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the Alliance”/ Roberto Aliboni
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Train II ‘
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"IN A.CHANGING STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE
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9:45 Welcome and Introductory Remarks

10:00 la. "Changes in the East-West Strategic Relationship:
- . Implications for the Southern Region"

Ian Lesser, RAND
Respondent: Dr. Arrigo Levi,
Corriere della Sera

Ib. "Chahg"és in the Character of Out-of-Areal Threats: ' -
implications. for the Southern Region"

Stefano Silvestri, IAI
Respondent: Dov Zakheim, SPC

12:30 Luncheon
1:30  la. "Political and Econbmic Issues within the Alliance"
Jim Steinberg, RAND
Respondent: Colonel Raffaele Noviello
Centro Militare Studi Strategici
itb. "Soviet 'Pdlicy‘ Towards the Mediterranean”
Robbin Laird, Institute for Defense Analyses,
Respondent: General Mario Arpino,
Italian Second Air District
3:30 Break
- 4:00 Hc. " "North-South: Relations in the Mediterranean:

Implications for the Alliance”

. Roberto Aliboni, IAI .
- Respondent: Charles Cooper, RAND

6:30 Drinks
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8:30 Optional Session
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THE SCUTHERN REGICN AND THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE IN A CHANGING STRATEGIC

LANDSCAPE -- A Propesed Agenda for the firat of two Joint IAI - RAND
Workahors

Tre workshop will discuss security issues facing the Southern
Region of the Atlantic Alliance, with particular emchesis on challarges and
requirements flowing from the evolving Zast-West strategic relaticnship
{i.e., NATO nissions) and those arizing from a range of "out-of-area""or.
non-NATO threats in and around the Mediterranean. A central theme will be
" the menner in which thess strategic damands may be balanced in the
fermation of future U.S. and Italian policy.

I. Southern Region Security Issues -~ Endwring and Emerging.
Tre naturs of the security environment in the Scuthern Region will te
éhaped bty developments in two Ixoad areas, each of which should be
explered; and the relationship bet’.:e::; the two assessed:

a) Changes in the character of the Fast-West strategic
 pelationship, including fuelear and conventional arms control inttiatives,
ard decisions on force structure and strategy. What will Te the
implications of develcpmenia in these areas for ccalition deterrence and
deferse, and most importantly, the linkage betwesn NATO's Southern and
Central Regicns® ' '

b) Changes in the chavacter and extent of threats to security
originating outside the direct NATO - Warsaw Pact competition Issues to be
addressed would include growing convemtional capability, and the visk of
nuclear, chemical and bellistic missile proliferaticn around the
Mediterrarsan littoral; threats to sea lines of communication; and the

ST

prospects for moliticzl turmeil in ths regleon. Further, how might criszes
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"out-of-area’, including those beyond the Mediterranean, aflact pelitinal
cohesicn in the Alliance generally, and relations in the Scuthern Regien
in particular? What new patterns of crisiz management can be considered,

and what zre the implicstions for strategy, forces and hazes?

I11. Breader, Seourity-Related Issuss. Developments outalds
the military sphers, narroewly defined, c¢an be expected'to play a central
role in shaping security challenges and resoonses in the Scuthern Region.
The follow_ing would te key subjects for dizcussion:

a) Felitical and eccnomic concerns within the Atlantic Alliancs
(ira., T. = West), inciuding burdensharing, the futirs of the &merizan
- scommitiment to Buropes, the prospects for Buropean defense cocmerationm,
-"1992" and associated issues (trade relations, regional ecornomic

development), erergy, and defense-industrial development;

b) East-West relaticns in their political and economic dimersicns,
including the questicn of Soviet policy towards the Mediterranean
‘countries;

¢) The evoluticn ¢f political and economic relaticns between the
industrialized North and the developing South (e.g., North Africa) <f the
o | , .
Mediterranesen region, and opportunities for promoting prosperity and
gtability.

III. Security Farspectives. How may the strategic
percertionzs of the U.8. and Italy with regard to the Southern Region b2 . -
c‘rfacterized'? What zre the unique national characteristics of the

security detate in this ares? In what mann=r are diverse security concsrrs
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2) Wnat ave the implications of the tension betseen Italian
security interests in the Mediterranesn and NATO's Central Region?
Fetween the Atlantic -and Furcpean dimensions of coalitioﬁ‘det&rrence and
defense? What would ba the form and direction of a new Italian Deferse

Mcdel, and what scort of strategic assumptions would be asscciated with it7

L

o) What ars the likely prospects for U.G. strategy towards the
Mediterransan region, and the perceived balance between NATO-related and

“out-af-zrea” concerns? What ave the implications for tasins and the
oresence of forces?

IV. Conclusions. The workshoo would seek to establish
kay elements of continuity and change with regard to security in the

Scuthern Region, and sxplors options for U.S., Italian and Alliance molicy.

Issues for further consideraticn would be identified, with a view tewards
the formilation of an agenda for a second series of meetings.

9
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This resport summarizes the pro

jointly by The RAND Corporation and

The conferencs, hosted by RAND and sponscrad by‘Thé ford

Foundation, provided a forum for analysts to present and comment.”

on alternative security strategies f
Participants discussed the various
North-Scuth, East-West, South-Scuth,
of current economic, polgtical, demograpn:

military trends. The findings will be of

and NATO advisers working on security

Alliance pelicy actions is pre
plan for future conference ses well as a syncpsis of the

first meeting’s presentations andidigcussisn. The individual

and their aucnors

identified. V' #5-espyessed in the discussion sections, however,

are not atwzi

:ither the papers nor the ccmments should
be regardé
organization

the appendix.
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. Political and economfid
. The effect of Nort

Region

s-have had difficulty defining Alliance
erente in the Mediterranean, largely

| ‘4.‘J
teness of the Soviet threat and the nonnuclear

duse of the Southern Region’s geographical lecation, out-
security concerns are of particular importance. 2ast
app}aéches to such concerns have lacked an encompassing Alliance
policy base, as territorial boundaries defined by treaty limit

Alliance involvement to the area nerth of the Tropic of Cancer.



‘While the Alliance meets regularly to discuss ocut-of-area

problems, such discussion has not led to operational action or to

:a specific definition of the NATO role beyond that of an ddvi é{.

'ffhaintaining burden-sharing agreements. In the futuré[ﬁ&ﬁe

Mediterranean and surrounding areas will require.additional

"such support since cohesive

time--a well-defined threat

the table” provided by NATO

-Eastern Europe seemed to be obeyifig what

“reverse domino” effact.

iforce political ties in the area, and the

South difficult at best. Resolving these difficulties will add an
additicnal dimension cf complexity to future Alliance relations in

the Southern Region.




Italy and the Unized States have scmewhat divergent
perspectives on Southern Region security, and the gap between

these oe’spectives i5 likelv to widen. Italy has demonst acedfan

increasing w*ll;ngness *o support NATO actions in the Scut
Region, but frlCthn has arisen when U.S5. and Alliancej

did not coincide! Milita:y actions undertaken by the Uni

- States acting as a solo player outside the Alliance Kave beefl:

with resistance from other Southern Regioa members as well.

Alliance, the United States, and indiwvidual. iterranean
countries may find .it oven more difficul:

jurisdictional and basing issuses in th

Naval arms conztrol remains high en £0f specific
concerns. Upccming treaty negotiacions will robably include

measures which will directly affe-- the Mediterrafean area. Of

specific concern is the Six ich has played an important

role in Southern Region secur War II; without it,

the strength of the Alliance wi ¥ diminish. The United

States steadfastly acheres to it MATO commitments, but views the

Mediterranean, . the Middle East, and Sputhwest Asia a continuum of

vical U.S. inte;e’ conside:s:gdﬁal arms controsl in the

Mediterranean

: .‘q;the impact ¢ changes in East-West
szll undergo subSua1t1a‘ transformation in the near
articipants predicced that the changing face of
outhern Reqicn:security may require new instigutions

izies, out all present conceded

extremely difficuls,
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I. CHANGES IN THE EAST-WEST STRATEGIC R.ELATIONSHIP IMPLICATIONS
FOR THE SOUTHERN REGION

Ian Lesser explcored the questicn ¢f the Southern R
.+ - future importance to NATO in a paper on changes in ;h ZastzHest
!! strategic relationships. Two major trends are signif"

changing East-West relations: the evolution oﬁ"glitical detente -

and parallel developments in conventicnal and“piclear arms

B ~¢pnt*ol These trends are unlikely to sh wajo ‘@;lianée

attantion southward, but developments i, Raegion will
dafinitely affect the Mediterranean area.

ized below.

In the past, the followingifa paAveimade defining the
character of deterrences and d€ ‘e i1 g§outhern Region

particularly difficult:

strategie ational and regional approaches to security

matters havé-tfaken precedence in the Southern region.

- probability of nuclear exchange.

dtegic thinking about the Mediterranean has focused
rgely on nonnuclear problems, emphasizing conventional
eapons, traditional missions, and longer war scenarios.
This is not surprising, given the relative absence of
concentrated vulnerability and the perceived remoteness

Ly , . .
cf the Soviet th*hat. A conflict in the Scuthern Region




is much less likely to escalate to the use of nuclear
weapons.
. Special significance and distinctiveness of the Sou;h%rn

P

Region.

The scale and diversity of tile region as a whol

in North Africa and the Middle East add another dimeésasipn

to the region’s security affairs. This, dimension exists

independently of East-West competitiocf dmd is Likely to

continue to do so.

Overall, however, the dﬁ'

diverse Southern Region }‘

opportunities’: gnifizant role internationally. As

adversarial

meg on’ “entral Region relax, the focus of

“FfhRe political aspect will then come to the
iding a milieu in which Scuchern Region countries are
quibped to participate actively. In the friendlier

te arising from peclitical detente, expanded

e other hand, changes in the Central Region will not
necessarily mean increased stability in the Southern Region.
Resources and interest presently devoted to the Central Regicon may

shift teo the South, but we have no guafantee the shift will happen



in an even, predictable way. In fact, as the risk of military

‘confrontation in the Central Region diminishes, the Southern

Region may experience neglect through "marginalization.” A':E?g

same time, many opportunities for potential conflict exise irrthe

South. Yugeslavia and even Albania will probably cont

instability in the Balkans, the Adriatic, and the ar

Similarly, as the East-West balance shifts, frigtion may flare up
between Greece and Turkey--frigtion that has Béégsheld in check by
NATO-Warsaw Dact competition--and make th

problem area.

whole and will have distinctive, consequences forthg Alliance

Southern Region. Although th 3 llies may'play a less

strongly in the Mediterranean as:g oY Negotiations affecting

.3§Ee South’s long-standing need.

to preserve bhol 5 couplings--the strategic coupling between

Burcpe and %H:
in the Cent

existence of va

likelihood that
satisfy Southern Regzcé members.
WRiYS: asymmetric conventional force reductions could

Ad;_‘.’ecl':t the East-West séCurity picture, the impact on the

ggion with regard o out-cf-area threats is far less

_;owing unconstrained, the link between asymmetric force
Ggtions and improved security is less than automatic in the

Southern Region.




DISCUSSION

All participants agreed that the Southern Region has an
important. place in NATO policy. They
optimism, howeverj about the future role of the Alliance )]

handling Southern Region affairs. The a:ea’s ongoing 3

" importance was emphasized again and again; as one par

peinted ocut, the increasing rate of arms accumulation in areas on’

the southern rim of the Mediterranean, combined: ikh accelerating

disarmament in the Central Region, make it guitérlikely that there : |

may one day soon be a higher ccncent:ac-on onvéhfsbnal fire

power in the Mediterranean than in Cent*al This does not
bede well for Southern Region security.

Elements within the Eastern Mec;te::anean al-: _pld the

|

i

B . |

potential. for threatening Southe “Yugoslav:.a : _ ‘

was mentioned repeatedly as a- egional ethnic

unrest in the increasingly unstable-3alXasn aze.

|
Within the : , -
Alliance, Turkey and Greece were "§ing: ‘out as possible trouble

spots. Turkey has strong historicalk,i»zeligious, and psychological . )

links to the Arab wif ad to volat_;e‘Aze:baijan, links which - ,-‘

will become- eve! porsant if fundamentalism in the area

contlnues ltS” c rtain status as an EC apnllcant

adds even more:

Participéﬁl dlscussed how the Allies collectlvely and

support for former comminist countries. While some preferredfa

roblem incremental approach with little or no formal

arise, however, if Alliznce direct assistance £o

roughout the discussion of changes in the East-West
strategic relationship, conference participants stressed two

themes:



The multiplicity of issues facing strategists

in the Souchern flank. Changes in Zastern Surope,

perceptions of a declining Soviet threat, regicpd
allegiances, area ethnic unrest, arms control
negetiations, and changing arsa population:

demcgraphics make

The need for an Alliance poli
issues. The Alliance lacks
for maintaining security in,
but changes in East-West re
Alliance a chance to develop o
will be prcbleﬁatic unless analysts

mic, and demographic






II. CHANGES IN THE CHARACTER OF CUT-OF-AREA - THREATS:
IMPLICATIONS FTOR THE SQUTHERN REGION

recent political trends and ongoing area development
existing Alliance patterns of out-cf-area crisis mapdggmen

First, he considered two international political trends:

* Global integration. The NATO membe
longer relatively insulated, as
Thanks to recent developments ‘%

information technclogies, increas

into the global co
Alliance.

As'intégration ocgurs,
more and more countries ition to the superpowers

are taking: increasinglyimportant roles in

MODELS OF OUT-OF-AREALRISIS MANAGEMENT

N e e
.These changing pdtterns must be met with changing Alliance

£0 crisis management. 0Old ways of crisis management,
ose employed by the United States and the Scoviet

Eraditionally emphasized the use of intervening

The chief “target” of such strategies typically was the
‘siperpower. These strategies often failed to take into
account the actions and perceptioﬁs of local players. If
continued, the old ways of crisis management pattern will

undoubtedly lead to further difficulties and the increased



- ones.” Yet,

likelihood of psychological, terrorist., and low level/lcw
intensity conflict initiated by out-of-area forces. The three -

most likely models of crisis management are:

. . The U.S.-led status quo approach:

The current U.S.-led manner of resolving out-of-akéa

conflicts no longer works, and maintaining the status quo under

States. Furthermore, the U.S. ~ Congress wlll D 5 become

Lo
-

seen as “less thre”

ion or Lﬂtngrated group of organ*zatlons, or c eating
fable new structure from existing institutional

no small task. Moving from that task into the
licy territory of defining a political agenda for

~of-area crises would be even more difficult. The

- The incremental approach.



The third class of solutions presented weuld create alliances
whose policy initiatives would be able to deal with small
conflicts but net much more. The obvious benefits of flexib{iity

and appropriate strateqgy choices do not ocutweigh the diszativalitages

the most minor conflict.

OUT-OF-AREA CRISIS MANAGMENT STRATEGIES FOR

conventional ways. Doing so &

new coalitional approach.

¢crises are

hew the
follow:

RE-O : . i ; I i
. Move toward.a reliance on preventive security stratcegies

that take into account local and regional interests.
Avoid high risk operations.

" rrer global strategy for incorperating
ébnomic, financial, trade, and military elements into
cfisis-management strategiss.

Use the UN and other existing organizations to resolve
out-of-area conflicts with or without Alliance
involvement.

