European 
'ouncil, acknowledge that Polirical 
1 ooperation was entitled to address 

· 1e 'political aspects of security'. 
Another attempt was made as a 

: •suit of the Genscher-Colombo ini­
-,tive. Here again, discussions were 
Jlicult and often acrimonious. 

:lb en they concluded with the adop­
Jn of a Solemn Declaration on 
uropean Union in Stuttgart on 18 
me 1983, Political Cooperation bad 

:!en relegated to discussing only the 
· Jlitical and economie aspects of 
:curity. 
What is the reason for these total 

_ : r partial failures? In essence, be­
lUse three of the then ten members 
; the European Community -
·eland, Denmark and ·.Gr.eece -
mid not, for various reasons, agree 

·, move for.ward on. this issue. 

' 

: In my view, it is the accumulation 
f these failures, or near failures, each 
me efforts are made to give the 
uropean Community genuine op­
Jrtunities for working together in 
;e security field - as well as a 
_ ·owing interest, at bath the public 
1d at the governmental leve!, in 
~oblems concerning the defence of 

Anthony Eden, later to become Lord 
Avon. 

Europe- which are the basis for the 
initiatives aimed at relaunching 
Western E1,1ropean T,Jriion. What the 
Ten of the European Community 
·were unable to do, the Seven ofWEU 
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 ali 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 bence of 
Western Europe, without the Atlan­
lie 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. Bath can be found in 
the first working documents, par­
ticularly in the French memorandum 
of 2 February 1984 and the Belgian 

4 

memorandum of 2 ·'April the same 
year. _ 

But it was in the Rome Declaration 
of 1 November 1-984, 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 1 talian ca­
pital, after affmning 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 arder to increase cooperation 
between the member states m the 
field of security policy, and to en­
courage consensus'. 

At the same time, tliey pointed out 
!hat 'the Atlantic Alliance, which 
remains the foundatiqn of Western 
security, bad preserve4 peace on the 
Continent for 35 years'j and that 'this 
permitted the cori}truction. pf 
Europe'. They also stated that they 
were convinced 'that a_ better utiliz­
ation of WEU wouHnot only cori­
tribute to the security of Western 
Europe but also to an improvement 
in the common defence of ali the 
countries of the Atlantic Alliance and 
to the greater solidari(y among its 
members'. Finally, they stressed the · 
'indivisibility of secÜri'ty within- the 
North Atlantic Treaty area' meniion­
ing in particuiar 'tlle--'vital and sub­
stantial contribution of ali the Euro­
pean allies' and strèssing 'the crucial 
importance of the contribution to the 
common security of thé allies who are 
not members of WEU' ·and 'the 
necessity, as a complement to their 
joint efforts, of conf'ertatiori with _ 
the , :,~ .. · .. · 

m. ~-~ 

It is therefore clear t'hat the' states­
men who met in Rom~ did not want 
to relaunch WEU outs1de the frame-

. - ·~ ' .. 
work of the Atlan ti<;< Alliance but 

~;~ 

,.2·~; 
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rather within it, in solidarity with \n­
their allies, whether from Europe or 
North \merica. 

Need for simplifled 
relationship 

This dual membership must be 
clearly understood in order to grasp 
the full scope of this renewal ofWEU 
and- :he consequences that it may 
have fvr Europe and for the Atlantic 
Allian': :; At first sight, it undoub­
tedly suggests to me that relations 
between European Community par- · 
tners- and NATO will not be made 

. ~; 

any easier: Those nations of the 
European Community who do not 

-belong to WEU - as well as NATO 
mei:nber stateswho do not belong to 
it - fee! understandable concem in 
this regard. However; I am deeply 
convinced that a more careful exami­
na ti on will reveal that such a step 
would be a consistent and positive 
one for both the European construc­
tion·. process and for the Atlantic 
Alliance. 

5 

Belgian Foreign Minister Leo Tindemans who, when Prime Mlnister ln 1975, 
prepared a comprehensive report on lhe concept of European union. 

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 intentiqn to · present Washin;: · 
gton with inflexible attitudes on 
foreign relations which rnight 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 

co mm on security. The opposite is 
almost certâinly 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 
attempt of every European nation to 
stretch already inadequate defense 

do not belong to the Community, . 3 

whether they are European or North 
American. 

Henry J(jssinger Years of Uplreaval, pp. 7d0 
and 701. Weidenfeld and Nicholson and 
Michael Joseph 1982. . 

It was in fact Henry -Kissinger 
himself who was to write in his weil-

Bef ore writing 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 
hlm. Was it because, as he seems to 
fee!, this cal! 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.? s. I 
am not sure. Simply, what happened 
at the time was that the European 
Community of the Six, and then the 
Nine, bad found, since the European 
Summit at The Hague in 1969, a new 
vitality which they wished to main­
tain. This new lease of !ife was very 
soon to be expressed by the accession 
to the Community of Great Britain, 
Ireland and Denmark, and also by 
the creation ofPolitical Cooperation. 
The Year of EÙrope to sorne extent 
clashed with this movement which 

- known article in 1984, on A plan to 
reshape NATO: 'Many in this 

4 'Wc wantcd to give a new politica_l impetus 
to the Atlantic Alliance with a so--called 
Atlantic Declaration ... We thought that tile 
new generation that had grown up si nec the 
end of the Second World War needed to sec 
ilS leaders dedicate themselves to purposes 
beyond the prudent management of tech· 
nical decisions if governments were not to 
Jose their legitimacy and the Alliance its 
cohesion'. 

· country (the United States) seemed to 
fear that a militarily unified Europe 
rnight give Jess emphasis to trans· 
atlantic relations or tnight liotch its 
defence effort and thus weaken the 

5. 'Ali our allies, having geared their cu rn ber· 
sorne Community machinery to the Atlantic 
dialogu~. were eager to continue the pro­
cess, for it was a useful foi! against which to 
elabora te their European identîty'. 
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forts àcross the who le panoply, of. 'strongly influencing in the immediate distance from. AJliJ~~e doctrine on .-, 
eapons'. 6 future the destin y of Western Euro- the matter. ,'·"·" 

pean Union, which might be required What is needed, however, is to give 
crossroads org~ .. 1ization to question its ·future and even its the seven member states of Western 
In the light of this experience, and very existence. That being said, and European Union an'active centre for 

f the declared goals of the Seven of as lon·g as this is not the case-.and the reflection and coopération on se­
, lEU, 1 am fully convinced that it is outcome of the Europeail. Councll in curity matters. In an inter-connected 
)ssible- and of c~urse desirable- Luxembourg oit 2 and 3 December European network, it is important 
>r WEU to fulfùl its dual European 1985 suggests that it is not at this that this takes place. It can only be 
.1d Atlantic task. For it to do so ·stageatleast-theWEUwillcontinue useful to those who participate in it, 
;,wever, it has to be fully aware ofits to be the only European centre for to the other European countries in 
vin vocations, of1be role incumbent reflection and coordination on se- the NATO Alliance and to the latter's 
n it as a crossroaa's organization. curity· problems, a responsibility it North American partners. 
Thus, as regards ·ne task of con- must assume to the full. This ceritre for reflection and 

ructing Europe, WEU must bear in As regards the Atlantic Alliance, cooperation ought to pave, thanks to 
und what consequences this process WEU's dual vocation involves con- WEU's Parliamentary Assembly, 
'·ill have for it. In this article, I sequences which seem to me to be fruitful contact with European public 
1ould like to de.al with• only 01ie of clear. First of ali, with regard to what opinion, constituting the starting 
.lem. lt seems obvious tome that if a WEU must not be. It must not be a point for a really democratie public 
:activated WEU really is an element group apart where final decisions are dialogue on security questions on a 

··: the construction process, any prepared which would subsequently European scale. 
nportant change of substance, any be submitted to the other Allies on a The Declaration . of Rome has 
'gnificant alteration in the evolution take-it or leave-it basis. Less still moreover already stressed the im­
. f European integration, cannet fail could it becpme a place where atti- portance of this aspect in calling for 
' have consequences for WEU as tudes would be developed which the Assembly of Western European 
''e!l. For. if it finally became es- might be understood by third parties Union, as the only European Par­
lblished that the Twelve. of thè as 'suggestions' or even 'proposais' liamentary body mandated by Treaty 

·.:uropean Community v;-ere rèady to made independently of the NATO to discuss defence matter~. to play a 
ive themselves a real seèurity dimen- Alliance. Even Jess could it be the growing role; the Declaration also 
'on without further ado, that would centre of an approach to Allied underlined the important contri­
e something ne~, capable of strategy which clearly put it ._at a- bution which the Assembly has al­

. .. ' . 
Member Countries ,. .. NATO 

. 
BELGIUM . : x . 

CANADA . . x 
DEN MARK . x 
FRANCE . :···. x 
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF 
GER MANY . ·x 
GREECE · . :. x 
ICELAND x 
IRE LAND 

. :. 
- ·: 

ITAL Y 
. ·., : . .. · x 

LUXEMBQURG .. 
.. ·.· x . ·.· 

· NETHERLANDS x, 
NORWAY 

. 

x 
PORTUGAL. ... x 
SPAIN x 
TURKEY .·. 

. x 
UNITED KINGDOM x 
UNITED STATES x 

EEC WEU 
'. x x 

x 
·.x X·· 

. . ·:.· .. 

x x 
x 

·. ·. 

x . . 

.· ., 
x ·.x 
x x 

:· x ' x 
-

x 
x 

. x .x 

.. 