. Encourage direct U.S.-Soviet negotiations,




. Give greater consideration to local players’ strategies,
and use appropriately scaled agproaches to meet out-of-

area threats,

DISCUSSION
The discussion of Silvestri’s paper fell inte .th

categories:

. ‘The nature of current and potential,ﬁ&ﬁﬁte

out-of-area conflicts
. How to reasonably go about definin
future sclutions to these conili

. The wiability of a new g¢oalitiona

-that the bhagic starting point

Almost all paxticipants agégéd

for dealing with NATO issues :Region at the

But, as of

ipants’ debzts”on the nature of out-~of-
rn Region lad ts a consensus on four

points:

. Althodgh He threat“from the Warsaw Pact is declining,
the potent or cut-of-area threats is increasing.

"+ The United SEates and the Soviet Union will continue to

¥ roles in the out-of-area conflict arenas.

Wi He the United States and the USSR will not completely
ghaggan their current positicns, it is impossible to
Hﬁct what future Mediterranean strategies will be.
dividual NATO allies have specifid out-of-area spheres
of primary concern. For the United States it is Latin
America; for France, Tunisiz; for Belgium, Zaire; for
Spain, Morocco; and for Italy, Turkey and Greece, the

Balkans,

"



The seccnd toplc of discussion--how NATO might best coce with

conflicts in peripheral rzgic¢ns--brought on even meore debate,

negotiate solutiosns sheuld problems in any

nations’ spheres of concern develcp into a

in out-of-area cenflict but generally supported the dotion of

moving into the realm of political consultatiqm. . Invoking a

the party with the mest at staxke In

in out-of-area conflict resolu

n with the support:of fellow
member nations. He advised ricting caﬁflict

resclution to the weakest--ivep- thé” ¥rgomponent anc once
again encouraged conference particiss t&itake a gloval wview of
possible NATQO and neon-NATO solu vrevent and resolwve out-

of-area conflict.







-'13 -

IXI. POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES OF THE ALLIANCE: FUTURE
BURDEN-SHARING AND THE SOUTHERN REGION

James Steinberg, in presenting a pager coauthored

Hel

Cooper, outlined two opposing sets of forces operatingiin ATH.
burden-sharing debates. Of the two countervailing.
Alliance members than divisive cnes. Despit
member countries have in the end managed to-
econeomic issues and, in doing so, have s
bdnds. For reasons detailed in the Ste
continuing to overcome differeﬁces and

economic issuéé within the Alliance is

difficult in the future,

A summary of.Steinbe:g.' nd the ensuing discussion

follows.

U.S. ROLE IN ALLIANCE BURDEN-S
The economic future of the A; ance hinges largely on its

membership’ s abil: -agree on ouiden-sharing. Three

ngouraged past agreement:

dividual nations have worked together

I

purpose ¢f defending against the common

4
t posed by ‘the Soviet Union and the Warsaw

‘The legitimating element. Mempership in NATQ gives

; ividual nations both legitimacy and a forum for
volcing national interests to a wider European and
‘ansatlantic audience, i.e., a‘“placé at the table.”
-éupport for the U.S. presence. The common agreement on
the importance of a U.S. presence in Europe has linked
members and helped overcome potsntial transatlantic

frictions.



Defining the naturs and level of the U.S. presence will
become the pivotal point of future NATQO economic relaticns. The

most divisive centrifugal forces within the Alliance have

historically been econcmic ones involving the United Stat

Current account deficits, macroeccnomic policy and trade! isg

integrated European market will coculd further power to the

divisive elements’ pull, raguiring analysts to &g

'+ Political di: siohs of ZC integration. If 18592 brings

an EC decision t¢o approve Austria’s membership

sbication before (or instead of) Turkey’s, will Turkey
Temdzn willing to cooperate as a NATO partner as fully as

ids in the past?



_ls_

BURDEN-SHARING AND THE SOUTHERN REGION

The Scouthern Region and the Alliance as a whole view tﬁé -

debate on burden-sharing differently. Traditional burdemZshafing
analyses have focused on. arguments over

on the potential for wealthier EBuropean countries t i

contributing less than theif‘fair share to maintaigzgg the'pu§§i';
good of NATO security. In the Southern Region 7
the poorer Alliance coﬁntries who have tradig
ralative proportion cfHGNE thapl;beir nej

contend they are not géﬁtfné';ﬁeﬁr money

South have sought strongly and repeatedly to b

s of the Alliance.

3

78Igping NATO 'attitude toward out-of-area

[AR™

ohomdc future of U.S. bases in the

"The rapidly unfolding changes in the Central Region, combined
with the possible long-run 2mergence of the European Community as

an alternative security forum cast serious doubt on the future




ST,

requirements will increase.

equilibrium of Alliance burden-sharing. Participants forecast

analytic and administrative difficulties. As additional economic

Furthermore, factors that encourage cohesion withir the

Alliance are weaksning. ©Discussants predicted tiat as the

econemic ties linking European members tightes

any level, but did not agree on the possible allogatifn or

specific magnitude of these higher costs.
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IV. SOVIET POLICY TOWARD THE MEDITERRANEAN

fobbin Laird defined the classical Soviet approach fg
Alliance as anticoalitional, not only because the Sovi

reate and exacerbate fissures in the U.S.-European

between Eastern and Western Europe. Thev ha

Zuropean integration efforts by undermind

Ssessments of the

f&llowing trends:

presence binds the

Appreciatiéniof the common civilization. Zurope now

provides &

; Qltural attraction for Sovie; youth that
_the United-States held in the past; }

'Qaptation to Europeanization. Teoday’s Soviet leaders
far less “Americacentric” than those of the 1960s and
Tﬁ; 1370s, and today’s Soviet thihkers are far less

ikely to present the Atlanticist and Europeanist

frameworks as opposing, mutually exclusive alternatives.



+ Development of more sophisticated diplomatic policy.

While the Soviets have not given up bilateralism, they

have become mere skilled. in-multilateral diglomacy.

The “Gorbachev mutation” does not directly affect’
Region security or Moscow’s perception of the area as:

The Soviets do not see the Mediterranean as an intagrated regio

but rather as a mosaic of separate states. A growing bedy of

impertant, cther security issues will corn
nething suggests that the Sovists expect™
Alliance attention. The Soviets view Ii
-primary Alliance plavers and the fact that

cocoperating wichout 3ritain, =h

the Mediterranean an incraasiggl

DISCUSSION

Region are noit easy to

.in Eastern Zurope seems to

be obeying what ong d-a “reverse decminc” effect.

&i. a resul:, conferees quastioned the
_ : H . .

4o-mucﬁﬁw§fght on the importance of Soviet

to the participating Italian analysts, the Soviets
iensibility for maintaining established stabilitcy in
HeatSquthérsd ﬁegion 2s a NATC job and Italy no more than a

dtion and resupply corrider to the Central Regioen.” 1In.
_ howeve?, Italy has in the past had to deal with area
crises?affecting non-NATC interests, and to act as peacekesper in
a capacity outside its Alliance rale. Thus, the Soviets consider

Italy unique in the area, as it is not merely a part of NATO, but
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also an independent actor with its own pélicy réquirements and

needs.

ild

Wwhile the Italy-France-Spain coalitional possibilities:

give new political and military significance to the Southein

Regidn,'some saw the coalition as little more than w;s’
thinking. Still others rejected the entire pafadigmta d”E@ﬁg
inéight i@qo the Soviet perspective on the Balkans‘and'Easﬁgrn
Zurope and‘on the effect of recent changés thefe on the Southefn.,

Regicn. One participant rejected the Atlan =4 Europeanist

pe;pept%qq;pf Soviet strategy entirely an

concern should be for the absence of So

that the real
" for the
Mediter:anean and the Soviets’ “entirely a:
strategy choices.”

In summary, participants were able %2

follewing points:

iven it much importance.

l;cies.with respect 10 the Southern Region
do not-“cofstitute a cohesive approach.

The lack™¢f an overarching Scviet objective for the
Southern Region ceontinues to cripple Soviet analysts
n their attempts t¢ formulates a forward-tﬁinking

‘approach t£o the Mediterranean.

vy






- 21 -

v. NOR‘fH-SOUTE RELATIONS SOUTH QF WESTERN EUROPE: IMPLICATIONS
FOR THE ALLIANCE '

Roberto Aliboni began the session by characteri

Alliance role in North-South relations as limited.

develcopment is fragile, tenuous, and difficy

North-South relations 3t%he Southern
Region. A summary of his remar

follows below.

editerranean in the 1980s

oitth-South dynamics. The

'shes of 1970s natisnalism

o

£ the Western natiens to intagrate the
: ca

Ahe economic and political

“failure of those countries to invest

S Aal effects of the failure will centinue to
trouble North—Soutﬁséeiations.

Mediterranean economy lacks balzace. It involves middle-
reascnably well at industrial
agricultural self-sufficiency
Morecver, bilateral trade with
¥ ﬁnbalanced, as well: the Mediterranean area has little
imporfance for the ZC but depends on vitzl trade with the
ccmménity. Wich the fall of oil prices a:z the end of the 1970Cs
came a decline in the area’s prosperity. The resultant debt,

while not on the order of that felt in Latin America, is




increasingly burdensome to the Southern Region countries. As a
result, the Mediterranean countries will require increased trade

rom the North to reach eccnomic equilibrium and will place great

value on EC trade agreements.

Looking at specific North-South elements of

gives a strong overall sense of the economic imbalance
Germany 1s the top trading partner of Italy, Greece, Portugal,

France, and Turkey; Italy is the top trading péftﬁgr of Libva,

region--while the United States provides th
market for Israel, Jordan and Egypt.

links strongly parallel internmatigznal

South-South dimension, as well
aspects of North-
South relations scuth of Eth descrided
relevant demographic and :én&s; Migration will
become a political issue 1e southern Meditaerranean

ingly permég@}éﬁ The populaticn expansicn-

will exacerbate #lFsady-Savere envircnmenzal problems and growing

glace the Southern

! ,
economic. and security terms have no easy answers. The discussants™: . %%

that Aliboni‘s paper provided a useful framework .

underlying issues in the Alliance and the

complicate the task facing analysts looking at the
E@E {Europe in 1992 and beyond. Population pressures from
thé'&éﬁth and economicg compétition from Ezstern Eurgpe’s light
indusfrial sector also make future Nerth-South economic scenarios

difficult to predict. Discussants emphasized a strong preference




for increasing North-South economic cooperation,” but expressed
skepticism about the effectiveness of traditional direct foreign

aid in easing the integration.

Participants identified the following Mediterranean froable

Spots:
* Turkey: Loyal membership in NATO may lose’its appeil
if Turkey’s EC .membership is postpqsfted or rejected.
Without Turkey’s strong presence.x - demacratic
bridge to the Moslem world, std . the Eastern
Medlterra'xean could suffer..
. Libya: Relatlonshlps between -
(Libya in particular) and the EC’ hole constitute
aid, combined
None
diagnosis

zrade patterns deo neot always mesh with
Most agread, however, that a reinforcement
e Soutrern nations’ trade patterns ia a bilateral framework

come at the expense 0f the EC or the interests of the
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VI. THE MEDITERRANEAN AREA IN PERSPECTIVE AS SEEN FROM ITALY AND
THE UNITED STATES

From the Italian perspective, Maurizio Cremasco foundilictle

reason to believe that the Alliance attitude toward th

despite the chénges that have occurred in the Italiaghpoint of’
view in recent years. He called tﬁe Allianc .
because it allows the organization’s membez enjoy all the
gecstrategic and military benefits of a _l ng Meéﬁterranean

presence without the area’s requiring i flan-m nimal attention
or support. To date, the effacts of such ™
Ns following

summarizes Cremasco's paper andhithe discussion that followed.

THE ITALIAN PERSPECTIVE

Since 1979, Italian forei rTeflected an increased

willingness to¢ assume and expan gmmitments, both military and
political{ both insgide and outsideé the NATO framework. These

commitments inciug

. Invitfmy the receployment of 72 F-16s in the USAF
401st Tactical Fighter Wing Zrom Spain
‘Mine hunting efforts in the Zed Sea and Persian Gulf

reating a rapid intervention force

2pid intervention force (Forza Zi Intervento Rapido, or
accompanied by a modernization of the Italian Navy and

e %ion of the Air Force, reflected an increased Italian concern

for the possibility of extra-NATO ccntingsncies. Chemical weapon
proliferation in the southern Mediterranean, the Libyan purchase

of Soviet S5U-24 Fencer fighter bombers, czncern about the



- 26 -

implications of planned CFE force reductions, plus the growing
possibility of long range surface-to-surface missiles in the area

fueled the Italian strategic concerns.

THE AMERICAN PERSPECTIIVE
The United States sees the Southern flank of NATO::

to “engage and confront the Soviet Union i

international competition and regicnal influence.”  The Sixth

Fleet represents both a peacetime instrument o policy and an

element of Commander in Chief Allied Forces S Europe

s

(CINCSOUTH) operaticnal strategy in the ave TC-Warsaw

Pact confrontation.

i1

while the presence of the U.S. Navy cle assures and

supports the Scuthern allies, the United States h2s:dgher concerns

in the Mediterranean. The true & §i.-interests go beyond NATO

Southern flank security to theé:Mide ﬁng.qucn Afzica.

Although Soviet forces in the &feggare notiwithdrawing, the impact

these forces have on the future ¥ ole in the Mediterranean is

declining over time, especially as. dét~of-area conflicts demand
primary concern.

Two America : . policies tend to separate the U.S. and

the" Mediterranean. Several NATC countries (Italy and

limited the use of U.S. bases within their boundaries to
situations in which their own national interests are at stake.

quking to the future, Cremasco forecast:
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. The value to the United States ¢f crucial geostrategic

basing advantages in the Southern Region will nog'
decline. '
. Finding ways to converge Alliance and Uniteg5
interests will become increasingly difficul

American out-of-area interests will grow to ‘dominate NAT®

DISCUSSION

Participants agreed that a majer Allijpce cdernization
effort in the Southern Regicn is unlikely,'b -'d%sagreed
about why. They listed the following prcblems f¢§‘;hé

Mediterranean both from an Ita od. a U.S. point of view:

constraints on the“Qp

. Recent decline in Ttaly

in the Southern Zlank

o an increased emphasis on reacdiness and sustainability,
with a resultant “leaner, more effective presence in the

Mediterranean.” Equally likely, however, is what another




participant called “a downward spiral of Western military

capabilities in the Mediterranean.”
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VII.V THE FUTURE OF ﬁ.S. STRATEGY TOWARD THE MEDITERRANEAN

Mediterranean region, contrasting the former U.S.

Sixth Fleet commitment to halancing NATO and

interests. Pointing out that the Mediterranea:

A summary of his remark

elicited follows.

TEE HISTORIC U.S. PRESENCE
r II, the Mediterranean

viet. The Sixth Fleet,

threat has never beg
% rvedias moreAthantgimply a Warsaw Pact deterrent
force. Othe rmaintaining a strong U.S. force prasence
he Sést 40 years include: ‘ .

1
i
3. the oil-bearing rsgions of the Middle East

[
.

. Protectifig/'geographic access to vital adjacent areas
Maintaining the tenuous balance of peace between

Greece and Turkey and eﬁabling U.S. friendships with

= Protecting U.S. economic interests and keeping trade
routes open

Providing a force-in-being and the elements of a
multi-national operaticnal strategy to an area weak

in Alliance organizational sczucture
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. Providing capebilities in support of Israel’s

continued existence as a free and independent state

By and large, these views reflect U.$S. interests indet
of, but not necessarily in conflict with,; those of the sili nge
The key difference between U.S. and NATC is one of peﬂ geétlvg

According to the speaker, “While NATO tends to think about and

discuss the Mediterranean as NATO’s scuthern £l the Uniced

States, while steadfastly adhering to its NATO smmitments, thinks
of the Mediterranean and the Middle Zast ant oﬁthuéEt“Asia as a
continuum of U.S. vital interests.” strategy 1is

not restricted to WATQ ceoncerns, but dees resp jixch concerns

as a catalyst, inviting

_involving the aAlliance

Tlexible operations. Planning for an increased

emphasis on flexible operaticns in the Mediterranean

would allow a qualitative shif: in force structure in

response to guantitative reductions in number ¢f

ferces presant.
. Greater choices. More possibilities for ad

hoc non-NATO solutions as well as new Alliance

i,



approaches to cngoing problems would expand the range
of possible soluticns in the Mediterranean.
An increased emphasis on readiness. As the number’of

available troops declines, NATO and the UnitddliSFates

will have to improve remaining forces’ re
An expanded view of the arsa. A greatef: porem
for Black Sea and Persian Gulsl conflict will requizx
the United States and NATO to rethink Sixth Fleet

responsibilities.
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VIII. CONCLUDING REMARRKS AND DISCUSSION

The first RAND-IAI coniersace addr-essed the need £

cohesive Alliance strategy to de‘;re Southern Reglon sec

facing Alliance pollcymakers. All agreed
States will have to address themselves t¢
defined NATC policy on the Meﬂite4ranean,
absolute consensus on hew to do so Futu g ‘ékigg; oI these

Southern Region analysts will need torcs 1ot ;éf?foblem’s £wo

distinct components:

. What will the overall Alliance sacurit icture
loock like?
NATO is basically a Cent “8fructure with a heavily
northward focus. Its goal has provide security in the

= threat, and its zttitude

rity

been its ability %o focus con-a well-defined set of
ssues.¥arling within a well-defined territorial region. The new

gt relaticnship is rapidly rendering the existing set of

been  dismissed as irrelevant and outside the ken of the Alliance

can no longer be separated out cof pelicymakers’ perspectives.
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Daveloping an Alliance policy for the Scuthern Region cannot
be done overnight nor can it be forestalled much longer. To keep

the Mediterranean a peaceful sea requires “rocking the boat”.’

vigorously enough keep up with tremendous political changgé
throughout Burope without losing sight of the fa&t tha;’.
greatest strength has traditionally been its ability$pa act 2
béllast, anchoring Europe and providing institutionalﬁéﬁé milif Ty

stability. One participant suggested a four poifit:. agenda for

smoothing the Alliance's transition:

1. Define NATQ's overall security

dynamics, or toe meet increasing

in the Mediterranean.

2. Examine

closely.

There ar ; the Mediterranean which need

attention. The 15 not set up to handle merging Southern

s or the growing problem of out-of-area

threa Mediterranean member nations will need to participate

ddress the problems of defense sconomics.

#ing problems of the appropriate defense strategy,
programmatic structure, basing costs, and industrial policy duﬁing
a period of reduced budgets and growing Z{ integration will

require Alliance attention. OQwverall tension between economic and

¢
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military components affecting the Southern Region need to be

worked out.

4., Prepare for upceming naval arms control.

contrel negotiations by creatlng analytic constructs comparlng

"

differences in the natursz and magnitude of desﬁébilizing effacts

resulting from various cuts. Adequate plann for the future

will equip analysts with solid policy red

sidatidns made in

b=

advance of formal naval arms congre

ragreed complataly on one
gpﬁféﬁence, the Zuropaan
success of Southern
viable strategies will

to operate

¥ithcout a thorough, fozward-thinking

emDersg;n‘the Southern Region run the risk of

l
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OUT OF AREA THREATS ' (i::)

AND WESTERN COOPERATION
- (Problems for Europe and the Mediterranean)
‘ 'by Stefano Silvestri

New Threats.

Vhen a Libyan missile almost landed on Lampedusa, Italy might well

have invoked Article 5 of the Treaty. Article 5 might alsé have been
invoked by the US when its aircrafts were attacked by leyan-fiqhters
£lying outside Libyan‘territorial waters. The United States ahd.ltaly T
did hot seek to invoke Article 5 nor really contemplated having spch R

.an option. It is not clear, however, if the tailure to do So was

notivated by_the‘relatively low level of the threat, by the
willingness to react alone without strings cdmlnq trom the Allled
perception or by the sheer conviction that the Alliance would have
turned down such a move, or-bf a combination of all three these
factors. - -

The ongoing détente between Washington and ﬁoscow is spreading toward
lacal criseé and conflict, with beneficial effects., The Soviet ri'.tréat :
from Af;hanistan. the agreement on Namibia and An901a, the growing
pogsibility of a Vietnamese retreat from'Campodla. have also béen made
possible by the better climate establlshéd between the Superpowers.

The crisis in'the-sulf has also benefitted from this new era: the

ceasefire agreement and the establishment of a United Nation.

supervision wag brought about by qfeater 'cuo-peratlon between the s

!

and the USSR,

Economically, however, the growing poverty ot many countries, linked

to agricultural failhre and/or bad‘ecdnomlc management, is widening

- the gap between industriajlized, newly industrialized and uﬁder

developed countries. Demographically, huge overcrowded cities, full of

QUESTA PUBBLICAZICNE E DI PROPRIETA
DELLISTITUT AFFARI INTERNAZIONAL




1711 *

89 09:30 039 6319806 . 1Al

young, relatively literate and unemployed dwellers, wil)} promote
1nst§bilityjthrouqbout the Third Verld. Socially, the destruction of
traditional structures and the inability of either Occldental or
Marzist programs to heip underdeveldped countries will increase forms
of fundamentalist refusal of fbreigﬁars, Politically, ethnic or
religious conflict and the emergence of new ideclogies which cannot
always be implemented succeasfuliy are likely to develop dangerous
paths of foreign and military policies, leading to dangerous tensions
ad vell as futurs crises and wars. | | '

Equally imprcésiye is the growth of thé Thifd Wortd ﬁilltafy
potential. Excluding all Allied countries, hhe states of the
Mediterranean and of the Middle East are ficlding more ‘than 2 million
soldiers {plus about 5 million of reserve and param111tary), more than
1.500 bombers and fighter-bombers, almost 1.900 interceptors. 35
submariﬁes, 45 major naval surface combatants, about 130 miséllé armed
ships and boats, around 24.000 tanké and 2.500 SAMs, A technologlcal
wrapons race is going on, with the acquisitions of medium and
intermediate range ballistic missiles, sophisticated airplanes like
the Tornados; F-158, F-16s, Su-24Ds, Awacs, étc.

This arsenal 1s largely'related_to‘incal war scenarios, but could also
be used to confront.outside military pressures or to widen and
eacaiatebregionél'crises. Ve shquld,édd to that the demonstrated

capacity of some Third World countries to work out less cpnvent{onal

_zttategies‘agalnst their percelved foes, supporting terrorists or

utilizing indirect economic pressures and inducements.

Local conflicts in the Mediterranean, and the Near and Middle East,

have a tendency to becomv-internaticnalized through indirect means if

“the dlrect cnes are hot available. A case in point is thée use of

terrorism against western (mainly American} objectives located in

Europe.

@03

DA aud
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Vital and not so vital interests

Decreasing mxlltary confrontation 1n Europe and contlnuinq wars and.

crises in the Third World might siqnal the heqinning of new ptoblems

to be manaqed by the Alliance, irregpective of its willingness to deal

“with out of area crises.

The major military‘prqblem probably lies in the compéting requirements
for the relatively scarce resources (both financial and military) of
the West. This problem might be exacerbated in the future by the

‘increasing costs of new technologies and by the obvious political

difficulty of gathering enouqh domeatic consensus for further

1ncreasea of the Vestern defence budgets,

This problem could undermine the solidarity among Atlantic allies. An

_example of this can be drawn from the situation in fhe southern feqidn

of Nato, with respect to cut-of-area contingencies..

One of the main problems for the Europeans s deflnlnq the "vital
interests defended by the Alliance. According to the traditlénal
behaviour of the Alliance, Central European interests have been
considered somewhat more “vital”™ than the Southgfn Européaannd:

Mediterranean ones. It is also true, however, that , at least in

‘princlple. the Southern European allies are curtently guaranteed by

the concept of "wital interest”: Lhis is the key pltlar of extended

‘deterrence for the Southern Reglon

Out—of*arga interests are more "opinable” than "vital~. In71983, Lhe

South West Asia Impact.study of Nato stated that ne “conceivable

‘contingencies” in the area were bound te create unmanageable secutity

problems for the Alliance. A poliéy of greater involvement in overseas
contingencies, resulting in a de_{acto linking of the Southern Region
of Nato with out- of -area Crisis management - even ror simple reasons

of qeoqraphic proximity - will inevitably blur the strateqic

avsessmenl of whal is "vital® and whdal is5 "opinable”, diminishing the

strateégic importance of present distinctions.
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It 15 also true, however, that out-of-area crises are qrowing in
strategic importance anyway. Thus, NATO will have to deal with the
setting up of many strategles "a la carte" without 1051nq its
political and military coherence Differing perceptlons and alternate
priorities of arms procuremeént will grow, straining NATO internal

" consensus and efficiency.

The *let us do the best ﬁe can” and "if somehody wishes to do more iet
hin" attltudes on out-of-area issues were already prﬁaent in the 1967 -
Harmel report: “Crises and conflicis arising outside Lhe area may
impalrc its (NATC) security either directly or by affecting the global
balance, Allied countries contribute individually within fhe United
Nations and other internmational orqanizatinns'to-the maintenance of
~International peace and security, and to the solution of important
international problems. In accordance with established usage, the
Allies, or thos.e among who wish to do so, will also continue to
consﬁlt on such problems without commitment and as the case may
demand.” o
The consultatzve mechanism is fine and qenerally wecll accepted it o : |
ex1sts, it can be used and 1t nhas beeu used, It doss not constltutﬁ a
‘problem wlthin the Alllance. Di5CUB51ON of out of area problems take
place on a reqular basis within the Alliance. Reégional experls meet
twice a year and submit reports of a high quality to the Atlantic
Council where, in turp, they are reviewed. These reports ate mainly
eiaminéd in termsg of what is happening in different parts'of the world
and, by and large"it i8 reported that a rémarkably high level of
- agreement 1is reached Discussions 4o not usually go beyond what the
Alliance as such should be doing abouk the problem.
The question is: what dﬁes consultation really mean? It stands for
discussion and exchanqe of vieww,'and should not be confused with a
process which requxres that an. agreement be reached nnr an action be
-taken Such a process sets a atandard for consultarions which often
cannot be attained, especially when dealing with out of area
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questions. On the other hand, consultation should not be confused with -
informing Allies after the fact that unilateral actiong have been

takéq.

- Despite fhe cautious and ahbiéuous,wordinq. however, the language on
“the outfdf area problem in the Nato communiques has constituted the

- framework within which it das'forﬁally'possible and.politically :
feasible for the European countries to establish bilateral agreements
with the United States on the utiliéation of Ruropean facilities by
the American R4f and on mllltary compensation meagures if American

forces are taken out from Europe

The Allied military cooperation

‘While the Alliance has been Qolzt callz abeent. from oversoas crimes,
it has been operationally present, and vecy much so. The most positive

experience has been the coordination between Western naval forces
preqent in the Gulf and around it

Politically speaking, each cnuntf? was folinvinq a different path.
Italy, for instance, was malntdininq feiat1v¢}y good diplomatic¢
relations_vitn Tran, while France was committed to sustaining Iraq
militarily snd the US were cleatly suspiciausrnf‘lpan {even if the
only direct military attack against an American military vesse) was
performed by an Iraqi alfplane}.)Each countpf; with the notable
exception of the US, was engaged in protecting its own‘mercnanl
vessels, or those shdwlnq its tlag, and the 6n1y agreed common
operation has heen the clearing of mines trom international waterways'
Even the rules of engagement of the various Western Nav1ea were

markedly different,

As a matter of fact however the general consensus is that the -
cooperation between local commanders on the gpot has worked ddmlrably.
that communications and 1nformatiqn vere exchanged rapldly and '
effectivélf, that misﬁnderstandinq vere avolded and that the Westetn
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naval forces on the whole were perfectly able to act together at any -
given moment, sharing tactical information and in accordance with
common operational lines. This poéltiverexperience was made possible
by the existence of Nato common procedures and interoperable systems,
established for the North Atlantic and the Mediterramean, but also

working outside.

In a way, the cooperation in the Gulf did even exceed Nato established
experience, This cooperatiqn has worked particularly weil between
French and American forces, along the lines of a general military
agreement existing between the Ué and the Frencﬁ Navies, wor!dwide,
The United Statés, France and the United Kingdom'plready benefit frém'
gharing "out-of area"'intelliqehcc on the Middle East (on the basis of
the UK-USA agreements as far as the British are concerned, and on an
ad hoc basis for the French), even If there are a few limits where
Igrael is concerned: this information 1a'pot.normally cireulated
‘between Nato alltes, on the basis of the "need to know" praneiple.

The relative cuccoas of the GuIf aprration, hmpever; should be
confronted with the bitter fallure of the Beirut operatioh, where the
game Western Powers were enqagéd {less the Benelux countries).
Political differences and operaflonal commonalities were more or less
the same.in both cases. In Belrut, however, the key deployment wéﬁ
carried qut by-land forces, completely absent in the Gulfl. There was,
therefore, a difference of vulperability. In the Gulf, the_prnbleﬁ was
to protect naval forces against easily ideptifiable military attacks
(or mines, equally identifiable, given theAright technological mesns).
In Beirut, the problem was to protect the men in the field against a
murky array of direct and indirect threats, and the most tragic losses
came from the use of ‘terrorist tactics. While it was possible to
maintain a strictly defensive military posture in the GUlf, the
protection of the Vestern forces in Beirut .required offensive military
actions (retaliatory ggg preemptive): the decision of the US 7
- government to initiate a number of air raids and the naval shelling of
some military objectives on the hills surrounding meifut has rapidly
undermined the Western consensus, hastening the'eﬁd of thé entire

exercisge.
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Similarly, while U§S and European qdvafnments were in abparenﬁ
agreement on the need to curb international terrorism and to exzert
strong'pressurus on the qovérnments supporting it, the American raid

against Libya was suppofted only by the British goverﬁment.

The reality of operational cooperation between Vestern forces out of
the Nato area, therefore, is-only a limited asset ond cannot
compensate ror the absence of more complete (and complex) political

agreements.,

Vestern overseas military activities have been ”mulfi—ﬁilhteral"
operations. Functionally, a kind of star-shaped structure has been
formed, vith the US forces at the center, relayed with each separate
Ally. Intra-european cooperation was mainly possible thanks to the
interoperability each of them had established with the USA.