.. 

: 

··. 

ready made to the renewal,ofWEU, 
and the Assembly should continue its 
efforts towards stréngthening soli­
darity between the member states and 
to work towards consolidating the 
consensus of public, opinion on their 
security and defénce_ needs. 

The marked coolness of a growing 
sector of Europeàn opinion with 
regard to Atlantic security and, in the 
Atlantic céntext,'.t\> 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 iiq-u:, this crossroads 
organization staiuii"ofWestern Euro­
pean Union mùs{make it càreful to .. ~ 
a void duplicatingèihe work: of ether 
institutions whc)$j;');"6bjectives are, in :: 

· themain,si~!!~fii;close to;i:s~~n.~ 
6 ·Henry Kissiilger;~_A.:!1~n fO Reshape t:{ATO, • 

tn Atlant1c ·. Comqt.P..Qlty Quartcrly -1984. ·· 
Volume 22, N•:l.é(spft.ng), p.' 4(' •. -: ·--··---';tl -;~;; -

.~~:~ .. 



' 1 
:r 

!1 
" 

This means, for example, )hat 
WEU must maintain the closest 
relationships with beth the European 

· Community and the Atlantic Alli­
ance. as weil as institutions which 

. have developed ·inside or alongside · 
NATO, such as Eurogroup and the 
Independent .European Programme 
Group. · Here ag<tin the Declaration 
'of Rome is clear; It states, for · 
example, that Ministers drew atten- · 
tien 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 tlje 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 ofWEU. 

Factor for strengthening 
Alliance 

c. 

If at this stage, I were required to 
draw a conclusion on the reactivation 
ofWestern European Union from the 
viewpoint oftransatlantic relations, I · 
would say that in my view it r~p­
resents a major factor for strengthert­
ing the A tian tic Alliance, in three 
respects: 
-the progressive introduction of a 

European security dÏl;lension. This 
may of course raise sorne miner 
problems for sorne allies at first, but 
in the long ri.m, 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 tà face up to its 
responsibilities ànd ensure that the 
en tire Atlantic relationship is better 
balanced. The desire of the member 
states of Western European Uniqn 
to develop their activities in clo'se 
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; 

Henry Kissinger wrotei in·a 1984 article, 
thal increased European responsibllify and 
unity wou/d promote c/oser cooperation with 
the United Sta/es. 

- finally, the fact that the WEU 
Council is meeting again at the leve! 
of Foreign and Defence Ministers 
ensures, with WEU's Parliamen­
tary Assembly, that a democratie 
public dialogue is resumed which 
can involve European opinion in 
the great debates on security prob­
lems and thus help to recrèate ln 
this connection a consensus which 
takes account beth of the existing 
reality and public as.pirations. 
· The construction of Europe . and 

Atlantic solidarity have ali too often 
been set against each ether. This is 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 
German y 'would have no rea son to 
move away from what has, after ali, 
been 'their common policy for thirty 
years, and which is based on Europe 
and the Alliance .together'. The 
second is that ofStephen).:Ledogar, 
Deputy Permanent Representative of 

7 

the United States to the North 
Atlantic Council who, in. that same 
mon th at a symposium organized in 
Brussels on the theme High tech­
no/ogy, Western security and econ­
omie growth: an agenda for the future, 
whilst recommending caution and 
even vigilance in order to avoid any 
split withln the Ailianc~, recognized 
that: 'an appraisal of' existing re-· 
ali ti es ... does not in itself rule out nor· 
should it necessarily discourage, con­
certed Western European efforts 
towards increased self-sufficiency in 
security matters' ad ding: 'these 

• groups (in which he included WEU) 
E are composed o.f Allies and friends 
j 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 vie'Y 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 I have· 
referred to above 7 but also tho se of a 
statesman with considerable cieden-

. . 
tials in European as in Atlantic 
matters, Paul-Henri Spaak. Writing 
towards the end ofhis political!ife, 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 fee! 
somewhat sad that day, but I con­
soled myselfby recalling the struggles 
I. bad taken part in and the results 
which had been 'obtained. I had . 
contributed, through the Atlantic Alli­
ance, to ensuring peace in Europe, and 
I had contributed to the building of a 
united Europe. I had thus achiév~d 
two of my aims.' s + · 

7 A Plan ro Reshape NATO, Atlantic Corn'·. 
munity Quarterly, op.cit. 

8 Paui·Henri Spaak's Mémoires. ~p.cit:.; 
Volume Il, pp. 421 and 422. · 
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W eslcrn European Union: 
Birth, Devdopment and Rêactivâtion 

by M Alfrrd c..hm, ~ad~mn.J WEU 

n.~ problcm of aeuin& a spccifiC2IIJ Elirope2A dimcasion to scéuiitr 
coopaari~ ha5 cxisc:cd ·si nee rhc vay bc&innin& of the intccration 
movcmcnc. in which a uowinc numba of··Wcsrcm European suus have 
bcen lnv~l ... cd for soriu: fony yc~n.: As d.c onlr forum for joint di$CUSSÏom. 
bcrwttr> European Fotdgn and Del~ Minisicn, the Wcstè:m ËUropc•n 
Ur>ion (WEU) has a key: rolc ro play ia atabli~hinc a Eouopcaa idcntitJ in 
sccuri1y ma.ttUS-

Howcvn, the carly hisrcxy of the WEU, and ia rucot rcactivaaioa muu 
be sccn in the dual contc>:r of the procas of European inrqtàtÎOn and 
dcvdopmcnlS in the Arlantic AlliantX; iudcial, NATO uod WEU ha...: bccn 
li11kcd lrom the bqinnins,. Dur whar is WEU aad b,;w did ir co<M inro 

bcing~ 
The first post-•nr diplomatie landmuk in Eouopc's sca<ch lot cominon 

sccurity was the si&lling of thcllrusscb Ttc~ry on 17 Mat-ch t!:i411. WEU, 
whicb was aauallr acatcd .,. .. 5bt reus loua ia Ocrohèr lliS4, owcs iu 

ori&in to chis Trcuy'. 
The Bru•sc:l• Trcatr _is, in ber, one month oldcr than the asrccmcnt 

which set up the Otpni•ation lot European Economie Cooperation (sill"cd 
on 16 Aprill,..l);oucyi:aroldco than rheapcancnt whichau.blishcd the 

· Cou~cil of Europe (London, S Man:h 1!147); and th<eeJcall oldcnhan that 
which launchcd rhe European C~l and S'"l Community (Palis, 8 April 
J!ISI)and which was the first51a&e in whar was to becomc Eouopcof the 
Six, rhcn the Niae,thcn the T cu and oow rhe T wei~-The Bnauch.T rcarv 
;, a Iso more than a ycar oldcr than. the Washincron TrcatJ (4 April174ll) 
which loondcd NATO and set Emopcan IUUtitJ firmly ia rhe Atlantic 

fr~mcwork. 

What w•• rhi• Brussel• T rcatrl 
h was an alliance bctwttn fiw- u:ucs---:- Bclgium, France, LuXembourg. 

rhe Ncrhctland• and the United Kingdom ~ ia what bccamc knowa as rbc 
•wcucrn Union". ln thcory, rhc commicmcnl" i.o murual mil.it:al')'·_aid was 

Allu:d C.a.hcn hu breo SencsalfY..Gcaa:al ol Wcuem Europc-a .. ·Un1oa Nncc jUM .,,u; 
Adm11rcd tothc l\ru$toth. Bar·in 19j). hentucd thc.Bclc~o Mininry of fo~ian Afbin tbtu 
)'CUl lo~lt(, SCI'VWI ùucr ····wllh lht: BciJ,Î.Ift dc~tjollt;'a .-he o'1~·~tion'f0f Ewopon 
[c:onUiniC Co-upn:ation COEEC). tbc- o.,aail .. tion .or UonomK eo~pcranoa and 
OC'niopmcnt (0[C0) ...4 11K UN. He wu Mini"u-Caunsc-11or n 1hc B.c-laAt~ Ecnba.yta m 
Ki.uh.ur.a tft~l, l97G-Ma!ch .,7o4•.&nd Wasbtnculft(Scpu~mbu 1'14~J~&~~e 1'71). tr• t't'! 
ulo.inc up h11 WEU appoÎnm~nr. h.t- was PolitiaJ Di1U1or foc_ FOlc11n Tr•dc .and 
Oc""c.optDcut Co-QPCruio• iin the: lc:I'C'M Miai•trr lOf fotcip Albin. M C.abcn fus l,dd .a 
..,auriJ uf audcmK poatllf1d hu pllblilllcd numci'O.,, 1nidn On ieuan.atto.l..tltcla_ltonl .wd 

·-- . ----.l.·~--· .::;:-::r;;~;-ry:;b'~l'>~J,.;-;UG:-",.,.. """"'1 
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suongcr lh.lnthat an am l.atct Aalan&ic Alliam:c, .a.hhou&h tn pu.nicc tbi' 
lorm.tl ddli:rrncc ;, ouawcighcd br rbc cxiU<Il<< wiahin abc laucr of 
NATO'• lmc;u•cd Miliury ~uucruoc'. Jndccd, upon the lound•lion ol 
NATO. dx millury i.tUKlUIC of dac Bru»ei~ l"rcarr Otc,~n1uuon w~s, 
•bsmbcd inra NATO. 
Nrvcnhcl~. tbc Bnas.sds T rcary w.as the {irn aatcmpl 10 prom01c a 