_Moreoﬁer, only the US had the kind of'stayinq power and Eetaliaﬁofy
capabilities needed to quarantee a secure detertence against unwanted
or excessive escalation of the conflict. While the U5 forces were

_greatly profiting from the help of the Alljes (utilizing some of their.
logistical assets, asking them to take up some of the military roles

. vacated by American forces p;eviuusly committed to Nato or even
compenséting for mome of its deficiencies, as in the minesweeping .
operations in the Gulf), the European presence would have been simply
impossible without Amerjcan help._- ‘

- This same conclusion can be drawn also :fom other more 1imited
experiences, albeit with a few qualificattons. The French engagement .
in Chad or the British war in the Falklands have been largely national
affairs: in both cases, hawever,_the Uslstrateqic backing has greatly '
eased the European burden, minimizing the f;aks and allowing the
Allles to take the necessary risks. The Enropean Allies can still b}ay
a critical role in determining the succéss-or‘failure of Vs out of
area actions in many ouf of area con;ingencies; U§ abllity Lo rapidly

redeploy forces and.eéuipment from Italy, the FRY and UK may be
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critical So may the ability to draw down the {nventories of Nato
countries temporar11y ‘with key items of supply or combat equlpment {as
was the case during the Vietnam afd the Yoi K;ppur wars as well).
single Ally acting in isolation, however, could oblige the US to

' reconsider its course of action, while the US opposition could
cffootively kill any Enrbneén fnitiative. . o

The practical problem is that such arranqements are best handled
quietly and on a bilateral basis, between the US and each ¢oncerned
Ally. Few contingencies, if any, can be expected to induce an

|
|
\
!
Alliance-wide consensus. Therefore, no real and urgent pressufe is , .",. w
felt for estahlishinq‘a multilateral framework of consultations and ' ‘
decisions, while many reasoﬁs exist for keeping them all at & much 1

|

|

"more discreet and-fraqmented level.

~ Military considerations. however, should be checked against political’
requlrements what has been working at the specxtxc military level
mlqht be seen as largely insufficient at a wider political level.

European probléms

A better policy of cfiéis management has to confront squareij the
problem of differing perceptlons and interests, and of possible
"d1vis!ons of labour" between Europeans and Americans. If the Allxance
as such cannot decently deal with a problem so intimately linked with
‘1ts overall sécurity policy, than a'caselhas to be made fof other ways
and means, other channels of communication, other coalitions for
action. o ' ' o

The emerqing European tendency to deal ‘with out-of-area lssues has
been undetlined in some European Parliament reports, namely the 1981
Diligent Report on the protection of maritime lines of. commun1cat10n
in thg Mediterranean and Persian Gult and the 1982 Haagerup Report on.A

Eurppean security policy.
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Each Western Eurcpean power (with the exception of the Federal’
Republic of Germany) is preparing ifs.arméd forces to operate with
ehhanced rapidity and increased ﬁléxibility far from the national
borders. A rather'optimiatic déscriptioﬁ of these forces can be found
tn the table at the end of this fext. )

The creation of rapid employment forces has its rationale more in the
need to adjust the military instrument to defend national terrltory
against the changing threat environment, tham on the need . to perform
overseas missions. The French FAR, for instance, has been conceived
with its priority employment on the European central front in mind,
waever, enhancing the mobility of some units, establishing a.skeleton
gtructure of Cﬁ for the force, and planninq‘for integrated training
exercises me&ns creating the capability - and the mentality - to
‘employ the military instrument rapidly, selectively, and with
§pec1alizéd. mission-oriented forces. These are the relevant features
needed for many out-of-area military interventions in future
contingencies, ' '
To some extent, the European RDFs are more shadow than substance,
especially in terms of long-range alr transport capahillty,.ldqistlc
sustainability‘and speclalizedrarmament. It would he naive to belicve
that they can'etfeétively bhe employed in an overseas continqenéy
different from relativaiy undemanding pcacekeeping operations, without
being strengthened and supported by other natiovnal Forces, much less
mobile, and without adequate training. The almost complete absence of
"adequate training grounds gnd staqinq,areaa'is as important as the
other material shortcomings, 1f not more. Even the mere posaession of
.a force which can be rapidly employed outside the national territory,
however, can have a beneficial political effect on the resolve of
Western governments, and on their attttudé to tackle overgeas crisis
situations. The maiﬁ riek is that politicians might underestimate-thq
shortcomings, while the milifary leaders mléht underplay them in order’
to carry out Qperatiqns deemeq politically necessary, ¢reating a -

situation of grave concern.
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France and Britain - and Italy and Vest Germany to a lesser degree -
. possess Naval forces capable ot fulfilling the role and the missions -
typical of out-of-area operations requiring a maritime component. They

have the proven ldgistical capacity to sustain limited naval forces at

long range reqardless of local resources. But, apart from Britain,
France and Italy have inadequate long-leg air tramsport capacity, and
airlift over long distances will either require the utilization of

staging facilities en route to the crisis area- or the use of the

American alr transport assets.

Logistical and transportation problenms, 5ustainabilty and étaying
power, as well as the need to have the backing of sufficient
reinforcements at hand, and of belnq protected by an overall crediblé
deterrent posture, have required in the past, and will require in the
future, the European overseas interventions to be shouldered by some
form of direct US comm1t-ent and/or acceptdnce This necessary help
doesn' t come free, however ~for it generally complicates the political
picture of the crisis manaqement uperation itself, Mo European
military presence in Beirut or in the Gulf would have been possible
without the presence of overwhelmlng American forces in the same spot,
capable of decisive strategic iﬁtervention, therehy guarahteeing'ar
muéh_needed deterrence against eécalation by the enemy. This presence,
however, was badly resented by the local actors, and immediately
propelled the crisis to the heights of an East-Vest issue,
complicatlinq its mnaqement. Any U5 presence, moreover, cémeﬁ with its

burden of previous American commitments and long established alliances

and political déclsions, obscuring the carefully weighted differences
of pollticai poéturé that the European allies would prefer to stress.

Recent expefiencea,'hbwever. have reshuffled the Europein traditional

ability to deal with the local problems involved wifh overseas e¢risis

management, and the existence ol a better dxﬂposition of local actors -
toward the European forces, probably seen as "less threateninq or at
least as "less interfering® than the American one. And of course. the
relatively greater Eyropean dependence on :&w materials and energy

- dees
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sources located in some of these regions, and the greater European
share of trade with them, make Western Europe logically suited for
taking more overseas commitments. '

The enlargement of the European Community in the Mediterranean, with
the accession of. Spain and Greece, has increased the need to work out
an overall approach toward this area, taking into account the problem
of Turkey, whose entry inte the Community is practically exciluded for
the time being, but whose role for the defence and security. of Western
Europe remains vital and should he 1nsured against any "islamic" drive
of this country, born out of a sense of iﬁolafion and frustration in
its dealing with the west, The strict {nterdepence existing between-
the Community and countries such as Morocce (whose King even asked for
its admission to the EEC), Algeria, Tunisia, Libya and Eqypt (mot to
méntion israel) create-an obligation for Europe to work out a befter
and overall crisis maﬁagenent approach to the Mediterranean as a
whole. ' '

Demographic developments might hecome crucial. As far as Europe is
concerned, the Mediterranean Basin, Africa and the Near and Middle
East are experiencing a rate of inerease of their populstions

- completely at odds with that of Vestern Europe,. where we expect the
population to remain relatively stable, and become progressively
older. '

Presently, considering the EEC together with the other fiﬁarian
countries of the Mediterranmean, the population percentage of the EEC
is about 61,5%. By as early as the year 2000, the EEC lot will decline
to 53,8% and Ln 2015 to 47,3%. The year 2015, therefore, will see 372
mlliion non—-EEC Mediterranean people, as opposed to 333 million of
relatively rich Vestern-Europeans. 1n these few years, while the EEC
popuiation will grow by about 13 million, that of the other
Mediterranean countries will grow by over 170 million. Feur countries
alone, Turkey, Egqypt, Algeria and Morocco will have a population of.
about 270'm11110n: generally youny, unempluyed.and city dwellers.
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Direct and 1nd1rect threats to European security coming Erom overseas
include the proliferation of armaments (including the possibility of
nuclear prollferatlon, swvupled willh asw Binsila patential); the
redislocation of us Eprces, formerly standing in the area, and now
redeployed elsewheré according to other strategic prioritiés; the
steady USSR policy to support its military presence on the fringes of
its empire by finding new allies and new guppurt'%acilities {most

' recentlj ln_syria and Iran}; the possibility of war scenaries starting
from the many “soft bellqu' 1ocated*oversea§ and spreading to

continental Europe.

In gene:ai, Europe will have fu weigh Lhe risk of being '5quee2ed"
between the bilatgrai gamerplayed by the two supérpowcra and the
growing political and strategic importance ot the cquntries overseaé.
With respect to technology, European forces could aiso experience a
dual disadvantage, in that they are less advanced than the Americans,
and have fewer numbers, and possibly alse less determination, than
their likely foes in the Third World. A lot will depend on the Western
European capacity to maintain an acceptable technological lead,
avbldlnq the riske of a slow decline of the technological content of
_thelr weapon systems. Without such a lead, in fact, they could have to
withstand much greater risks than their Amerjcen ally.
The'ansﬁeé to the future European contribution to trisis management,
has mainly to do with the working of European and allied institutions.
The hew experience of the WEU Special WOrR(nq Grnup should be
remembered here as well as the potentialities of the EPC (furopean
* ' Political Cooperation}. While the tormer has the advantaqe'of
utilizing both the Foreign Affairs and the Defence machineries of its
" European members, its major shortcoming is that of its inclusion 1n a
~international organization like the VEU. pith no‘clear future
ambitions spelled out. The latter has the advantage of a clearer
institutional setting and of its linkage with an international
organization'relatlvély strong and vital, with great European
énbltiuns; but without uo;ﬁinq.experience with the military and
suffering from the suspicions held by the nationalrﬁovernments against

European supranational integration.
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An obvious ¢ompromise solution can be the utilization of the WEV
system while waiting for Its eventual integration in the wider EC
satting. In order to make it work,_howevef, the VEU should be
strengthened and reformed (brobablyﬁalong the lines suggested by the
réceht papef'prepared by V. van Eekelén for the European StratéQy
Group}. '

ﬁroblehs arise, however, when ceoncrete steps have to bé decided and
implemented, mainly because the political framework Is still very far
from clear.'Takarfor instance the Delgian propossl Lv yather & kind of
standing, or onm call, Europeaﬁ naval force in the Mediterranean, under
the WEU flagq. This'proposal has found s;rbnq misgivings in Italian
-Eoreign policy.circles,Vmotivated hy.the difffculty to work out a
clearcut relatlonship between this WEU naval force and the analogous
NATO force: should the [irst become an alternative to the latter? aud
in this case, would not that signal a decrease of the European |
'interest 1n the us commxtment Lo NATU {the us being present in the
NAVOCFORHED but not in the WEU force)? I might perbonally think that
these concerns are greatly exagerated, but they are the direct
conseqguence of the political confusion and incertltude of today’'s
Situation.

i o s

atrateqic apprnach toc crisis management,‘includlnq econpmlc and

political leveraggs,‘és well as military. The EC alone has the
competence to deal wiﬁh the demographic problems of the Mediterranean,
the diversifjcation and security of energy supplies, the "quegst for
industrialization” of developing countries, and s0 on. While the
revised'Bruxelles Treaty of the WEu explicitly considetsAebonomic

. gecurity, no econoﬁic ﬁanaqemébt'has ever been carrieq out through it
{while the EC 'is invited at léast to the Summit of the Seven): & '

further reason for going toward a merger between the EC and the VEU,
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The case shoﬁld be made, therefore, for a nhmber of reforms of the
éxisting inatitutlonﬁ for seriously discussing the enlarqement of WEU
to Turkey, for the establishement of a compiex and important
Mediterranean policy of the EC (particularly adressed to Turkey,
Eqypt, Morocco and Algeria, and favouring regional iﬁteqfations in the
Gulf and in the Hatheb), for the strengthenlng of EPC. Ve could

- usefully draw some ideas from a prevtous paper on *The European

Community: progress or decline®, produced by five European 1nst1tutes.

Meanwhile, no sensible European cheice can ignore the necessary
relationship with the US, especially wherc overseas problems are
concerned. Crisis management goes hand in hand with other

transatléntlc‘problems 11ke burden sharing and the future of US

military presence in Europe. The Atlantic Alllance, h@weVer, cannot be

‘considered as the best institution for dealing with these matters: the '

economic dimensions of crisis management are almost as importaﬁt as
the military ones, and are practically excluded from the éompétences
of the Alllance (even 1f .they are theoretically included in the Treaty
and receive gsome attentlun in spec1a11zed comnittees of ‘the Atlantlc

Council).

Some nechnicai‘decisions could help to smooth and speed up the
consultations: the allied political coordination could profit from
stronger)ilnks between the high level crisis management centers
created In each Vestern country.  Their connection with the Americdn

'cehters.throuqh technologically advanced -communication means would

allow for'rapid transmission of infptmatioh, quick consultations and
real-time coordination of military initiatives. In the post-Achille
Lauro affair,‘when American F-14 flqhtefs forced the landing of an’
Egyptian aifcr;!t'uith Arab terroricts on board at the Sicilian
airbase of Stgpnella, the communications betweén Vashingten and Rome
vere fér from perfect; and reportedly were complicated by translation.
problems. The possibillty for the Lop decisxon—makinq bodies of the
Atlantic Alliance countries to ceommunicate dJrectly and fully, outside
the existing Nato framework as well, would enhance the badly needed

003
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 consultation and coordination process, Lhus indirectly strengthening,

at least at the "technical” level, the Western tesponse capacity to

out-of-area crises. -

- We can agree on the need to overcome some of the major shortcdminds of

the European armed forces in terms of equipment, tralning, transport
capacity {especially airlift) andAgustainabjlity. The idea should be
of overcoming them through a joint investment plan and not throug

individual countries acting alone. Common procurement coordinated by a

European agency would be the optimum. Short of that, we could atress
the need for more standardization and interoperability of the European
Qquipménp needed ﬁor overseas contingencies. The various Europeén
rapid deployment forbes could train together in specificéily'devised
exercises, in a way similar to the training conducted by Nato Ace
Mobile Force (AMF). If the possession of a rapid deployment force
increases the capabiiity to deter and to intervene overseaé - gven
within the operational and logistic limits previously outlined -
common training will facilitate a coordinated military response if and
when it becomes politically feasible. In the long term, the European
rapid deployment forces should become the hard core of a truly
*European‘%military intervention capacity‘in overseas contingencies
involving'vltal European interests. |

LY

. Other things should be done, moreover. The European countrieg should

intensif§ their intelligence collection effort in out-of-area reqgions,

thus demonstrating their seriousness toward overseas commitmgnts}

This would be particularly useful for fighting internal.ional terroriswm

and for coping better with peace-keeping forces. A European -
satellitary capacity would be important: France has acquired a good
capability for high-resclution photographic survey of areas of
interest with the “Spot‘ satellites; European countries ¢ould jointly
develop more scphisticated military reconnaissance éatellites (both
optical and radar). The present dqreements betueeh France, Italy and
Spain on thelﬂelios satellitc are a step in the right direction. éhe

joint European development of a new satellitary capacity, involving

optical, radar and communication 1nte111§ende would be the ohvicus

second step.

[d1901
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The future of crisis management

Present trends suggest the‘deVelopment of new crisis resolution
patterns. The identification of thesé'patterns is essential for any

decision on what to do overseas and how. At the present stage, we can

underline the following points:

a. Crisis management operations rely more frequehtly on slow,

homeopathic strategies, than on surgical interventions.

b. There is a tendeﬁcy to avoid higﬁ risk operationa {inveolving a
high level of military commitment and high visibility of the
forces of outside powers), in favour.of relatively low risk
operations. Ground forces are more rarely put into action, as the
preference is for relatively less visible and less vulnerable
Naval forces. Ground based air force§ are used for transportation,
warning, inteliigencé cellection and command, control and
comﬁunicafion. more than for actual‘combat. Sea based alr forces
‘are used ;o~5uppdft both the navy and the army ashore in their
military enqaqenents; when available: their actual utility in the

Beirut case, however, was qfeatly disputed by many.

¢. There is a need (and in some cases a clear attempt) to use a
better combination df various leverages other than the military
_ones for crisls management. The economic leverage in particular
hés been tried various times, with mixed resuits. While economic
sanctiony were apparently inefféctive, at least in the short runl
{in the 10n§ run,” in the case of Iran, they'ﬁight have had‘a
siénificant impact) economic aid proved to be of some immediate.
fmportance to help Iraq withstand the Iranian pressure, The hope
of substituting the military presence with an economic one of
equal effectiveness was not successful. Nevertheless, the need to
work out a better global strategy encompassing economic, |
financial, trade and military elemenls al the same time seems to

be generally accepted,

[ 002
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d.-Thére 1B the idea of strengthening and enlarging the present
policy of prevention of crises, with the aim of limiting damages
betorehand aﬁd simplifying the following task of crisis
- management. ' N

Cases in point are, for Instance, the agreements weorked ocut among
the nuclear countries exporting uuclear'technoloqy, for Increased
Jimitation and ¢ircumscription of the risks of nuclear |
proliferation, through é combination of restraints and
inducements. A similar instrument is the Missile Technology
Control Regime agreed upon by the Seven most industrialized
countries in April 1577, and soon to be appiied in order to
attempt curbing the development of a new Arqentihian~Arab
middle-range missile. |

Like many other agreements to limit the trade of weapon systems,
however, the Missile Regime also faces the major problem of
including all the relevant producers and exporters in the draft

The recent Gulf experience is not encouraqlng. when a Chinese

missile’ developed with Israell technological help ends up in baudl .

hands, every attempt at controlling. technology looks rather
fartetched. In another case, the mixed results obtained with the
application of COCOM's requlations to curb the export of

militafily relevant technology to the Communist countries left the

matter open for further considerations. The fourfold increase in

the number of countries holding chemical weapons and the spread of

nuclear weapons technology to Third World countries, is another
case 1n peint. The aitempt to strengthen and streamline these
regulat1ons however has been made, éhd might lead to better
results in the future,

- Other means of crisis prevention. or at least of setting up a
 better framework for dealing with ik, include the renewed

artention to the Geneva Convention dgdiﬂﬁt the uge of chemical
weapons, and the negotiations for o new Treaty for chemical
disarmament. Also, some Western governments are showing growing
interest in the possibility of increasing the respeét for the

BT
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exiﬁtiﬁq‘interndtional lawa of war and neutrality: indeed, the
main leqﬁl justification of the Western mi}itary presence (n the
Gulf was the decisjon to oblige the belligerants to comply with
rthe‘fnternationally recognized rights of neutral countries and the
ﬁflnciple of freedom of innocent passage in international waters.

' Crisis reduction centers between the nuclear powers as well as
agreements io avold acciQental cohfrqntat{ons and to manage
pussible accidents peacefully (e.q. the one.between Us and USSR;
on naval incidents in the high seas) a:elgoiﬁq in the same general

direction.

e. There is an increased fendency to utilize the existing
nultilateral machineries, in bart@cular‘the UN, as useful tools
for "saving. Lace”, as frameworks for djplomatic exchanges and
negotiations, as suppliers of peace-keeping forces and observers
and, possibly, as impartial 1nstruﬁents for fact gathering and for
the assessment of rélat1VE responsibilities. The importance of
this development should not be underéstimated: it 1s worth
remembering hqw,-a‘few years ago, the simple idea of utilizind the
UN machinerf was régarded with a mixture of gcorn aﬁd suspicion by
the US. The change has been important and should be underlined.

- the UN should not be.overeaiimated, however. Its forcee are ahle
to observe peace, but not to keep it. Itﬁ “objectivity” is more a
-function of skillful diplomatic compromises than respect for the
actuél truth. Its usefulness as a diplomatic framework is a
consequence of the better relations between the USSR and the US

. more than of its Lntrinsic value. The face"saviuj'rnle of fhe UN,
however, together with the possibility of handlinq varfous crises
at the same time and to dispatch time-gaining mediators easily
accepted by all parties are unique features whosé importan?e we
should remembér.; : o !

f. Grealer eémphasis 13 put on the direct negotiations between the
US and the USSR, not only on their bilateral questions but on
regional crises as well, from Afghanistan to Angola and Kampuchea.

This positive fendgncy might have neqative étfecté, however . The

P18
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idea of the superpoweré deciding the future of other countries at
will was never very well reéeived by the qovernmehta concernad. ‘
This might be considered trivial when the receiving end has no way
of opposing the diktat. The pictnre-changes completely when a
strong opposition is possible, or when the will of the superpowers
has no real means of imposing itself om the ‘local actors. This
seems Lo be the most common case today. _
Nevertheless, the utility of ‘the US-USSR neqotiatiating framework
should not be underestimated, and will continue to be significant
in the future, One should not thinmk, however, that bilateral
agfeements of this kihd_could suffice‘without important local
backing and multilateral Suppdrt from the allies.,

g. The need to take into account the-perceptions and actions of
the local players (or at least of the more powerful amonqg them) is ' - -
~ now more evident than ever (see the point ahove). Local powers
sometimes have their own crisis management and intervention:
strateqy, and this is to be taken into careful account, Tﬁe benign:
neglect showed by ﬁhe West towards the repeated Saudi éttempté to
deatabilizerthé Horn of Africa, in the name of their brand of
islamization and arabization of the local qovernmenﬁs; ended up
 with dire consequences and with a direct increase in civil and
international wars, helping the Soviets to establiﬁh'a,ﬁirmer hold
:on Etﬁiopia. The latter is simply one example -among many others,
even’nore disruptive, such as the Egyptian-Saudi war in Yemen, the
‘Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea or the SOuth African heavy handed
policy towards its African neighbours.
The objective of enrolling local allies should, thereforé. be
tempered by s careful consideration of the'objectiQes sought by
these same allies, and by a correct assessment of our capacity to
influence or restrain their ambitions, if need be. K ‘
In general terms, no crisis management will be poasible in the
future without greater consideration of the local forces and
wills,
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h. Fiﬁally, the need to combine different kinds of levefaqe;' the
ability to deal with the othes superpowers and with local
countries at the same tlme; the necesitf of enrolling tﬁe allies
in a common strateg& te be pursued both locally and
1nt¢rnationa11y; Bo\:l‘_l militarily and tn'ro-uqh other means, can be
summarized as the ‘capac'lty to manage a "coalition strateqy”,
complétely different from that of the rélati\}ely siﬁple time when
Great Powers could do it alone. o .
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Vestern European Forces available Eor out of area operations.
Thig table (taken from A H Cordesman, Use of Force in the Middle East,

10:05
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Coffey & G Bonvicini {eds.) The Atlantic Alliance and the Middle East,
MacMillan Press, 1989) has to be considered largely a myth.

_ Countrg

Belgium

Denmafk

France

West Germany

Greece

Italy

Retherlands

Land Porces '

1 Paracoma,

reqgiment
2 Motorized
infantry bn.

1 regimental
combat team

1 Parachute

division

1 Alr-Portable
marine division

"1 Light armoured

overseas int. hgde
1 Motorized
infantry bgde

1 Infantry rqt.

1 Airborne
division

5-10 spectal
security/commando
bns,

1 Paracommando

reqiment,

3

"1 Atrborne

bgde

1~2 Mechanised

or motorised bgdes
2 Amphibious
btns.,

Misc. helos sqns.

1 Infantry
bgde

Air Forces

Misc. Helos
18 Miraqge 5B
fighters

1-2 Ccombat
helicopter
regiments

Up to 100
Jaguar, Mirage

111 and Mirage

5, plus 25-50 -

Alphajets

1-2 ¥F-4F. FGA
sqns. with
20-30 fighters

1-2 F-5A/B or
Mirage F-1CG
sgns. with. 36-40
fighters

2-6 Attack and
light attack
sqns with up to
12 fightersa

3-4 Atlantic

| MPA

1-Z Interceptor/

- recce sghs.

18 NF-3B

Misc. Helos

1-2 MPA

- Naval Forces

1 Carrier TF

1 Helicopter

TF ‘

80+ naval comhat
aircraft

8 Submarines

. 2=10 Atlantique
- and Neptune MPA

6 Assault ships

590 Baval Commandos

3-7 Frigates and
Destroyers
6 Type 206
Submarines = _
5-10 Minecratts

3-5 Frigates and
Destroyers

1-2 Helicopter

or VSTOL TFs with
5-8 surface
ships each,

1 Marine inf.
gqroup

4~8 Minecraft

]

2-4 Destroyers

Q03

in J.1.

Mobility Forces

12 C-130H

2 Boeing 727QC

3 C-130H

48 C-160

13 C-1608G

6 tankers

6 logistic ships

2-4 Boeing
707-320 ¢

3-4 C-1304
=7 Lsb, LST,
LCT

_5-10 LCU/LCH

B G-222

3-5 C-1304

2 Tankers/logist
ships ,
4-9 LST/LCM

Z LPD

d'Fast combat

frigates/corvettes support ships

Z hmphibious
combat groups



. e

‘Portugal

Spain

Turkey

. UK
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1. Commando

- rgt. ,
"1 Special Forces

bn,

"1 Paracommando

bgde

1l Airportable
bgde '

3-5 Infantry bns.
1 *Tercio” Foreign
Legion. ‘
Misc. Command and

other bns; and cos.

A 1 Parachute bgde

1 Commando bgde
? Infantry bgdes -
? Other units

J Parachute bns.
1 SAS rqt.

';? Infantry and

armoured Recce
bns.

1A -

#-20 G-91
" Lt. Attack

fighters

10-30 F-5A/B
fighters
Misc. Helos

18-36 F-5/RF-5

fighters

? F-100D 0OCUs
fighters
Misc. Helos

45-72 _
Jaguar /Bucaneer
Harrier attack
fighters

18-36 FGR-2
{F-4} Tornado
V) S ,

? AEW/MPA

aircratt
- Misc. Helos.

1-2 Rapier
rqgts.

-6 Friqatesr
k] Marlne_bns.

1 VSTOL TF.
with 6-8
surface ships

1 Marine rqt,
5=-10 Minecrafts
5-10 Patrol
crafts

5-8 Destroyers
or frigates
1 Marine bhgde

.58 Patrol boats

6-12 Minecrafts

' 1-2 Helo-VSTOL

TFs with B8-16
surface ships
each '

1 Marine cdo
bgde, 1 Special
boat & 2 Harine
rajding cos.
3-6 SSNs

5-8 55

7 Others surface
ships =
7-20 Minecrafts

hoo4
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Every seasoned conference gecer has learned to expect_(with'a
mixtufe of dread aﬁd ennui) the obligﬁtory papér on the crisis in NATO
and the problem of burdensharing. An outside observer rmight easily reach
the conclusion that handwringing is the. favorite form of physical '
exercise for the NATO pundit. It is a testimonial to the sturdiness of
the alliance that most of the predictions of woe and doom profferéd by

the authors of such papers never come to pass.

Nonetheless, the problem is persistent, and continues to arouse
passion ‘on both sides of the Atlaﬁtic. The hearings last year by the
special House Armed Services Committee Panel on Burdensharing are a
reminder of the important place that this issue continués to'play in
trans-Atlantic relations. While the dizzying pace 6f change in Eastern
Burcope has seized the headlines, many are already beginning to think ‘
about the iﬁplications 6f change in Easterh and Western Europe for the

future of the Alliance. f : ' - Cm-

Most sericus students of the burdensharlng problem have come to
undertand that assessing burdensharing is more than 51mply a question of
teting up and comparing the defense expenditures of each alllance
member, or even devising ever more clevérland complex indices to weigh
the nature of each allyfs contribution. Rather, burdensharing turns out
tc be a shorthand for a whole web of political and economic relations
between alljapcg members as they attempt to reconcile differing views
of ‘the purpose ofrthe alliahce and the appropriate méans for achieving

those goals.

In fact, the burdensharing problem is-an inherent part of an
alllance that con81st3 of 16 sovereign and democratic natlons Although
the allles ‘influence each other (1nd;v1dually and collectively),
ultimately each nation's‘policy must be set with'regard to its own
dcmestic‘coﬁstraints.. The Alliance per se has no coercive power over
its members"policies, and a democratically elected government that

consistently ignored its own electorate in, favor of the wishes of its
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éllies would soon find itself the “"previous" government. What is most
rema;kabie dbout the burdensharing debaté is not its persistence, but
rather that theAalliance has learned to live with it; as if has evolved
through many different forms and transmutations. This attitude of
accomedation.is a preéreqﬁisite in a non-coercive alliance of

democracies; it has also proved a source of the Alliance’s durability.

In this paper, we will look ét the burdensharing issue in its
broadest dimensions. We begin with a brief review of the underlying
sources of tension within the Alliance. The second section then turns tb
an examination of how recent developments in East-West and West-West
relations (especially conventional arms control and the movement toward
a more integrated Europe as symbolized by 1992) are likely to transform
the burdensharing debate. Although the rapid and unpredictable course of
events in_EasﬁérnEurépe over the past'seﬁéral months makes any
prognostication perilous, wé attemﬁt_to assess how the.général trends -
that are now emerging are likely to'éffect Alliance relations. In the o
final section, we wi}l egamine more specifically hoﬁ these forces. are

likely to affect the Southern Region.
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WHAT BURDENSHARING IS REALLY ALL ABQUT

Over the years, there has been a tendency among American
politicians to view the burdenshariﬁg question as simply a matter of
figuring out a fair way of divvying up the cost of baking the NATO'pie.
Implicit in this model is a belief that we know (and can agree on) how
big the pie should be;'and what it should be made of. Most of the
arguments center around issues such as how much credit should be given
for providing the oven for baking pie and the attendant disruption to
other-household‘activi;ies from haviﬁg the pie-baking geing on, and how
much credit to give those who volunteef Grandma to do the baking as

opposed to those who hire a pastry chef.

Given this model, it is not surprising that the debate has focused
unduly on-the extent, if any, of "free ridiﬁg"_within the Aiiiance; and ~=~
has accordingly degenerated into simple statistical exercises such as
comparing the percent of GNP each nation spends on defense as a.measure
of "burden".l Although these indices certainly bear some relationship to
the cost or "burden" associated with NATO membership, it is clear that
the relationship is a partial, incomplete and at times misleading
7indi§ation of the contribution that eachnally makes toward the Eommon,
defense. Even more important, such simple analyses aésume that all the
members of the alliance agreé on the level and type of effort required
(iﬁ our anaiogy, the size and flavor of the pie), when in fact this has

seldom been the case.