E.uropcwhicbnccdaltoocllani.ciac:lf- a•rbe Trury'•rirlc and prnmblc 
conlirm- bo1b in dclmcc and in rhccconomic, social andculruoalliclds'. 
The Bnwcb. Treal y, liltc rbc larer Washin&IOD T rcary, came in1o bcin& in 
an inrcnurionaldinurcdomiiUlrcdbyapowin& rhrcar fromrhc Eau. Thi• 
l'nuhcd in a dcrcrminarion br rbc srara of Wcsrcrn Europe and Nonh 
Alll<fica 10 Dlcct chal cbacar. · 

Sipilicurly, rhe ropccdJ br Praidcm Truinan 10 rbc U~ Co"llrcn, 
whid. wasro bcrald Ùlc binh ol Ùlc Arlanric: Alli2ncc, wasddi.utd oorhc 
nrr ~dar oa wbic:h rhc BclJiao, Uwccd IC.in&dom, frcoch, Luxemhour& 
:md Duacb Forcip Minisrcn ai&ncd che a. .... cb. Trucy. h i• also 
rcmathblc rhar Truman'• <pccch co somc cxtcn< ccbocd 1ha1 whicb bad 
bccn made cwo m001h•. eatlicr (on 2l jaauarr 1941) in rhe Hou•< of 
eo.......,.. by E.naar Bevin, che lkiliih Forcip Secret ar)-, and which led co 

rhc Bnwch T rcary. 
The Alliarace ~~~d rhc WaraD Uaion - which .., .. la••• 10 bcccimc 

War.crn E.U<opcan Union - wcrc rhcrcfon: linkcd from ri"' bccinnin&. 
They wae ro rcmaia iO from rhcn oo. 

Aber rbc l~lure of du: Jllopoocd European Dclcncc Cmnmunnr in rbc 
WIII<A<r of 1'-S<4,"thc Pario Ap~<!luol Ocrobu rha1 ycar- orbcrwi.c 
known ur he p.,.;. Pr<>~ocol- cnlarccd rhc Bruwct. T1ca1y ro includc borh 
rhc Fcdaal Rcpublicol Gamaoy and Ital y, chus trandorminc che Waran 
Uaiooo iulo.rhcWCiC<rfiEauopcao Uoi011>. Tb;., inrum, madci• pOi•iblc foc 
IÀc: Falcnl Republic •o joia NATO. 

11>< · Paris Prorocol, hcaida mod.ifrinc and wmpleli"' wc Brussc:k 
T rcary, a loo coataincd JllOYÎiioo foc a new Aniclc ro be iDKrtcd in rhe 
Trcary, which ipccificd che rdacioruhip of WE.U co NATO: 

"la the cuc~~oticnl ol lM TrufJ'. rbc H1P, CootnctiPI Po~nàa aDd •nr or1•~•a. 
, -:·.-~- _ .... ca.-Wüba:l-,Tbc .. uoda•lrcTratrdul•_worl;ia~:lDIC~""oawubWNonh 

. ; ·_ -~---.... ,_ .-.~::,_, : .. ,_ AILa•ui(T.u_rJ Ota.-._..""'- · . . . . · 
;. -~ .t 1--,t,~,:;;.:iit-~W.!;:~;:I\;~i -:f~ !' '·. ktcq.~~ll.ina,~tk undc:sitabiluy of duplk.ulni tk.c Mil.uiJ itafb o( NA 10. tbt 

_-;r,,:- ",..t ... ~~: .. :~-· :~··""'--~:',!·'· CG.il'.âl Uliii'Ni. Apaqwii1R"l1"01:11h.~~ppt0plia&e MiliwYAuahotiriaul NATO h.c 
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i..fo.,...,.- Uld ....,K:c .... JDilaaary mancn: · 
Soi< wu rhar WEU •uccccdcd doc Bnwc:b. Trcarr Or&anisaaion. h w .. 

10 bave much wida obicctiwu and increascd resourca.. ln panicular. the 
new a&l~mcnn providcd for the acation of a ParH~mcnu.ry Aucmblr, a 
Cominincc 10 promon cooperation amon& mcmbcr Stau:~ in 1hc field of 
arm..ammu nlan~baurc., an Agcncy which was ca lied upOn 10 cany out a 
numbcr of conuolson.armamcnu producalon br the: Conu:iiCling f;,nic:s-
p~uicularlr by doc Federal Ro:public of Gcrmanr -and rbc hi>~orie>lly 

~ .. ·· .. --.. _ ...... - r. ~~ .... f 1 - ~·l 

unique undcrukm,& br 1hc United Kin&dom 10 maintain ccrui.n spcciJicd 
forces or: rhc Eutopcan m~inbnd. 

8crwc:n 19J7 ,lhC' ycar in whach tbc Rome Trt.atics Cime ine.o force. and 
1973, \4·Lcn 1tac li1u1cd Kin& dom .acccdcd 10 chc:sc TreJ(Îc~ and 10 d'c P-aris. 
Tru1y which bad cHabli>hcd rloc European Coaland Steel Communiry, 
WEU =•cd a> a valuablc - indcc:d <he onlr- forum in which rh< UK and 
dlc ·s'ix' could mcc1 rogcrhcc . .. ~-t· 

Afu:r IJK accession to the Rome .and Pari1 Trcarics. howtYCI 1 WEU losr 
1his raiJGii d"etu and wcnt in10 hibernation. 

The C.Juncil was nolto mcc1 ii&ainat Miniucriallcve:l umiJ 1984. clcvcn 
yc:.au, l.ucr. Only 1hc WEU Au.c-mb)y rc:taincd any dyn,amism, conitrming 
i" place as rhc only European public f01u'm •pccifically cmpow.:rcd by 
T1c.ar)' u discuss sccuriry' and ddcnce qua1ions. 

Throu1hou1 rbi• pcriod, rhe proccu of buildin& Europe conrinued. 
followin' rhc lwtcmbourg and Copcnhagcn Repom, European Polirical 
Coop<nlion "'" tilabli<hcd ah<r 1970. Thi• gaw: aloteign policy clcmcnr 
to Europ~a.n ICConsnuction~ ro add ro d1c economie coopcrarion anbo.dicd 
in rhc Cr·mmuniric>. Con•idcrablc ellon• wcrc also made 10 a1ablish a 
sccwi1y cimmsion in the lramework ol ~olirical Coopa;arion discu.uions,. 
rcflcC<ing rhc vicw rha1 progrcu rowardi a European forcip poliq would 
oat.~i$c be incomplcu~:. Bu1 the hopc:d for rcsulu. we1c nor athievecl 

From 1hc london Rcporr of Dcccmba 1980, rhe GcnKhcr-Colombo 
1nirialiwc and lhc Sokmn Dcclarauon on E.uropcao Union of June 198J, 
ri&hr rhrou&h ro the Sin&lc Ewopcan Acr ol Dcccrnbcr 1985 (now rarilicd 
and in lw oc from 1 july rhi• ycar), all1hat ha• bccn achicvcd is cha< rhc Tcn 
(now rhc T w.:lvc) mcmill:n of rhc European cummuniry can di•cu" doc 
policical ;ond economie aspect• of K<Uriry- bur 001 «ally sa:urirr iuclf. 
This i• primorily bccau>e 1hrec mcmbu• of rhe T wclvc- Dcomark, Grccu 
and hcl.a:1d - rdusc~ for T.uious rca.som, to mpac in diKUuions of 
sccuri1y v•hich involorc acknowlcd&in&, ncn if only implicidr, a possible 
ali~~tamcno 1•• oppo..d co ncurralirr) of rbc EC. 

By rhc o:nd ul1983, rhc accumularion ollailura or pan-failwc> led rhc 
scvc11 olhtr mc:mbcr States of whou WiiiS 1he-n 1hr Tco 1010 it .alonc and in 

J 984 thcr rcacrivarcd tbc WEU - an organisation whiclt wa• availablc co 
rhcm bur wloich tlocr b•d >carccly uscd for <en ycat>. 

The 01 la lmponam clement in chi~ dcci~ion wu rhc pcrccp1ion da a 
c.rowing, l•toblcml in WarJWe:st relations and abc Alliance framcworlc. 
nccdcd be :rer Europ<>n cootdina<ion if chey W<Orc robe propcrly mana~:cd. 
WEU mc::nbcr iUICi rccogoi~d th,at~ ahrough. a rc.acri•atcd orKanisuio-;., 
the: y coule m.1kc a more poiÎiivcconuiburion 10 discussion~ in the Atlantic 
communil)' .and 1hus hdp 10 sucngthcn 1hcir sccurity. 

This, ruuivarion was. dcc.îdcd upon and 1ct in uaio by dm:C $UÙcnive 
m&nisueri-1 mcc•ing.s: .,. mecrin& of Fordgn Mlnisrcu in Paris oa 12]ut:!!e 
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1984i J joint mecun, o{ fotc;g.n ~nd Ddencc Mini~tcn. Jn Ro1nc on 26 
Oc1obcr 1984; and ;a mcei.Ïng. ol Forclr.n and Dcfcncc M1nîsrcrs in Bonn on 

22 April !985. 
Tht Ouolxr 1984 Rom~ manisraî.al mceling, adop1cd .a Dcdar.uion 

whicb. in a war. w.u the ~ecnificarcol Rcblnh' for rhc ~lEU. Ir spc-cilicd 
11K UDlon"s usk and rhc coo1cxl ln wbKh i1 was 10 ~ a.ccomplis.hcd. 