A number of analysts have examined the technical problems with
indicators like percent of GNP as a measure of burdensharing (tangible
v. intangible costs; monetary v. non-menetafy; on budget v. off;

exchange rate fluctuations; output v. input measures). It is not

1In a recent RAND Report, this was termed the "fundamentalist"™ view
of burdensharing, see Cooper, Charles A. and Benjamin Zycher,
Perceptions of NATO Burden-sharing, RAND/R-3750-FF/RC, June 198%.
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difficult to see, fdr example that increased British expenditures for
the Falklands War did not énhance NATO security, even though it raised
the share of British GNP devoted to defense. Similarly, a nation that
spends more because of inefficiency and waste in defense procurement
will appear to be'doing more (carrying a iarger "burden") even thcugh

not necessarily enhancing cecllective security.

A whole iiterature has sprung up attempting ﬁo correct these
analytic difficulties, from partisans (like the Eurcgroup) and more
academic observers. On tﬁe whole, this literature has tended to show
that thé disparities between NATO members are not as great as might seem
using cruder indices.? fndéed, despite the fears expressed by scome
members of Congress at the time of President Truman’s commitment of US
troops to Eurcpe, the Alliance has proved to be quite successful in
generating large force contributions from the European allies
--notwithstanding the diversity of political parties and philosophies of —~

the various European governments over the past four decades.

ButAsuch studies have done little if anything to quell the
political controversy about burdensharing -- in part because the
arguﬁent over burdensharing frequently masks more fundamental
disagreements over the Alliance goals and the means to achievé them. We
turn now to examine briefly some of the mcre persistent sources of

conflict within the alliance.

THE POLITICAL/MILITARX DIMENSION ~ OR HOW BIG AND WHAT KIND OF PIE?
NATO has held together for forty yvears through remarkable changes

and often great-streés because the sixteen member nations have shared a

over-arching common goal and purpose -- the need to act together to

resist the potential military and political threat posed by the Soviet

‘see, for example, Cooper and Zycher, op. cit., secs II and III;
Steinberg, James, "Rethinking the Debate on Burdensharing", Survival,
Jan.-Feb. 1987.



DRAFT -6 -

Union and its Warsaw Pact all;es.'The strength of this common resclve
should not bé underestimated: it has allowed the Alliance to overcome
deep and potentially acrimonious divisions and created a climate that
favors compromise and conciliation over confrontation. But this.sharea
general sense of purpose masks important diwvisions. While all agree
that the Soviet military capability and international behavior require a
common effort to maintain collective -security, there are significant
differences on the two sides of the Atlantic (and aﬁohg the European
members) as to.the nature and the extent of the threat, and the

appropriate means to counter it.

On the whole, American policy makers and analysts have tended to
view with gfeater alarm the conventional’foﬁce disparities between NATO
and the Warsaw Pact, and have tended to place greater emphasis on the
need for NATO to take steps to reduce those disparities. Althcugh some
Americans have argued that the European view stems from lack of L i
information on the nature and e#tent of the threat,® the disagreements
in fact stem rather from differing assessments of Soviet intentions, of
the strategic significance of)disparitiés in forces, and the appropriate

NATO posture to counter those disparities,.

7$he impact of differing asséssments of Soviet intentions is
obvious. Even large force disparities are not necessarily destabilizing
if one has.confidehce'in.the other’s intentions. But even where {(as in
East-West relations) the intent is ambiguous or even hostile, the
'presencé of forcé disparities per se éoes not necessarily guarantee that

the stronger will seek to use its advantage. Although Europeans and

Americans may all agree that at some level, disparities between East and

isee, for example the testimony of former Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Richard Perle, Defense Burdensharing: The Costs, Benefits, and
Future of US Alliances, Committee on Armed Services, House of
Representative, H.A.S.C. No 100-111 {(1989), p. B6: "I believe...that if
allied officials has the same access as their &merican colleagues to the
steady stream of intelligence peinting to the unrelenting buildup of
Soviet military power, they would react much as we do -- with concern
and apprehension, and possibly even money. "
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West military capabilities may'be so large as to threaten Western
seCu;ity,.there would seem to be rather significant differences on where

that threshold is located. -

Mcreover, the hature of the-threat“posed by these disparities is
also the source ¢of disagreement. For-some, it is a threat of ocutright
invasion.'But for many in Europe (and increasingly in the us), the
prospect of a Warsaw Pect invasion hds seemed implausible for some time.
Instead, the concern is that military advahtage'can be used to coerce
the policies of Western governments in a way that would' advantage the

Soviet Union (the "blackmail" argument.)

These differing'aesesments of the nature and type of threat feed
into further disagreements onlhow NATO should respond to the threat.. For
example, a military posture that was adequate to give Western European
nations confidence against Soviet political blackmail might not prove. .
adequate (or appropriate) to assure the defeat of an actual invasion.
Ever since the end of the period of the "New Look" and massive
<retallatlon, the United States has pressed the European members to place
~a greater emphasis on conventlonal forces and conventlonal defence as
the focus of alliance military strategy, which the US believed necessary

to maintain the credibility of deterrence.

Europeans, by contrast, have tended to argue that increased
conventionalization of NATO strategy tends to undermine deterrence by
making war more thinkable. Only by emphasizing the near certainty of
'nuclear escalation can war effectively be deterred. This divergence of
view was an 1mportant factor in the French decision to withdraw from
NATO’S 1ntegrated mllltary command at the tlme the Alllance was adoptlng
its strategy of flexlble response {MC 14/3), creatlng perhaps the most

profound crisis in NATO’s history.
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This difference of view has two distinct consequences for the
burdensharing debate. First, given the high cost associated with
maintaining adequate conventional forces for a robust conventional
defense, the US position has led the US to push for increased defense
spending, an argument bound to prove less than fully persuasive to
allies whﬁ believe that strengthened conventional forces are not only
unnecessary, but actually counterproductive. When American political
and military leaders accuse their European counterparts of doing too
little, one-can almost hear Eurcopeans mutter to themselves “perhaps you
are doing tco much®. Second, the disagreement exposes the most
intractable element of burden (or "risk") sharing -- the coéts
associated with the failure of deterrence. The Americans’ preferred
approach, with its emphasis on direct defense, seems to many Europeans
to increase the possibility of an unimaginably catastrophic conventional
war fought on European territory with mainly European casualties; while
the Europeans preference for a lower threshold seemed to Americans to
run an unnecessarily high risk of strategic escalation that would
threaten the American home_land.4

Oover the past decades, NATO has "resolved" these differences in-
perspective in a time-honored fashion: a solemn decision by NATO as an
institution to respond to US concerns about the need for more effective
conventional forces {and thus more spending) (LTDP and the 3%
commitment, the Conventional Defense Initiative), and in practice only
modest (at best) changes in Europeans' defense plans (both spending and
composition of forces) as a result of.that decision. With the préspect

of significant reductions in the Warsaw Pact’s conventional capability

ifrom the American political perspective, there are two gquite
divergent ways to respond to these various differences in perception.
One is to argue that the US should reduce its own efforts to match the
Europeans, based on the European perception of the threat -- "why should
we care more about Western Europe than the Europeans? The alternative
is to accept the differences and argue that higher US expenditures are
justified precisely because the US values the product {e.g. higher
confidence of deterrence, or higher confidence in the ability to resist
& Warsaw Pact attack without resort to nuclear weapons) more than the
Eurcpeans. '

Ep——
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(through unilateral and negotiated reductions) and a general easing of
the East-West political confrontation, a whole new round of debate over
.strategy and the role of military forces is in the offing (we will turn

to this topig in Section II).

Differences over the nature and extent of the Soviet threat also
have an important out-of-area dimension. During the early years of the
Alliance, the United States (although it sought broad Western military
invelvement in Korea through the United Nations), was the most feorceful
advocate for limiting-NATo's activities to Europe, out of fear that NATO
wouldlbecome embroiled in coleonial wars. Qver time, as the US has grown’
to see conflicts in the developiﬁg world as an extension of the
East-West cenflict (a view thét reached its zeﬁith in the Reagan
doCtriné) American leaders have argued that the outcome of those
conflicts are relevant td security in Europe, and therefore woithy of
appropriate, concerted NATO-response. Europeans, by contrast, have been -~
inclined to try to isolate conflicts outside the region from European
security concerns, seeking to limit the likelihood that conflict in the’

developing world will spill over into conflict in Europe.

-In some cases, the Eurcpean allies have been persuaded that out-
of-area threats are appropriate for a more collective reponsé {the mine-
sweeping activities in the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf, and
coordinating responses.to terrorism). But even in these cases, there has

been a reluctance to use NATO as the foruﬁ for_the common effort, with
.many Eufopean governments favoring adrhoc arfangements or more
"Eurcpean" institutions {EC, WEU). The prospects for a growing out-,
of-area role for NATO is discussed at éreater length in the second part

of this ﬁaper.

Obviously, the differencesrbetween the US and Europe on these
issues are not absolute; nor do all Europeans share identical attitudés
{(nor do all Americans, for that matter). What is comménly agreed is
that NATO must maintain significant_cépability} that some significant
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conventional forces are reqﬁifed but that conventional defense alone is

not enough; that somé contingenciésvoutside of Europe require'response

by NATO. Nonetheless, the differences between the U.S. and its European
allies in this area are sufficiently great"thaﬁ they have . proved a

persistent, underlying source of conflict over several decades.

THE ECONOMIC DIMENSiON

The second critical element which has driven the burdensharing
debate over NATO'‘s history has been economic -- specifically, the
periodically flaring trans-Atlantic economic tensions over trade and
macro-economic policy. It is only a slight exaggeration to suggest that
éhe degree of vitriecl in thé burdensharing debate can be mapped
isdtonically with the state of US-West Eufdpeaq economic- relations. From
the balance of payments crises in thg 1960’s and early 1970°s that
spawned the Mansfield Amendments, to the over-valued dellar of the early -
1980°s followed by trade and budget deficits, economic relations have
deeply colored debates over the fairnéss and adequacy of alliance

members’ contribution to common security.

Some of thése difficulties are-explicitly linkéd to the
burdensharing problem. To the extent that US economic difficulties are
~linked to balance of payment problems stemming froonverseas
de@loyments, or budget deficits driven by increased defense spending,
adjustments of the burden would appear ﬁo offer relief (e.g. through
-'substituting European for US forward deployed troops, increased host
nation supporﬁ or compénsatingAincreases in European defense budgets to
allow ;eductions in- US speﬁding). This element is,leés pronounced than
it once was in part because the U.S. current account deficit is so large
that the direct impacf of overseas defense activities on it is
relatively unimportant and in part because c¢urrent account deficifs are
more tolerated than they once were. Nénetheless the US Congress still
continues to push for costly "buy American" provisions, such as the
insistence oh using US coal in Europe, provisions which are justified,

at least in part, as a means of reducing overseas purchases.
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Ancther aépect of the trans-Atlantic relationship closely related
to the burdens%aring issue is defense procurement and the two-way
street. For many-years, European concern about US dominance of defense
procurement in the Alliance was as endemic as US complaiﬁts about
Europeans not contributing théir fair share of defense spending. This
dominance was manifest in the large imbalance in defense trade across
the Atlantic, favoring the US at its height by as much as 6-7:1 (higher
by some estimates). However, in recent years, more concerted efforts by
European governments to "buy European™,. and arrangements with US

manufacturers to reduce the defense trade imbalance (co-production,

licensed production, offsets) have served to narrow the gap.

Despite the improvements_in trans-aAtlantic defense trade, the iong-
term economic consequences of defense spending (especially in high
technology research and development) remains an area of considerable
tension and mutual mistrﬁst..When the United States first apnounCed the ==
SDI, many Europeans worried that the massive infusion of funds into key
technologies such as sensors and data processing would seriously
disadvéntage European civilian -R&D (since Europeans feared that they
wouid be shut out from sharing in the technclogy as a result of US
security restrictions.) These fears not only led Europeans to try to
find a means to participate in SDI research (through government to
égvernment memoranda of understanding) but also spawned a number of
government-led Eurcpean efforts on both the civilian side (the most
prominent being EUREKA) and more recently, the military side {EUCLID,
the European Cooperative Long-Term Initiative for Defense sponsored by
the‘IEéG) to counter the perceived US advantage.® From the US
perspective, the growing European interest in méintaining the European
defense industrial bése has led to a concern that the US wogld be shut
out of the European defense market, a worry fed by incidents such as the
cold‘reaCtion to the Secretary Weinberger’s suggestion for Amgrican
participation in EFA {although, of course, the US offer did not include

an offer teo actually purchase any of the aircraft!) -

3 (Ironically, US scepticism concerning the economic value of

military-induced r&d has increased in recent years.
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Other aspects of ecoﬁomié.friction (such as disputes-over trade
barriers and macro-economic policy) are onlj tangentialiy relétedrtd the
security relationship, though aérimbny engendered in the economic demain
tends to spill over in£o the security relationship, as Americans (who
- sometimes seem to‘view the US commitment to Europe as a favor to
. Europeans) aée temptedlto retaliate in the security domain for felﬁ
- insults in the economic.relationship. Periodic,trade disputes {(such as
the recent controversy over'EC limits on imports of Aﬁerican beef with
growth hormones) have_ultimatély been resolveﬁ reasonably amicably.
Whether this conflict will become more or less manageable as Europe
moves toward éompleting the internal market as part of "1992" is
‘discussed in the next parﬁ of this paper.

il
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~ 1I. THE DEBATE TRANSFORMED

In the first part of this paper we argued that the NATO-wide
consensus in support of a coilective response to the Warsaw Pact’s
military threat has been a powerful unifying factor ﬁhat has tended to
modulate otherwise divisive forces within the Alliance. Recent events
{including a general %arming of East-West relations, political changes
in Eastern.Europé, unilateral Soviet force reductions and the prospects
for a conventional arms control agreement) have served to reduce the
threat. Coupled with the growing momentum behind European inﬁegration
‘symbolized by "19%82", it is no longer farfeﬁched to envision a time when
‘the political landscape of Europe will be radically altered from its
Cold War contours. Will these changes bring new harmony to NATO or will
they tend to unleash conflicts which until now have been mutea by the.
need to maintain consensus in the face of a common, heavily: armed -
adversary? In this second section, we explore the impact of these

‘recent and impending events on NATO and the burdensharing.debate.

The Political-Military Dimension

The past year has witnessed an-enormous acceleration in the process
of conventiopal force reductions in Europe. After'a decade and a half of
~stalemate in MBFR, the Soviet Union has not only accepted in principle
asymmetric reductions leading to parity_ih-forces and effective
verification, but has moved concrétely through unilateral force
reductions and mofe‘forthcoming negotiating positions to demonstrate its
interest in reaching an agreement. Indeed, although a final agteement
has not‘yeﬁ been reached and important issues remain, many in Europe and
thé US are already beginning to discuss the objectives of a second round
cf conventiconal arms negotiatiohs (C?E-II), leading to reductions of as

much as 50%.
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At first blush, it would seem that reductions in WP‘forces (either
unilaterally cr as a resuit of arms controlf would take some of the
steam out of the burdenshafing problem. whatever the proper level of
defense effort by the West, it must surely be the case that less is
required if the adversary has less -- although how much will likely be
" subject to dispute.' As Soviet forces are feducgd,'the burdensharing
argument is likely to be transformed from who should de how much more,

to who will reap the benefit of having to do less.