No1cworchy· in thi.s conncuioo arc p.aragraphs J. ~ . .S, 7. 8 and 9 of rhc 

Dcd.u.acion.• 
·The rolc ol the tuctÏY.JICd Western European Union has brtn clc.ul)' 

Nkn1iÙcd in 'che hiS.OIJ of lu rcvi•;a( and in the con.:cnt of the Rome 

[)cc.ar&lÎOD. 

Ir il du: obit· Europc:on forum whtrc Foreign an.! Dcfcnce Minisras un 

MUt lor ioi•i diWis.sloru oa the ouior Kturity issues o( concan 10 them 
~ tbclr counrrics. WEU il- a dccision-raking 01 opcra1ion~lfmum, 
hui one i~ which creator harmoAy of vicws can be achKYcd. ln the longe1 

1nm, thcn: isliuk doum 1ha1 br csrablishing an on~oinc di~losue amonc 
iii RIC'mha' coW}lricl, il will bc:lp 1.hc dc-vc.lopmcnt of convcrg,in& vic:w}. 

1
ln timc, commoa positions oA p.anlcula.r iuucs n1ay pcthaps be 

Khin<d. Thcsc will bclp to crcate • 'European' sccuri•r idemi•y, wbich 
iucU will pcrmÎ11hc- znd~l rcconsrnactioo o( a Wcsu:m Eutopr:.Jn public 
corucnsm on sccurhy .issuo. Hctt, che WEU Par)iamC'ntary Asscmbly is 

wre ro play a ladin& pan. 
The rarc:cr of 1bcw dc-Ydopmcnu. is not co crcatc a sllhs•icu•c for rhc 

louadaaàon of Europea.nsccUJilr.umc:ly, abc A1lan1ic Alliancc.ll is rouhcr 
to Rinfoux 1ba1 found11rion br briacinc a dca ru European pcnpcc1ivr inao 
Allianccdccisiom. This will bdpsa:ure the ineplacc:ablc nr11qic link with 

rhc United S.1a1a and tuaranlcc ibc AmaLcan prcscna: in Europe. 
As an clanrnl iu. E.uropcan c:onsuuaion. WEU stands a1ongsldc 1hc 

Ewopua Com.t~~unitia and Poli li ca) Cooperation. This h.as a numbcr ol 
c:orucqucnccs. For c:xample, 1hc lollowin~; poÎrlu nccd 10 be considcrcd. 

finah'.lhctc muS& be 1uuaimxl co-ordinarion and coopcratioA wi1h !h~ 
Comrnuni1ic:s and Poli1ical Coopaouion. 

Sccondly, anr chanta in the composition of tl1c Communi[ics and 
Political Co-operation would have ~orucqucncc:s for WEU. For cxampl~. 
Portugal and Spoin exprcsscd ime"'n in the WEU when rbcy were 
prcparÎrl& to join 1hc Tcn. Turkcy did the 50me when it was applying lor 

lull mc~rship of the Communiric5 and Polidcal Coo~r:uion. Gre-ccc 
t'; has alro indica1cd imcrcst ln WEU mêmbcrship. 
~ Lau)r,1hc ructivotcd WEU i.likcly only to devclop •• long as full sc. le 

sccuril)' discunlons arnong tbc Tv.•dvc rcmain •mpossiblc. \n 1hcse 
circumstam:n. wbich scrm sel to coru.lnuc- lot d•c lorcsecablc (uturc, 
WEU's rolc. as 1he only European iocum for !iCCurily discus.s~om. wlll 
continue. But shouid circumnanccs cltante, the WEU would bow 10 the 

__:.3'?:~:~::~- L .-~/ t 
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prinucy. oi.Europcan l1ollucal Cooperation. 

ln tl.r comcxt o{ the Atlantic Alliance, to which ali WEU Memb· 

SI .tiC\ bdor.g, and wi1hout which ail tbcir govcrnmcntsagttt 1h~t dJ~ft c:n 
be no credible drlrn~c ol Western [utopc, the rrlorm<d WEU should hep 
grnc-ratc 41. btutr transat lam le babn~. Th.a1 is the bast of 3 suont ~ 

'European piiJ.r ol the Alliance'. WEU membcn shonld also rerain dt~ 
comacrs acld effective co·ordinaliOB with the ir non-WEU European AJiit:L 

lndc.d, the Rome declara< ion •li'sell cali. for rhis in dcmandin~; 'lnR 
1ransparcncy' br WEU nations .abou1 rheir work with the Allianccpannt·L 

ls WEU capoblc of corryin& out in rad and fulfillinc irs vocarion? 

The revival ot WEU cflccrtvcb· bcc.in ovcr nvo rcars aso. Things ba,e­
not bccn casy ror a numba of reasons. includins; 

-The spoudic narute of 1he 'European rel lex' on dac parr of membre 

covcrnmcnts, ~ phenomenon rhar is lairly c:ommon to the wholc proccss-:1 

European cons.uuca.on, whr:rhCr lt be in rh~ contcxt of tht Communiric:., 
Polit ici Coopcrarion or WEU. h il Kldom th.ar allthc Mmaba: Sut:s 

wam 1hc s.a.mc rhin& .al the s.amc timc and V~irh the ume- Ïftlcnsitr. 
Naturally, chis. h.ampers progn:ss towards consensus. 

- Scp.aratc- na1ion.al mOtivations in WEU. "":·hich haw- ohm ba:n 
div~rgcm, in conlUSI to 1hc commoo motjvarion to ~activate. 

- The concern b)' WEU membe-rs nol 10 undc:nakc acaiviry in •>c 
sensitive ucuriry field which would risk dividing rhc Alliance •luu rh:r 

soughr 10 sucngth~n. or drive away 1he Amcricans: they w.antcd 10 s•a:t. 
this. and 1he bct 1hat dtc securÎI)' probÏems impingc closciJ upoit nation..J 
sovcr-cjgnry. lc:d ro lca&thr dcba•cs. · 

- WEU's posirion as a •aossroads otpniution' hcawcm the Twcl•c 
and rht Arlamic Alliance:, which brings with ir theoblia:.,ion to noid auy 
h.umlul duplication whilst at the sa mc timc having to assen in own roi::. 

- The facr 1h.a1 WEU was dormant for rm ycan. · 

Dcspi•c thCK difficultics·. rcact.iYation bas ncvcnhclcss bccomc a tcalit •· 

WEU Foreign and Ddence Minisrcrs acknowlcdgcd this in d><ir Con:· 
munique followin& their mcctin& in luxembours on 28 April this yca1. 
~.'EU is in conse-que-nce beginnlog 10 play its propc-t rolc. 

On rhc route to achicving lhi5. majot uructur.al ~nd organ.isationil 
surccry bas bccn uudcrt;kcn in or der 10 uansform an org.aniuaiononcc s:r 

up 10 comrol uarm.amcnt into a poliricalforum for sccuri17 dcbaac. Lil:c 
•n old bouse, the loçadc has bccn ~cpt, but behind ir 1he edifice has bct l 
rcbuih from 1hc:: foundat1oni upwards. The old umamcnlt coolr:·f 
prorocols. have Lccn swc:pl a~·ily,m:w AgcnCies crca1ed, a drnamk Coun' f ,. 
wit•l numcrous. ~·orkin& groups formc.d. and che Secretarial rcviralisc:. 
This 1noccs$ continues in rite second ph.uc of rcac•ivation. 

1t cou]d be :ugucd 1har .:he KCrcl of the 1-uccc:s$ ot rhc Twclvr·s PoHtictl 
Cooperation is rlm ir brings IO&cthe•, lor rqular and detailcd COIISUitl· 

>l-- ::~··:f'·>:~-~~;-~;;:;;)\~ 
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aion. lhosc who h<~vc 1hc relevant rcs.pon~•balil)' ln the c.apiuls. br rhcy 

Mini~tcrs.. Polirical O~rcCiot\ or c'xpcns.. Happily.·thi!. is. now hOippcmn& 

100 in the '.Xln1crn f..:ropc~u Union' s. CouncLI. 
Thcrc arC: now at l:~s& awo mce~inp cvcry ycar of forci.&n .1nJ UdCill:C 

Mmls.rcu. The (•o~ ·:ical Dirc,qors mcct pcriodic~lly, &cncully with 
ttprc5.cntauvn of cqù••alcnt unk from 1hc Dcicncc M1mstncs. ln 
principlt,thc-Y mcd ·our 1ima. a rc.3r ahhouK,h a his frequcncy h.ii yc:r 1o be 

lorm•iiscd. They h•·•e •lrc•dr 1ne1 four rimes in 1987. · 
A SP'teial Work1n-; Group, made upof ci1hcr Dcp1.1ty Polia:icaJ Otu~c,or~ 

or Polilico-Mrli•••Y l>ircctor>,lrom Minimies of ForciÈn Alf•irs (Mf/u), 
ataln with rcprcs.ctli<..Üva. of compat able rank from rhc De:fcnce Mimsuin, · 
is now'· m«Un& witt inctuiln.& frcqumé)'. once a mondt or more. 

Laslly, eaPcru. lrurn tbC' upiuls. abo rn~ umJcr the ~~mc iiU!opiccs ro 
cxaininc- qua1ions cnuu:ucd 10 1hcm~ sucb u cM problcms r.aiscd by the 
Str.atcg..Îc Ddcncr ) -: itiiiÎVC

1 
Wc:sccm Europcan sc<urity principlci .and. 

slncc- dac Luxcmbo&arg mlniuaial mcctina on 27 aod 28 Apri•. sccuriry 

qucscioas ia rhc lv.tditcuanean. To dac~. this malta tht« groupi of 

cxpcm. 10 whicb • lour1h is 10 be addcd ro <x•minc 1he •lloco1ion •nd 
map.agancuc of dcit:Da roawccs. The lrcqucnc)' of thcir mccrln&s is 

dicurcd br ahc voir. roc o.f [heir work. 
Thae dC"<eiopmcurs -the mc<lin&• of Poli1icol Dirceton, the Spcci•l 

WO<kin& Gcoup •n<lohcGroupool E.xpctn -.recmin:lynew to WEU •nd 
arc an addill<m tc the Panuncm Counci1. which is m.ade up uf the 

Amb•>udon of oh" Membcr coun&Ci<Oi •nd which oil5 in london. • .The 
CounciJ•s ma&n 1as.k is to coordinatc aUthe Organis.aaion·~ .aaiwitics. 

Thi:.c acw """:twcs ame into hein& and bOY< bccn dc..:lopcd in 

rcsj>onsc 10 the nccd> of !ca<li .. rion. They wae &ivcn oflici•l blcssin& by 

Miniuas., rhe 2Ï··2B April Luxcmbour:J mcctin&· 
Wha1 bas rhc WEU achicvcd wirh thes< new mucrurco; wbicb, togerha 

wi.dt. dac Miniucri1l Counril and rh.c Pcrn~ancnt Executive, consrirutc in 

new hcart? 
At thcir bsa: IWU mcc:ün&l.ln Luxembout&, Ministcr5 have bc:cn iblc to 

discuu rhe specifie iuunfor EUI<lpc r•i..,dby ohe Oetobcr 1986 Rcrki•vik 
Summi1. Âl 1hc h1~1, rhcJ' wcre .3blc 10 darily 1hc pouiblc implica1ions of 

rhc Rcyki•vik dc<isions lor E.uropcon sa:urity, .nd 10 nr•bli>h • loosc: 
<OP>CJUUS on wh•• should be soucbl hoJP future consuh•rion> rn the 
Alliancx lromcwo:k. ........ . ..... :. · 

-Thil p1ocos w;;:i ,cominucd al the sc:cond mceun&, in April. hom which 
the communrque •••de dur the undcrlying considcr.,ions which h•d 10 b<­

mct"-in su~·cquclll Alliancc·sccuticy d«:isioru. For cxamplc, the .::om­
\·muniqUc asSrrrcd·;h41c··,hc prtsmce of US itudcar (orees and t.ht prc>c(l(tOf 

US. uoop~··1o Eu,.,pc «c-main •ndilpcnsiblc {or 1hc Kcuritr oi the wlu1~c 
A~ltâno(. h' ah.o· made du1 tb~t thcte was no ~hcrn.advc to ·a ctcdiblc 

.•.. ,_ .. "'--· ~ ........ __ .,..~..,.. . •·l l 1. 1 1 .1·. 
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Jctc-rrcnt J.ga1mt ~lllmm!.. ol Jg_gtcssiun'. 

L~tcl. wiJilc sucuîng the conünuing nccd 10 dcwcJup 'co-opct~tion .and 
Lhaioguc with Lu1ctn Euwpc;m counuics·. d1c communique cxprns.cd luU 

supporr lor Amcric.:~n cfJor11 lO iChievc ~n dfccrivcly vc-rili<~blc agrccmcnl 

wuh the Sov1c1 Umon on rhc- rouJ cJimina1ion of <onvrntion.al wcapoo 
di1p:uiclcs bctw~cn E.:~u ~nd WciE in Europe. 

Such uarcmcms ut powCJful mcua,cs 10 orhcr nilfions. J.nd rhc gcncr.al 

public •likc. They spcll OUI wb •• rhc Europc•n• •re looling for in ums 
conuol de•i• •nd on wlr•t prineiples such deals 1hould be bosal. They •Iso 
undcrJinc wh ... r nccJs 10 be !..cru so chat deterre-nec un conlinuc. and 
app.-opri:o~tc sccu1Î1y policic~ m.ainuincd. 'Abovc aU. the)· form a clur 
~urcntC'nr ol Eutopciin conccrns which must be raltcn into .accoun1 in rhc 
dccu.ion·nu.king proccss bc-IW«n the supcrpowcrs. or in che prcccdirq 
Alli .. ncc consulrations.. As such. 1hcr lorm p1n of thccotll..atalioA,....... 

a.nd au.i1.1 che formation of co11scruus.. The tmpaa of chi1 mcctjng, and 
orhcrs likc i1. w.a1. dearJr sccn in, loi" cx.11mpJc, rhc oucrornc of rhc 

Rcyki•vik Nonh Aobmic Cou neri in June •nd in rhcurencth o{ European 

inpu1 inro che Antcric~n ncgoti•tioa posicion at Gcncva. WEU bas rhlll 
bttn proving iu wonh on a wcry broad sc.alc. 

A more rcccm cx.amplc of WEU"s V.31uc in bclping 10 crcar~ a di1.1int:r_ 
'Europan Viewpoint· 011 m.a1ccrs .3lfcetinc common ICCW"iry came- on 20 
Aoguu chis ycar. The Ncrhcrbnds, who currcmly bold 1he Prnidency ol 
WEU, colled • sp<CI•I meering >t The Hague, •• wbich expcm from the 
~ven WEU n.adons. comidcrcd rhc poss,biliry of providin& minaw«pcJS 
lor rhe Gulf. 

The r<spon>cs of the individual WEU n.,ions on rhis queslicin h•ve 

subseq,.cmly bccn m•de cleu; fiw of ohcsev<:n WEU n•oiono b.w now scnl 

minnWc:cpc:rs ro the Culf rqjon. The mccring .3( The Hague scrvcd ro form 

a common Europr-..n apprOach to maucn in the Gulf. h wu che firsl timc 
oh•t the WEU h•d bccn wcd h> consida problclllli outsidc o{ Europe. 

The Augu51 mcering wu widcly rcponcd in rhc press, and rhe>rarancnr 

iuu.::d .:~flee 1hc mcccing hcld th•• 'Europc•l vical intacsu Rqujtr thar 
frc-rdom of navigJIÎon in the Gulf be auurcd at ail rimes". 

Ihu :Il lowcr lcvcls 100 1bcrc- have bc.cnachitvcmcnu. The SOl Spcci.3Jisrs 
G10up h•• prep•red one repon, whrch ir sent co rheAuc:mblr, and in which 

for the lint rime a group of European na1ions. wc1e: able 10 .3&J«On a set of 

tons.idcurions lor undcrna:nding the potcf!tial long ~cern impact of 

strategie Jcfencc. Fu ether ~ork h.ucon1inucd, as mand.arcdhy Atiniucnac 

•hejr April 1986 Vcnicc mettins. on 1hc politic.aland nr.nqic implic.:uioos. 
ol baiiis1it:: miujJc ddencc. Anotbcr coruc-nsu5 rcpon hu bet'n complercd. 

Anolhcr group, mc.::rlng undcr 1hc lu:.:piccs of rhc Special Working 
Group. pruJuccd ~n imcrim rcporr cmidcd "Europc.3n Sc-curity Jmcrcsu·. 
which if is now s«lint ro finaJiu. Jndccd, il imcnds ro go f.unher, and 10 
.;. • • « J { , '·"· '-'- ;.,..,..--""--~~-4i•lii.~W., .•. ,1il~'~~t~~~J,·''·-·-·-·····'··· 

""" 



..,. 
ln 
a> 
N 

U. .-"'''" t. .. tup'"" lN .. ,.,, 

Jcck 10 utabli~h .~; common pl.arform for •dcntifying the inincipl~-s o( 
.European sccuriay with a Ylc"'·ro possible publication. Ami One should nol 
fmgc1 ahc Agcnc1o.~ al ahc rcqucs1 of the Count:ll. they have prcp<ncd 

1cportson a w1dc range of !'tub let li in the he Id of ar ms conuol. sccurit)·, and 

ar mamans co~opcration. Thq have considt1cd \'erificataon problcnl\, •he 
non-militai)' thlc~t. tcchnology uanslcJ, and pnccption of &he iUalegic 

b~lancc. Rcccmly. the Agcncics produccd an cxcd)cnl rcpou on the 

J~pancsc ;armamcnu indusUy."onc of ahc very fcw of in kind in &he wocld. 
Nor <VCD NATO h~s don«uch work. This wassenr in publishable fonu ro 

the A•scmbl r. 
Thcic· is. n~ doubr that motc &ood work - much unique - can emet ge 

lrooa WEU. 
Manwhilc, rhc Auemblr conrinuc< wirh its own repom and deb•r<>. 

Pab.aps. rhc mou cxd1 ing 1ecen1 cvcm was the Dcccmbc• 1 ~86 speKh 10 
rbc As.scmblr br rhe Fcen<h frime Minisrcr, M Jacques Chiuc. Th1> wu 
the firu ainlc in 24 ycars chat a French P1lmr MiniSla had addccncd 1hc 
WEU Ancmblr; cwiJc:ncc of the- succus of the rcaccîution. M Cbiuc's 

maiot intclvcnl.ioo on qut"Stions of Europc.1n suuciry, which rccciwcd 

h,vidrsp•ad intcru.ltjonal publicity. set oui a numbcrc of principlcs which 

'he, al lean, wis.bcd to sec Europt"an cou nui~ cspomc: oas rhc b.uic guidel inés 

lor rhcir se<urirJ. And M Cbiroc arguecl lirmly rhar thcsc shoulcl be 

clisciHScd, claborarcd, and p<rhaps even adopcccl in rhc lumeworl< of 

WEUJ it vias a nibutc both 10 the Ot&ani\~tlon. and lo the p.~diatncnuc­
iJM wbo, lot durin' che 1wcln dark wildc·rnc:ss. ycan, kepi its lig,hl ~llvc. 