This could prdve very_important in the current fiscal climate,
since for many of the NATC allies, there appears to be a significant gap
between the planned military program and likely available resocurces. CFE
will, to some extent, allow nations to reduce their defense program. But
" the political dynamic set in motion by CFE may also lead governments to
cut £heir defense spending in light of improved East-West relations and
the gap between plans and realities would remain - or even be -

exacerbated, if lower requirements drive up unit costs.

Reductions may well trigger a whole new set-of burdensharing
controversies. At a minimum, NATO will need to sort out how to allocate
the reductions mandated by CFE. There is evidence that some NATO
members, énticipating the outcome of the negotiations, have already
begun to reduce their planned procurement of_equipment likely to be
constrained by CFE, thereby hoping to pocket.for themselves some of the
economic benefit of CFE. Different formulae for distributing the cuts
{equal percentages, oldest equipment first, perhaps followed by

cascading) will lead to different distributions of costs and benefits.

Up till now, NATO has been quiet on the subject of allocating.
potential CFE cuts,‘perhaps out of fear of reopening divisions that have
been carefully smoothed over in the process of hammering out NATO’s
negotiating position.in Vienna. But sooner or later these issues will
arise as national and NATO pianners try to grapple with structuring

their force requirements for the coming decade.
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-A similar problem is likely to arise for‘manpower {particularly if
CFE leads to alliance-wide limits on stationed forces, as proposed by
the USSR, as opposed to limits only on US and Soviet forces, as
suggested by NATO). Demographic and cost constraints have put pressure
on NATO governments to reduce manpower {especially active duty forces):
governments will prefer to use CFE limits to justify manpower reductions
rather thanladmit publicly (and to each other) their unwillingness to -
bear the political and economic costs of retaining current force
structure. The manpower dimension may prove particularly important for
the US, where the size of US forces in Europe has been the perennial
focus of burdensharing afguments. Politicians in Washington will watch
closely to see whether CFE results in a significant cut in US forces in
Europe (the 30,000 proposed by President Bush is likely to be seen as
the minimﬁm acceptable cut); if the reductions generated by CFE appear
_insufficientiy large, -there may be growing pressure for further,

unilateral cuts, even if a second round of CFE ié in the offing. -

On a more fundamental level ﬁhere is a distinct possiblity that
disagreements between the US and Europe on strategy and force posture
will simply be replicated, albeit at a somewhat lower level ofrforces.
The course of current CFE negotiations holds out the prospect of
establishing something resembling parity at‘approximately the current
NATO force level. For those who believe, however, that the existing
balance 'is reasonably stable (notwithstanding Warsaw Pact supeﬁiority in
the "bean count") there is a cogent argument that NATO should be willing
to tolerate similar stable asymmetries at lower level of forces
{particularly as the politicalrclimate between East and West béqomes
less hostiie{. This would provide a rationale for unilateral Western
force reductions in response to CFE. Indeed, there is a danger that the
level of force reductions {and associated budget'savings) from CFE may
be insufficient to meet the domestic political expectadtions awakened by
recent events in Eastern Europe and the‘prospeét of a CFE agreement. If
for example (as noted above), CFE results in only médest reductions in

US troop strength in Europe, the political energy in the US Congress in
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support of additional, unilaterél withrd#awals may increase. The same
may prove true if CFE does not appear to produce significant defense
budget savingé for NATC members. Qf course, as recent events have made
clear, there is‘also a reasonable prospect that the Soviet Union and/o;
its Warsaw Pact allies will make their own unilateral'cuts post-CFE,
putting further pressure on NATC governments to show tangible benef;ts

from the changing ﬁilitary balance in Europe.

=Thése disagreements could extend not simply to the quantity of
forces, but also to the mix of forces, as reduc;ions begin to challenge
NATO' s operational stfategy. For example, as US forward'troops are
reduced as part c¢f CFE, the question will arise as to whether NATOlwill
still need to malntain the reqﬁirement of 10 US diviéions in 10 days f(or
at least some improved strategic lift to return US troops to the
Europearn theatér). If so, there will be new costs associated with.
- providing the necessary capability -- along with the inevitéble question -«
-- who pays? The recent NATO arrangements for helping to finance the A
relocation of the 40ist Tactical Figher Wing from Spain to Italy -- and
the current controversy in the US Congress over footing theAAmerican
share of the bill -- shows how complex the burdensﬁaring dimensions of
redeployment in light of CFE are likely to be. Similar issues will arise
for other aspects of infrastructure (ports and landing facilities, air
bases, logistics}. In addition, most analysts believe that lower force
levels will require new emphasis on aspects of NATO operations such as-
mobility and imprbved c3r -- imposing new costs even as quantities of
CFE-constrained equipment decline. Finally, at some level of force
réductioné} the credibility of forward defense (at least as currently
understood) itseif will become an issue, and a new debate-on strategy

(with associated burden allgcation issﬁes) will emerge.

CFE-1 by its nature means fewer troops and certain categories of
equipment (at least within the Atlantic to Urals region) but not
necessarily lower defense expenditures. In addition to the compensating

costs that NATO nations might incur in order to maintain the credibility
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of NATO strategy at reduced'force levels, several nations will continue
to maintain'éignificant financial commitménts for out-of-area and force
projection actitivies and for strategic nuclear forces (France, for
example spends around 30% of its military equipmentlbudget on nuclear
forces).! ' '

Finally, successful conclusion of conventional force negotiatibns
is éertain to re-raise the thorny problem of theéter nuclear weapons --
which énes and where. Although the complex issues of TNF are beyond. the _
scope of this paper, it is imporﬁant to keep in mind the important
burdenshafing-dimension of theater nuclear weapons. For the United
States, it has been particularly important that European'allies share
the political bu;den of flexible‘response‘;hrough their willingness to
accept basing of nuciear'weapéns. For Europeans {especially West
Germany)} there is a keen desire to avoid "singularity" (basing in just
one country). These concerné shaped the exact nature and scope of the
INF deployment decision in 1979 and will play an important part in
future decisions concerning TNF modernization and unilateral or

negotiaﬁed TNF. reductions.

Ultimately, conventional and theater nuclear force.reductions will
go to the very heart of the trans-Atlantic.burdenshéring debate --
namely, the role of the United States in Eufope. Although the presence
of US forces in Burope {(and the extension of the nuclear umbrella that
has been associated with them), are not the only eleﬁents of the US
Mcontribution" to European security, they are the moét'visible, and most
specifically identified with the US role in burdensharing terms. As
forées come down on both sides, both Americans and European will need to
address whether, and in what form the US should remain. Must the US
maintain sizeable forces in Eurcpe? Can the US (or should it) revert to
its pre-WwW II posfure as Western Eurcpe’s strategic reserve? Is extenaed

. deterrence credible without US troops actually present in theater? Is a

1 see Fontanel, Jacques. "Defence Costs and Budgeting in France" in
Roper, Boyer, Lellouche, eds. UK-French Defence Cocperation RIIA 1989 p.
109 ' ‘
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US military presence required to act as counterweight to the Soviet
Union even in a pbst-CoLd War era? What role does the US have tc play
in maintaining a stable Europe where the poteﬁtial for conflict comes
Vnot primarily from the East-West fault line, but from national or ethnic
divisions? Does a continued, albeit dramatically reduced US presence
contribute to maintaining the brbader range of trans-atlantic ties? Who
benefits from the US continuing to play any of these roles? and, of
course, who should bear what costs? These questions, and many others,
will not prove easy to answer in part because of the inherent geo-
strategic differences beteween‘the.Soviet Union’s position as a
continental power in Europe and the United States’ more remote position

across the Atlantic..

BROADENING THE AGENDA

"~ If {and as) the military threat from the East recedes, NATO will
inevitably be drawn iﬁto a debate ovér its own future. More
specifically, what role(s) might NATO usefully play to supplement what
is now its dominant function, namely a complex defensive military
alliance? How will the broadening of NATO'’s agenda atffect infraTAlliance

'relations, particularly with respect to burdensharing?

A number of emerging issues already surface to a greater or lesser

degree within NATO councils, They include

L non-gEuropean (“put—of-area“) threats to European (or Western)
security such as the Persian Gulf, the Middle East and
terrorism; ‘

¢ the political and economic dimensions of East-West relations
{(which may ekpand to include issues such as economic and
technical assistance to the Eastern Eurcpean members of the
Warsaw Pact; the éreation of new security institutions in

Eurcpe):

-
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. coordination of economic and development assistance to-
developing nations (North-South issues);
. common non-military threats (environment, health, etc.)

(] West-West economic issues

Of course, many of these issues are currently being addressed in
other fora, ranging from the EC to CSCE to the Group-of Seven, It is
unclear how suitable a forum NATO will prove for these topics; but the
very success of NATO to date suggests that its members will not
cavalierly abandon it, even if, in the future, the need_for close
coordination of military forces in Europe diminishes. But the addition
of new objecﬁives to the NATO agenda (or increased attenﬁion to existing
but secondary issues) will in itself create new sources of cdntroversy.
It may be useful to compare this phase of NATO's development with the
- mid-1960's, when the Harmel report revitalized the Alliance by -~
redefining NATO’s mission; but in turn added added new and often
‘controversial issues, such as arms control, to NATO debates. Moreover,
to the extent that any of these-issues involve financial contribution
from members; the same basic issue of appropriate or "fair" shares will
remain, with the possibility that one dr members of the Alliance would
"opt out"™ ({(at least on individual issues or roles) becoming increasingly
more likély as the NATO agenda broadens to include issues less closely

connected with the military dimension of national security.

_1992 AND ALL THAT

If in fact the ﬁilitary dimension-of the trans-Atlantic
relationship becomes less central as result of a diminished threat, it
seems likely that economic issues wili become even more important in
shaping intra-Alliance relations. We have seen that in the past,
tensions aloﬂgﬁthe economic dimension have fueled the burdensharing
debate -- how are the broad forces now at work re-shaping Eurcope likely

to affect burdensharing issues in the future?
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CFE per se should have only a limited impact in this area. On the
positive side, improved East-West relations are likely to dampen
disagreemeﬁts between the US and‘Western Europe over East-West trade and
technology transfer to the East. Assuming current trends in Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union continue, it seems likely that the US will
modify its rather hard line stance on both technology and credits to
members of the Warsaw Pact (although at present the diéagreementé

between the US and its European allies remain pronounced.)

There is, however, considerable potential for new friction in the
area of weapons procurement in the post-CFE world. Reduced overall
procurement regquirements may lead to intensified éompetition between
manufacturefs for pieces of the smaller pie ~-- and a desire on the part
of governments to maintain their industrial base {(and employment) by
supporting national procurement. This trend will be mitigated by the
growing importance of production efficiency as procurement quantities -
are reduced and budgets decline, since the need for greater efficiency
will lead to further consolidation of the defense industry and at least
the potential for more trans-national cooperation. From the American
perspective, a critical question is whether the focus of cooperative
efférts is intra-European or whether it will extend to include Ué firﬁs.
For Europeans, éonversely, the concern will be whether a declining US
manufacturing base leads to even greater US political pressure te "buy

American".

Completing the market

To some extent, the answer to these questions may be influenced by
the two sides’ perceptions of the trans-Atlantic ramifications of
"1992". To the extent that Americans view "1992" as the construction of
Fortress Europe, retaliatory measures, both in defense and’non—defense
sectors, are likely; while a more open, but unified European market
could scothe buy-domestic pressures. In general, Americans’ initial

apprehensions about the course and intent of "1992" have begun to ease,
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but the prospect for trans—-Atlantic conflict remains considerable. So
long as the US continues to run large trade deficits, Americans will be
highly sensitive to perceived unfair trade barriers, whether or not they

are in fact the principal cause of those deficits.

Although defense procurement is excluded from the 1992 mandate, tﬁe
close assoclation betweén defense and other high tech sectors that fall
within 1992 means that there will almost certainly be a spillover into
the defensé sector. And the movement toward greater European
consolidation is already well underway --Thomson/Philips; MBB-Daimler:;
GEC-Plessy-Siemens; the list expands virtually eacﬁ'month. These moves
enhance the'competitivenessrof Eurcpean iﬁduspry vis a vis the U3, but
could also result in the further exclusion of the US from European
markets. Over the last decade, the imbalance (in the US favor) in the
two way street has been reducéd considerably (and in some cases
eliminated); it is hard to imagine that Europeans would allow the V -
situation to deteriote seriously, while American concerns about
dependence on foreign sources are again on the rise.? The growing
disarray in NATO/CNAD sponsored trans-Atlantic cooperative procurement

projects (NFR 90, MSOW, ASRAAM) is not éncouraging.

Deepening and Broadening the Community

The impact of "1932" on intra—ﬁest Eurcpean and trans-Atlantic
relations is not limited to the economic sphere. The Single Eufopean Act
not only gave new impetus to completing the internal market, but also
revived the effort toward greéter political iptegration. Movement in

this direction would affect trans-Ztlantic relations in a number of

2nThe trend Itowa:d'increasihg purchase of military parts and
components from overseas] is intensifying concerns among Government and
private analysts about the competitiveness of American weapons
technology and the nation’s ability to meet its military needs in
wartime. And it has brought growing objections from companies,
politicians and workers about the loss of American jobs and profits."
Stevenson, Richard "Foreign Role Rises in Military Goods", The New York
Times, Oct 23, 1989 p.1. ‘
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'dimensions. For example, the movement toward cufrency union holds out
the prospect of much closer macro-economic policy cdbrdination within
Eurcpe that could prove even a more formidable interlocutor for the US
than the already significént role played by German macro-economic

policy.

On the political sid@,rénhancement of Eurcopean Political
Cooperation, and an emerging EC role in shaping politicai felati&ns with
Eastern Europe could lead the EC to become a competing (ﬁarallel if not
rival) institution with NATO in the area of Europeanrsecurity and
foreign policy. Although the US has Welcomed some enlargement of the EC
role (as, for example, with respect to econcmic aid to Poland ana
Hungary), there is a serious, if latent potential for the two to
diverge. All of these factors play into the long-standing dilemma --
dées a stronger, more united Europe mean an effective European pillar
within a thriving trans-Atlantic alliance? Or do they lead to a Europe -
more incliﬁed to act independently from (and potentially at odds with)
the United States? And to what extent will the trans~Atlantic dialogue
of the twenty-first century consist of a bilateral discussion between

the US and the EC, versus the multilateral forum of NATQ?

To some extent the answer to these questions will depend on the
course follqwed by the EC. To the extent that the focus of the EC’s
" growth is on “deépening“ ties among the Twelve, the more likely that the
EC will take on a security dimension. To the extent that "broadening"
occurs to increase'the diversity of security interests within the
Community (through the extension of membership to neutrals and even
members of the Warsaw Pact) the more important the "Western® dimension
of NATO will reﬁain._And all of this depends to some degree on the
evolution of'other security related institutions, ihciuding the WEU and
the CSCE. Multiple geometriés séém the likely future, with considerable

overlap and uncertainty over the defining roles of each institution,
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III. THE SQUTHERN REGION

.

Up till now, we have discussed broad trends in Alliance pdlitical
and economic ielations in very general terms. But the impact of these
forces is likely to vary for different members of the Alliance, and the
final part of this paper we turn to consider some of the specific
consequences for the Southern Region members of NATO. We hope that our
'colleaé?es from the Southern region can help us in‘ﬁurthering our own
understanding of h&w these forces are likely‘to affect this important
component of the Alliance. o

In this section, we wili conéider in turn how force reductions,
broadening the NATQO agenda, and economic_integtation of Europé may

affect the Squthern Region.