Thac iir\porr•n• cxamplc:$ show rhar WEU is rapidly bcginning rn fuir il 

iu cxpccutions... h is bccoming a 'o•u,m io which vicws ;uc: dcvclopcd and 
an undas"randin& of European sccurity ebbouu:d. Much moce work is in 

rhc pipeline. The ncxr Minincrial mccrifl& i• li•ccllor 26127 Octobcc in 

''l1rc Hacuc and a lurrhcr da re is bcing considcred lor Sprin~t 1 ,88. Ar rhe 

9'1fi~i.allevct .aciiviay in )Uppon of &bac mtttings, and in th~ dc-vdopmenr 

ol WEU itscll, continues to·cxpand. 
What of rhe lurur<! The Tranurlantic rd•rionshrp wirhin NATO, 

which remains the guannu:c of E.uropc's securiry. sttnu &o be goin& 

rhrouch • pcriod of change. 
Di~CuUilili~1oo b~lh ii des of the Al lantic suu~s• th:u a he statusquo m3y 

bc .. u.~~ùl'titè~i~ i~~f'ar<:..i ·dlt dcûTminatiOn· of· E~i-O·p(:·atlS "u) funh~r 
sncngt.hrn &hcic conuibu1ion to tbcir· coUcctio.·r sn:uri1y may be: tcsu::d. 

Wc-stern Europe wîU 1hus have ro face tcchnolo&iul. m~lilat)' :anJ poli1 ic.tl 

ch>llen&<>· · 
. The -~~·~:~·~~m~f ri~• ions of ~'EU will have c~dcfLnc in concrctc ter ms 

dl~iC poi~lblc.polici~ in cwa respects. First in the ~pbccc of ar mi conu~l. 
che-y wÙl ~~~d i~ ~ontinuc r"o dcfinc Lhc type of Jctjon rcquir~t.l to cnsurc 

· . .- th.a(- spcc'it.ic. É~,-~·pè-an imeu~sts arc p.ropc1ly rcprcunted ln ncgocialions. 
.. . .. ... . ·' . 

......... , .. 

u.. ur•n t .. r .. p'"" u ....... " 

N~Xc, m rt<- Sr)h~cc of Jdcncc iucl(. 1hcy willrtc1:d to considcc carch Ir 
how but (1) pb)· a Jng,c1 roJc. 

The n.c-ccl tu csublish .3 "E.1:1ropca•• idcinltr' in rhc 5phcrc of ~Curit.: ls 
bccoming_ incrconingl.y urgcnl. h is in this comcxt thal WEU <:o~n pla a 
mos1 impo ·c.1m pan. 

FOOTt-;OTEI 

1. Ste AnKk V of 1h1C" Btuu.cli Tn<~l)·: .... ~. 

"Il .~onr :.l1hc- Hî<h Conu.ac:uhg P.mtn 1h.MakJ IN: rhc obi~• ol oo~n urncd o~u.~rd iR 
l:.uropc:, •• of" othc-r Hi,h CPnlracunc Po~~nics will, ;A .attOr~n.r:: .. •ith a lw pnwÎlÎOM! or 
"Jawclt 11 ol tt.c Cho~~uc:r of rh'«" Uniu-d No~tiocu. ~liard tlaC" Po~nr 10 uucl.cd o~U be 
milu;~~ri· ;~~ ..:1 tnhcr ;~~aJ .and ~1.1.iu~riu in dwir pG'!Wr•. , 

2. The- uun.:•mr, wcio~~I.J.-...1 cuhllralrnpun~oii:Miitin woctc: to be piHiwrUr ua.ntfcntd 10 he 
OEf.C, to th< Cou .. cilof Europe: .and 10 rhc Europun Conam~~n .. tau thncorpn.iuri ns 
co~mC' tnto be-mc. 

J. Thr rcknm PJ.U&Upl'n of tbc Ocdaro~rion .a .... ~ a.frrr ch ltomC"" mtai111 .Jn:: 
· J. Com~rKKt• ol dw cootinutnc na:rn.itr 10 arrm&lhm -estero M!Curirr alkl o( W 

lP«•Iicall:· wcltctn Europao &rO&Japhic.aJ. poliücal •. pa.rchoJoc;cal and miJ.it ry 
dim~:n1.1011 ;, du Mtntw:cn uiHkdn!lnl thcir dncnniNtion 10 makc- benn uw of the- \\1 U 
futnc-worl. in 01dcr ro inncuc «JJpcrarion ber..-ClCIIr tiN: manbcr St.atn irt ct.c field JI 
Kc"utiry p.•licr .an!J cu ..:nc:oura.ttc- COIUCDIUi. Jn this cootnt, 1hcy caflcd lot ·c:Dnnn• :d 
c-H on' 10 1•ncr•c puce. ur~~:ncthcn dttcrti:DCC and .Jdnkc and dtul. cuntolida.tc-subil :r 
duoush di ~oktt,ue and <oopcuuon. • 

of. The lim111cn rotc.aJicd chal rhr A1bn11c AUi.aM:c, wbich rm.afns.thc- Jouncb1ion 
1
f 

· wntcrn M:1111itj. h.ad ptcwnccl pra« on dw: Cuntinan for l.S ran.. Th~ pcrmin~ · .c 
cons.uuui• n ol Eutopc. The- Miniu~~:n .aie conwinar:d 1lur1 ~ lwtw urihsauon of \111 U 
*Ou Id flOt ml:r <onulbutc lo thcsccw-itrol wutn-nf.uro~ h ... , J!IGfO an imptowanm.~ 111 
the- comm" n dclc:nct ol :~~If lht ~uncuo or the- Acl;an~.ic t .. !l,ancc- And lO&JC.IItr aolido~r ., 
amont i" ucmbcn. 

'· The f.tm1ueu tcnphasi!.C"d 1hc indi•isibility ol uc.,iit1 wirhin tltrc Nonh A&lu c 
Truty uc;. Tbcr Kullcd in panic .. br dw .,;,.1 ;and iULcrotmial amuibutîonof .u 1 ~ 
(c..topc-an oll•c\ • .and un.dnJifiC'd thr: ccuci.ll )mpon,a,..r ol dac aanrribultan co c;omm " 
wcuricy ~fthc:u alliu wbo .arc: not mnnbcq ol WEU. They a.ttnkd che nttrnicr. ,.! a 
complemu t ro t.hm ioin.t diana, olthc dotac pou.ib~ œnccn;acion witL them. 

1. The- Alini~o~~~:n callc:d •nmtioo 101hc ftftd 10 ....Ur ri. bat uae of c:xi.cinc nso&m s 
rhro~o~&h io;rc.a-.nj n:.op:nlio111 • .and 1hro11&h WEU •• prowi~ a politic;al itnpctus :.. 
inultuuun: o. coopaaEion ÎQ the {icJd oe .lrmammu .. 

1. Th.c flt;niunt thcu:IOt"t decidai 10 llold c:otupodKa:t.Îirt diKUWon• and to ~n .. ·
1 ~mtofU\c ;IK•r·'lriC",.,.1i oo tb.c 1.pcc.ifK t:Oildietom o( 1«1ni1y in Europe-. in po~nia.lar: 

- ddm:c qut:t.aiom. 
- ar~n:~o conuol and diurmamll"nc. 
-abc- C"tfttn ol dcwdopmcnl:t. ia Eau-Wat rcla1iGns on. the: KnnitJ of ü.ro~. 
- Eu•of<'t -.·uncubutKin co the unnatbtn1naof the All;aaric Alli•na:. br:arUta in nU

1 
1 

rh-c in•po.uunn of tu~tuda.nair n-lnioru. 
- thr J.·~cl.upn.uu of Iu.rupc-~n coopcra~tot~~ in ahc luld of arm.a~Mnu ia rap~~:a. r 

wh•d \X.' EU UD pio.îdc: .& poliala:i impc-uu. 
Thc-:ro m .. ,. aho con•tdc-r 1i)-c împlu-;auons lur fanop~~: ol crisn Ill odtc-r rqions.af Il: 

world. 

'· The Uiniu~:n ••-ulkd 1hc- imr"nuncr &l &he WEU A1.SC1Dbl7 which. u. 1h.: oa • 
European ~~rbanu:rua.ry bodr m~nd.utd br Treal., 10 diKuu ddmcc m.attfta.·is ~ali• 1·· 
uron 10 pl; ~ aiowm' oolc.. 

Thq· iH:unJ d~c mator contrlb11.tion whid. tht A.:t.otmblr L..a1 alrudr m.dt 10 11 : 

rcvtcala,~··•n of U!E(J and u.Ucd upoD ir 10 punuc iu ci fores 10 srrtn&thm rhc- M)iidari • 
.anmn, the mr-mbcr Suan, ~nd 10 uri•e- to consoJiduc thl" con~U~sut .amon

1 
publ : 

Op4mun on 1hc-u "\I:CUfll)' o1n~ dclnu;-c 1\~di.' 

Th.c Um&t' ·Kincdum •lttprnc-ntcd br a w:nior olficial.ram rhc- fc..rcip o~nd ~mmo · 
v.·uhh Oli~ec. 

ln 
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Article from·Soldat und Techhik-(Journal for Technical 

Training, Continuing Educationand Information in th; 

German Federal Armed Forces), Februa~y 1988, pp. 59-62: 

EUROPE AND AMERICA 

Developments in the Trans-Atlantic Relationship 

By Lieutenant Colonel (GS) Dr. Wolf-Ulrich Jerke 

"The Atlantic Alliance has s·tood the test for over four 

decades, and yet there is a distinct irritation in the 

relations between America and Europe." 1 

Excerpt from a speech by the President of the Federal. 
Republic of Germany,.Richard von Weizsacker, at 
HarvardUniversity at a cer.emony on the 40th anniversary 
of the Marshall Plan. 

From an historical perspective, the alljance 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 times, bowever, 

the mutual irritations and annoyarices in the tra~s-Atlantic 

relationship seem to be increasing. 

Irritations in the trans-Atlantic relationship are not à 

new phenomenon in the more than forty years pf its history 

since the end of the Second World War; NATO has al·ready 

survived many crises. What is new is that so many questions 

are arising at the same ,time, and that they meet upon an 

international political situation that is characterize~ 

by dynamic change. We live· in a time of acceleratedchange, 

in the period of the third industrial revolution and the 

transition to a postindustrial society. The pressure to 
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modernize, which is produced by developments in hi~h tech­

nology, ex~rcises its influence on economie and social 

. structures and may bring about sorne crises of adjus_tment. 

At the same time, the rec~nt 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 

und.er General Secreta.ry 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 ~he future capabilities of individual 

states as well as communities of states in the 2ls_t: ·century; 

it is bound to determine global and regional stabili·ty . 

. Also to be seen in this contex~ is the• question concern-
·-·;'' ·-

ing the further development -of the relationship bètween 

E;urope and America, and particularly of the relations be-' 
. -' .. . ·-· ---

tween the u.s. and Germany: Is the Atlantic becoming wider 

on both sides? Have there been any changes in th~signifi-

eance of the overall structural conditions? 

Changes in the United States 

In the United States we can observe changes 

lodge Europe and European i'nterests from the 

the public and the elites, This development 

·in a decline of the influence that Euiope 

globally oriented u.s. foreign policy. 

which may dis­

minds-: of both 
---~ 

migh_t~ re sul t 

. . _;~---~:::::.~-~ 
·-:·- ~-:~~~?~ 

- . -~-\~{~s~ 
*.The present generation of American politicians(:d':i,d not 

·.- _;:::--:;1~Wl~ 
·. consciously experience the Second Wor ld Ivar. Th_~;'{priori ty 

~~;:::~~~ 
that Europe had in the post-war period has been ·;(~placed . ---~11 
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by the interest in current aff airs such as the Iran-Contra.; 

affair, the Latin ·American debt crisis, and U.S. involve­

ment in the Gulf area . 
• 

* Due to the American elec.toral _system and the manner ·of 

selecting members of Cong·ress, domestic political concerns 

dominate the work of most members of the U.S. Congress. 

* There have been changes in the foreign-policy es-tablish­

ment~ The more Europe-oriented elites of the East Coast 

are no longer the only constituents in the formation of 

U.S. foreign policy. 

* In addition, in foreign-policy matters the United States 

frequently speak with :various voices. The three distinct_ 

centers of political power (President, Senate, and House 

of Representatives) are elected at.diffeient times and 

are each responsible to their own electoral.constituencies. 2 

This may limit their ability to·take action in foreign­

policy matter.s, encumber foreign-policy -issues with domestic 

political themes, and give sorne influential senators a 

great deal of political clout in the foreign-policy arena; 

* The shifts in economie growth, and the subsequent demo­

graphie shifts, have moved the economie and demographie 

centers from the North to the South and from the East to 

the West of the United States. 

* The dembgraphic composition of the American population 

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 "Angles" and 

''Latines" at about the turn of the century. The increaèe 

. in the significance of the Hispanie population in the 

South of the United States during recent years has re-

. sulted in an expenditure of approx. '450 million dollars' 
'·. 

• •• ·j 
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for. Spard.sh- language advertisements ... in 

also t~ps ~he li~t of languages that members of th~ 

American elite would Uke to have their children lea·rn, 

at the rate of 34 percent. This is followed by French 

(22 %) , Japanese (16 %), Chinese (12 %), and Russian (10 %) . 

German (3 %) is no longer in demand.
4 

* In trade relations the Pacifie Region -- a new center 

of economie growth -- has since the beginning of the 

eighties replaced the European Community as America's big­

gest supplier, and the tendency is rising. The countries 

of the Pacifie Region account for the largest portion of ., 
th~ 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 of Germany, 

on t-he ether hand, amounted to only 15 billion dollars; 

this is rather modest in comparison, and corresponds to 

that of Taiwan. 

* We cannet fail to notice a certain tendency toward the 

Pacifie Region, which is even increased by the inclusion 

of the Pacifie Ocean in the global competition between. 

the superpowers. This impl ies a further increase in. the 

importarice of the naval component in the global sfrategy 

of the United States and the U.S. Navy. 

* ~hile the economie prowess of Western Europe has in­

creased considerably and the Pacifie Region has developed 

ever more strongly, the United States has lest its earlier 

dominance in economie performance and economie relations. 

In 1950, for example, the United States still produced 

40 percent of the world's product, but in 1987 only 22 per­

cent; and the tendency is still downward. 

*For the Americans it.will be important tore economie 
- - . . 

competi ti veness and dyl)amism so as to be ab'l e ecu re 
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their national potential for the .2lst century through 

well-aimed modernization. The measures they take to improve 

their high-technology base will be of central importance, 

not le~st from a military point of view. 5 

Most of the general structural conditions described here 

imply a gradual de-Europeanization. These conditions 

are not very favorable for Europe and European interests, 

and they are difficult to influence. With the increasing 

significapce of ether regions in the world, Europe has 

lest importance in relative terms. Nevertheless, ·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 

~he Soviet Union remains the overriding:objective of U.S. 

poli~y. A departure from this goal is not to be expected. 6 · 

Critical American Attitudes Toward Europe 

The Ùnited States are faced by two challenges: In the 

area of security policy, the Soviet Union has achieved a 

position of equal rank as a world power; and in the field 

of economie relations, America is confronted by increasing 

world-wide economie competition from Western Europe, Japan, 

and the ~acific Region. In both of these areas the United 

States have lest the~r earlier dominance and have thus 

reached the limits of Pax Americana. Even if the United 

States cont~nue to be the most powerful nation, it will 

be a question of central importance to them in the future 

how they will be able to exercise their position of inter­

natipnal .leadership without hav~ng hegemonie capabiltties. 7 

All U.S. allies are increasingly being asked to provide 

more relief, and theit. ihdividual contributions will be 

examined very critically from the perspectiv~ of fair 

burden sharing. 
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The following poiicy arcas are subject to criticism .from . . 

the American perspective: 

* U.S. economie relations with the European Community are 

burdened by trade impediments (e.g., Airbus), making it 

more difficult to find solutions to the economie problems 

of the world. Protectionism -- particularly in the agri­

cUltural field -- has resulted in a reduction in the value 

of u.s. agricultural experts by 41 percent, from 44 billion 

dollars in 1981 to 26 billion dollars in 1986. 8 U.S, 

agri'(:ul tural experts are the re fore already far below those 

of the EC. It seems inevitable that there will be con7 

frontations, even up to the point of a.trade ~ar, and at 

!east frequent friction. 

* Whi le the Americans regard Europe as ha v ing only regionally 

defined interests --as opposed to·their own global role -­

they ào 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 particular, 

the Americans see themselves as the superior and leading 

power. In their view, having too close ties to Europe 

because of the stationîng of U.S. troops on the European 

Continent constitutes an obstacle.to their global freedom 

of action as a world power, which finds expression primarily 

"in naval terms. In addition, such fixed ccmnitments prevent the re­

ch<mneling ·of scarce resources towarà the strengthening of 

the American naval strategy by means of a 600-ship navy 

and flexible rapid deployment forces that can be employed 

world-wide. 9 

* The Americans therefore expect from the Europeans a 

larger contribution to conventiqnal defense, and they 

regard this as a sensible division of labor. It is diffi­

cult for the Americans to understarid why Europe, which 
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has become rich unde~· .. the American nuclear umbrella, should · 

be so highly dependent on the U.S.A. for its protection. 

They point out that the Federal Republic of Germany, for 

example, spe'nds barely half of what the U. S. spends on 

defense, measured in terms of proportion of GNP. 

* Closely related ~o the question of a more balanced burden 

sharing as demanded ;-;y the o.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 

definitely also of benefit to the Europeans (and the 

Japanese,. as well). 

* The misgivings which Europeans have in the tombat agains~ 

international terrorism·increase the view of many Americans 

that they are being left largely to themselves. Particu­

larly the·lack of support from Europein the air rgid to 

Libya-in 1985 was incomprehensible to many Alnericans, and 

it has triggered off a lot of-discussion that was· critical 

of Europe. The action taken against Libya has also shown 

that Americans and West Eurcipeans use different yardsticks 

and categories for evaluating political ideas,· actions, 

and decision-making. 10 

* In the Federal Republic of Germany there are sorne 

240,000 American troops, more than two thirds of the total 

of 326,000 stationed in Europe. Also to be taken into 

cons~deration here are the dependents of these servicemen. 

The Federal Republic of·Germany, as the host country, is 

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 accommodations, and that 

there are sorne business people in West Germany who do ni;>t 

wish to have American soldiers in their bars and restaurants. 

' 4618 
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In American television. there can be seen films of démon­

strations and blockades at u.s. military facilities.in 

Germany, as well as evidence of brutal' terrorist attacks. 

Thus there is slowly developing a distorted picture of 

.the Federal Republic of Germany as a host country, which 

increasingly influences the views of the public and-the 

Congress in the United States • 

Critical European Attitudes Toward the U.S.A. 

Recently, critical attitudes have been voiced in Europe 

as a result of America's enormous budget and trade deficit, 

the turbulences on the currency exchanges and in the stock 

markets, and the new discussions conc~rning security policy 

and strategy following the October 1986 "Surruriit of 

Reykjavik" and the signing of the !NF-Agreement December 1987. 

* Of particular concern in Europè is the increase··in pro­

tectionist thinking, particcilarly in the u.s. Congress, 

.which has already led to export-restrt-cting agreemènts. 
-:- ±,; .. 

There is a danger that bilateral agreements may bring 

about a break-down of the .world' s economie system, and 

that trade relations will be changed to the disadvantage 

of the Europeans as a result of the declining value~of 

the dollar. 

* In the field of high technology, through additional 

restrictions the Americans have strongly impeded the_ trans­

fer of technology, even to Western Europe. For non~U.S. 

firms it has recently become much more difficult to co­

operate with U.S. firms in the area of high technofogy 

because U.S. export controls have been increased ~or 

national security reasons (new secù.rity regulations). 

In the research on· the so-called "super-conductor''"'Jhere 

has already been a first serious case of the excl~~lon 
of foreig_n experts from participation in technolo~Ic~l 
developments with a future impact.

11 ·'t-{;'~ 
,-_:~· .. 
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* 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 international relations as being dominated 

by the East-West conflict, much more sc than do the 

Europeans, and they criticize the Europeans for holding 

on tc a detente policy. The Europeans, on the ether hand, 

emphasize the reduction of tensions through increased co­

operation. They are opposed tc the militarizàtion of the 

East-West conflict, and they are particularly against the 

tran~position of this conflict tc the regions outside 

Europe and against bilateral agreements on these areas 

between the two superpowers. On the ether hand, from an 

American perspective it is difficult to understand why 

the Europeans have a need tc cooperate across the East­

West bloc boundaries. 

* The summi~ at Reykjavik between U.S. President Reagan 

and Soviet G~neral Secretary Gorbachev in O~tober 1986 

has brought about a change in questions of security policy 

and strategy. The Europeans are primarLly concefned with 

'the question of the extent tc which their security can be 

maintained in a world with fewer nuclear arms. 12 There 

new arises the old question of how the community of risks 

and dangers which exists between the United States and 

Western Europe can be preserved in such a rnanner that a 

reqionally restricted conventional and/or nuclear war . 

can continue tc be prevented in Europe. 

Already in the discussions concerning SDI, which began 

in 1983, the German Federal Governrnent has emphasized -­

not without reason -~ that Germany has a vital interest 

in preventing the emergence of zones of-unequal security 

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. In the case of a conflict, the Federal. 

Republic of Germany will givepriority tc its.termination 
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as rapidly as possible, even by mèans of threatenir{g the 

first· use of nuclear arros. In O.S. strategie thinking, 

on the ether hand, nuclear arros are regarded as .weapons 
12a of last resort, or as a means of conducting war; . however, 

their employment will have to be such that a near automatic 

resort to strategie nuclear arros can be avoided. Even 

after the signing of rhe Washington !NF-Agreement ("double­

zero option"), Western security and global political stabil­

ity will continue to be based on deterrence. As _history 
~ 
h~s shown, it is effective only in its nuclear form . 

• 

Strengthening the European Pillar 

·In view cf 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 INF-Agreement.has pro­

vided the stimulus for the West European State~ tQ draw 

more closely together and has made çlear that the~e is a 

necessity for the creation of a comrnon European:~gctsition 
on security policy. The outlines of a European ïdentity 

in security matters have already be.come clearer~c·c: __ The very 

intense Franco-German relations can serve as a basis for 
. ...:.·-.. ~: 

bringing about the urgently necessary strengthenfii-9' of the 

European pillar by way of revitalizing the Wes,te,rn., European 

Union. However, the Western European Union must-:A~t be come 
··.---,.~-~-, 

a competitor of 

with the United 

NATO, nor must it endanger our·. ,;)riance 

States. 

However, there are no signs of the eMergence o 

nuclear force or a West European security 

that would be capable of guaranteeing the 

Federai Republic- of Germany. Any type of. 

organization can be no more thari just a 

framework of a sensible distributi6n _of 

context of the indispensable Atlantic Allian 

.. , 
. l'; 
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The· Security of the Federal Republic of Germany 

The security of the Federal Republic of Germany is tè a 

large extent dependent on the United States. As a non­

nuclear power, the Federal Republic of Germany depends 

en the United States both for the maintenance of a cred­

ible deterrent as wejl as for all ether actions and 

negotiations concerning the control and limitation of 

nuclear armaments. Due to this "dual dependence", the 

Germa~ interest in nuclear arms policy can be determined 

only indirectly by way of the German relationship with 

the United States. 13 The Federal Republ ic of German y is 

therefore vitally dependent on the security partnership 

with the United States. For the present there are no 

realistic alternatives to this situation in:the security 
,. 

policy arena. 

As a: result of this dependency, changes in U.S. policy ~­

whether in the area ·of arms control or of East-West re­

lations."-- wil.l be a constant problem for German policy- ", 

makers, a problem for which there will have to be a steady 

search for solutions. 

In addition to this dependency in the security policy 

area, there are other areas of dependence, such as that 

of free world trade. ·.The Federal Republic of Germany is 

the world's most important trading nation. 

About two thirds of our imports are brought in from across 

the seas. In the case cf seme vital raw materials, .partie~ 

ularly crude petroleum, this holds true for 100 percent 

of the goods imported. The share of the manufactured goods 

that is exported is •about 33 percent; that is, seme 

sectors of our economy depend on exporting more than 50 per­

cent of their manufactured goods. The Federal Republic of 

German y depends on the free f 1(;>w ·Of trade ac ross the .se as. 

Only the United ~tates, as a naval world power, can guar-

antee the free flow bf trade. . . .... 
. . . . . 
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Sumrnary and Prospects 

This analysis has shown that the wi!ight of the general 

structural conditions has changed and will continue to 

change. The Atlantic Ocean has indeed beccme wider. Never­

theless, the pointed alternative of "Europe ·::lr America?" 

would be a wrong formulation of the question. Despite the 

increased importance of the Pacifie Region and of Japari 

the United States. will remain a world power with a European 
~ . 

orientation, and with opposite coasts across both the 

Atlantic and the Pacifie. 

Subsequent to its loss of hegemony, however-, America will 

continue to experience changes in its exercise of alliance 

leadership, both from the economie and from the security­

policy perspective. The Atlantic Alliance will have to 

continue to change from being. an allian_ce with a'hegemonic 

power as its leader to being one that is increasi.i"igly 

characterized by structures composeg of equal pa:r:tners. 

American policy will increasingly have to take·i~to con­

sideration world-wide interdependence, and it.will have 

to be based more and more on multilateral diplcimaèy, de­

spite the temptations of unilateralism.
14 

Both in the economie and the securi ty-po licy ar!=n'à:,. American 

dominance has a 1re ad y decreased to the extent. t)1ëi;t\a "system 

of shared responsibility" 15 will be needed to b~=able to 

jointly solve the coming crises of adjustment inthe world 

economie system. It will also be necessary to adjust to 

the structural crises of the advanced indlistria1J~:-societies, 

which are aggravated by the deve lopments in h.igti''':~echnology, 
_ . . _ •. .::~::;_ l 

and to the dynamic developments in the field of .. <Eg.st-West 

relations, which are now in the offing. · While·;~Éica 
will continue to be the strongest· and rricist in):iu'Wlrtial 

· .. · ;_- ~t~:~?T~~J4.-~~: 
power, i t will depend more . th an ev: er on i ts pa::r:'l;in'§j:s in 

•. -·"--~~;:;;;'~~ ·--:' 

Western Europe and Japan. The logic of the fcif'ê's'é~able 
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historicëÜ development will be the shouldering of a 

greater part of the responsibility by the Europeans, 
. . 16 

and with it will also go a·larger share of the burden. 

During the present 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 Europe from drifting apart. The Atlantic Ocean 

must not become wider! Despite sorne disturbances and ir­

rita~ions 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 economie and security policy into a convincing 

overall strategy. 17 .This is an area in which the absence 

of a "strategie community" in Germany .becomes painf_ully 

evident. 

The mode 1 of a "ma ture partnersh·ip" 18 

Richard R. Burt, the u.s. Ambassador 

-advanced by 

to the Federal 

Republic of Germany, demands of bath the Europeans and 

the Americans that they take seriously the necessary 

adjustment to the changes taking place in the distribu­

tion of. weight within the Alliance, so that the Atlantic 

partnership will be ·able to preserve and actively shape 

its future capabilities. 

- 0 - 0 - 0 -
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