CFE AND THE POLITICAL/MILITARY IMPACT ON THE SOUTHERN REGIQN

CFE seems certain to have a differential impact on the.Southern 
region, one that may well enhance the importance of an area .that too
often in NATO thinking and planning has been :elegated.to the status cof
a "flank™ to thé'main Central Regicn confrontation. If, as seems likely,
force reductions are structured aroundrzones, the principal reductions
will come in the Central region,_with lesser éuts in tHe rest of Eﬁrope,
and even the possibility of some redeployment of forces'from the Central
region to other parts of NATO, Moreover, because naval forces, which are
excluded from the current CFE negotiations, make up such an imﬁqrtant
componeﬁt of Southern region forces, the impact of the reductions will
not bhe as a gieat, and indeed, the role of the Southern regions’ naval-

forces could be enhanced as NATO strategy is revised in light of CFE.

This potential "lessef" impact on Southern region is a double-
edged sword -~ potentially an increased role for Southern region

nations, but at the same time, the prospect that there will bé fewer
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opportunities for reductions in defense spending by allies in this area.
orf course, this will depend to some extent on specific NATO decisions
(for éxample, in the case of Italy, the future cf the redeploymeht of
the 40lst air wing at Crotone post CFE), particﬁlarly as to the method
of allccating reductions. SHAPE now is assessing a plan for "cascading"
NATC equipment in response to CFE (to assure that the most obsoclete ‘
equipment in NATO 1s reduced). This could enhance the modernization 6f
some of the older forces in the région (such as Turkey and Portugal)l
but could place new burdens on those nations associated with operating
the equipment. Although the outcome of these issues is very uncertain,
they are likely to raise‘important bu:denshéring iésues, with respect
both to roles and to costs.

Over the past several years, a number of the countries in the
region have demonstrated very concretely their commitment to NATO and
the importance they attach to maintaining a seat at NATO's table. The -~
Italian decision to accept basing of GLCM, and subsequently the
redepldyment of the 401st Tactical Fighter Wing, is a clear indication
of the importance Italy’s leadership places on demconstrating its
willingness to shoulder important aspects (financial and non-financial)
of the NATO burden. In Spain, despite the acrimony surrounding the
renegotiating of the basing agreement with the U5, Felipe Gonzalez'
strong support during the referendum on Spanish membership in NATO

{(notable in lighﬁ of the PS prior opposition) was critical, and

1see, for example the remarks of Portugal’s Secretary of State for

Defense, Eugenio Ramos: "Instead of destroying military equipment to
meet the ceilings, the more modern countries’ most sophisticated
weaponry could be move to countries such as Portugal, whose Armed Forces
are being modernized and which could in turn destroy their oldest
weapons.” Diario de Noticias 14 Oct 1989. (reprinted in FBIS. West Europe,
FBIS-WEU-89-203 23 Oct 1989 p.16). See also Istanbul Milliyet 10 Oct 89
(FBIS-WEU 89-198, 16 Oct 1989 p. 27):"Now Turkey is making a new
proposal to NATO:'For us, a significant portion of the weapons you will
destroy is new. We are spending millions of dollars to modernize our
Army. Instead of destroying thse weapons, donate them to us or sell them
cheaply’.....This proposal, which originated in the General Staff, will
gain Turkey billions of lira."
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reflected an éwareness that full participation in "Europe" included
‘assuming the burdens (again, financial and political) associated with
membership in NATO. And despite the political "burdens" associated with
NATO mémbership for Greece (e.g. association with a nuclear strategy
which is contrary to national‘policy and conflict over the role.of us
bases) and its endemic conflicts with Turkey (which has once again led
to their vetoes of each others’ NATO force goals), and Turkey’ own
grievances with itthe'West,(delay in acting on Turkéy’s EC application,
US statements concerning the "Armenian genoéide"), neither Greece nor
Turkey seems likely to contemplate leaving the Alliance in .the

foreseeable future.

NATO’S EXPAN'DED.AGENDAV AND ITS IMPACT ON THE SOUTHERN REGION

A broadening of NATO’s agenda, if it occurs aleong the lines -
discussed in part II is likely to enhance the importance of the Southern
region within- NATO. To a considerable extent, this is due to the special
relationships between Southern region members of NATO and potential
sources of instability that could affect Western Europe in the post-
Cold War era. Italy and Yugoslavia, Greece and the Balkans, Turkey and
the Arab World, Spain and the Mahgreb, Portugal and Africa, France and
her former colonies -- the range of contacts and influence are broad and
potentially critical if NATO’s attenticn turns more and more to these

potential hotspots.

The recent meeting in Budapest of deputy prime ministers and
foreign ministers of Italy, Hungary, Austrialand‘Yugoslavié is an
indication .of the kind of role tﬁat southern region countries might play
in a Europe where problems, sources of instability and solutions are no
longer seen érimarily through an East-West prism. As Iﬁalian Foreigh
Minister Gianni de Michelis wrote: "It is in everyone’s interest to find -
ways to contain the centrifugal forces of disorder in Central Euroﬁe.'

The region must become a place of economic, social and cultural
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cohesion....And Italy has a special role to play -- a contribution to
make in stabilizing a part of Europe-thét politically has been called
the East, that geographically ié in‘the center but culturally is part of
the west."? De Michelis made a special point of noting "[slignificantly,
Italy’s European Community and NATO partnérs have encouraggd Ttaly to

proceed” with the Budapest meeting.

How these relationships will evolve within NATG also remains
uncertain. 1In the past, Southern region members have become
1ncrea81ngly reluctant to aSSlSt the United States in conductlng
mll;tary activities out-of-area. But if NATO 1tself becomes the auspices
under which such activities are undertaken, there may well be a gieater
willingness to play a role. And certainly in the non-military realm
{such as assistance to the developing world) the special relatlonshlps

such as Spaln with Latin America could prove vital.

The future of US bases in the Southern region is closely tied to
the ‘evolution of attitudes in NATO toward out-of-area activities. The
bases are an important element in the bﬁrdensharing calculation for the
-region, because base payments are an important source of financial ‘
assistance to a number of countries in the region, and the economic
actiﬁity.generated by the bases is important to local economies. AS -
East-West ternsions ease, and force cuts are implemented, the‘continued
'utility of the base may depend on the extent tc which they ére available
for out of area contingencies. If couﬁtries in the region continue to
impose greater and greater restrictions on permissable activities, the
high cost of maintaining the bases {as well as the political conflict
that often goes hand in hand with overseas basing) may lead the US to
scale back or even abandon some of the bases in the region. This is tuin
could affect the level of security assistance provided by the United

States to countries such as Greece.and Turkey.

2Gianni de Michelis, "A Hasburg ‘Reunion’"™, The New York Times,
November 10, 1989 p. Al9.
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THE ECONOMIC DIMENSION 7

The -expansion of the EC to include Spain and Portugal, and the
movement toward a more complete market, has significantly increased the
importance of the Southern Region in the ﬁew European thinking. Although
there is much discussion of the economic power of the Federal Republic
of Germany, Italy's recent economic perfomance has been even more
impressive, and Spain’s and Portugal’s economic growth seems likely to
be give a particularly'sharp impetus by the disciplines of "1992." And
Italy is alseo increasingly playing a important role in thé intra-
European cooperation in defense procurement, .a process likely to

accelerate in the post "1992" world.

Conversely, the future of Turkey’s applicatidn for EC membership is
likely to have a profound impact on Turkey’s role in Europe, not only
from the perspective of the. prospects of Turkish economic modernization,
but alsoc in the political sphere, as the EC takes on a broader range of -~
functions as a result of the Single European Act. There appears to be a
growing fear in Turkey that the movement to expand the'"EuropeanJ'
membership of the EC {beginning with Austria) could céme at the expense
of Turkey’s applicationi Up till now, EC membership has been seen by
some as an appropriate "reward" for Turkey’s loyal membershiﬁ in NATé.3
If Turkey’s importance as the southeastern anchor ¢f NATO is seen to be
in décline as result of'improved East-West relations, Tufkey’s EC
prospects may suffer; conversely, if Turkey is viewed as an increasingly
important demeocratic bridge to the Middle East and Moslem world, the

likelihood that its application will be approved will be enhanced.

3see, e.g. Dr. Haluk Ulman, "Turkey Is Now Isolated" Istanbul

Gunaydin 5 Oct 1989 (FBIS-WEU-89-194, 10 Oct 8% p. 26): "Those

formulating Turkey‘'s foreign policy .... could tell their Western
friends, ‘Our position within our jeint defense system is very
important, therefore you have to support us. Otherwise ....'It is clear

that as long as the winds of the ‘Cold War’ were blowing, this was a
strong trump card."



DRAFT . : - 28 -

The EC’s:growing interest in Eastern Europe could have importadt
consequences for Community}s poorer'members, sudh'as Greece and
PortuQal._As the level of economic assistance to Eastern Eurbﬁe is
increased, the funds available for development assistance té the
éxistingrmembers may decline. The econémic cost of assiSting Eastern-

Europe could also affect'the Community’s willingness to include Turkéy;

‘'since the successful incorporation of Turkey into the Community could

require economic aid at least on the scale of that made available to

Portugal and Greece.
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CONCLUSION
In this paper, we have surveyed a number of the possible implications of

changes in East-West and West-West relations and their impact on the

burdensharing debate. It is important to keep in mind that some of these

factors .are likely to come into play in the relatively short run -- e.g.
allocating the reductions in forces among Allies; while others -- the
emergence of the EC as an alternative security forum to NATO -- are more

long range and speculative,

It is worth noting that those who have predicted doom for NATO to
date have béen wrong. At ﬁhe same time, the current pace of change both
in the East and in Western Europe seem$ to guarantee that the security
landscape in Europe will look very different ten years froﬁ‘now and

consequently NATO's future role i1s more uncertain. -

We hope that this discussion will help stimulate further research into
areas that aré likely to be affected by this changed security landscape,
particularly as it affects the Southern region. Analysts both in the US
ahd Eﬁrope haveja real opportunity to help'inforh the debaté during-this

time of great fluidity in the future of trans-Atlantic relations.
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FoBbIN LAWRD

SOVIET PERSPEC‘I’IVBS ON THE WERSTERN ALLIANCE: THE PLACE OF THR
MEDITERRANEAN

‘Tllis paper providcs an overnll assessment of how the Sovict analyzc and understand
how 1o deal with the Westcrn Alliance, _wi‘th special cmpbasis on the Meditgrraneﬁn element of
the Alllimn:_cs.l Thc first section examincs general deiet perspectives on the evolution of the
Western Alliance. The second cxamines the impact of hese perspectives on the Soviet

approach to military stratcgy in the European theater, The third scction identifies the range

" of elements in what I call the Gorbachcy *multation® of the fundamental Soviet approach. The

final section dctails the place of the Mcditcrrancan Alliance member states in the gencral
Soviel approach to the Alliance and in the Gorbachev 'mﬁmion."

1. General Soviel Pcr:pecti\;es on the Alliance

"Atlanticism,” in thc Soviet view, bas allowed the United States to exercise
cousiacrablc influence over political and economic developments within Westefn El.trope.2
From (ke Sovicl perspeclive, an Atlanticized Burope is one ix; which Amcrican dclinitions of
Westcrn sceurity nccds dominate Western Europe's security interests and political and
econamic rclationships with the Soviet Union. Such an Atlanticized Europe was able to cxisl
only under the spc;:ific conditions of Amcrican predominance over Wgémrn Curope that
existed in the late 1_949: and early 1950s.

" This type of Atlaaticism has been scriously undercul by the changing balance of power
{or, in Soviet terminology, the "shift in the coreclation of I‘orcci") between the United lStatcs
and Wesicrn Europe. The grbwlh of West European econoqﬁc power has led to the
cmcrgence of the West European “power cenler” in the capitalist world, arpdwcr center that

has cxcreiscd growing assertiveness and even indcpendcace from the United Statcs.

! This paper reftects Ibe argument developed in Robbin Laird and Susan Clerk, Tho Sovict Usios and the
Western Alliasce (Boston: Unwin-Hyman, 1989).

2 por carlicr trcatments by he author of the general Soviet approach 1o the Allisace see the following: *The
Scientific-Technological Revolatian® and Soviet Foreiga Policy (New York: Pergamon Press, 1982)

(coauthor Erik iolfmaan) and The Sovict Usios, the West and Nucioar Arms (New York: New Yurk
University Press, 1986).

‘ | TN PROPRIETA
QUESTA PUBBLICAZIONE £ DI
DELLISTITUTO AFFARI iNTERNAZIONALl
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The rcsurgcnéc of the West European power ccnlrc.r has occurred most dramatically in
the political-economic realm. Economically, Western Europe has become a serious economic
compcelitor as well as collaborator with the United Staics. West Europcan scientific and
technological capability is a significant factor in European economic development and
provides the basis for significant progress in cutting edge industrics as well. The West
Europeans bave become ﬁajiar pﬁyers in trad'e and capital transfer rclations with the Third
World, in many ways even more diversified than U.S. cconomic relations with the Third
World. Politically, the West Europcans have collaboratcd to an unpreccdented extent in the
crcalion and development of intra-European economic relations. Strong Sovicl skepticism
about the Europcan Economic Community (EEC) has slowly given way (o réeogniti,on of the
significance of trans-national European coopcration as well. Notably, the Sovieis are paying
incrcasing attention to the process of cconomic transformation of European markcts
associated with the 1992 .targel date for eliminating'the remaining cconomic barricrs in the
'Common Market.

The cmergence of the West Europcan power ccater has led to inEreasiné asscriiveness
within West-West militury-security relations as well, The West Europeans have incrcased the
scope and extcot of intra-Europcan sccurity coopcration, most noticeably in armaments
developmcnt and production, Cooperation has occurrad amaong tlu.-T major players in European
sceurity (e.g., Franco-German cooperation) in atiempts (o increase Europe’s weight in
Alliance policy. This weight is maﬁifested in the development of the West Europeans’ own

policics and relations toward Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, The West Europeans

deploy the bulk of NATO's peacetimc conventional forces in the E{nropcn theater-and a

significant componcnt of NATO's European thutcr-bnied nuclear forccs. The Europcan
nuclcar powers -- Britain and Francc -- are undergoing a significant moderaization of their
forces and the Soviets have been paying increasing attention to those forces.

Nonethelcss, the West European effort 1o shift military-security relations with the

United States in their favor is limited by thc fact that Western Europe is only a "quasi® power .
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cenler ix_n military refations. The Unilcd States continues lo possess by far and away the most
significant nuclcar compbncnl of Alliance forces; The United States continues io be the
critical reserve of the Alliance, which is vital to the reinfl orcemeﬁt of NATO’s [orces in times
of crisis. The United States possesses the West’s major out-of -arca military capabilily (only
France and Britain rcmain kcy players wuh ltaly playing a growing rolc). 1t is simply not the
casc llut West Eumpcanu belicve they can go it alone. Rather, thoy seek to defmc more
effcctively what is in their interest to do both within Europe and within the U.S.-Buropcan
relationship, |

In other words, a major shift has occurred within the Alliance, Although America
rcmains the mosl significant military power, the West Evuropcan powers havc an increasingly -
critical role in the evolation of.Westerti security policy. Amcrica may initialc, but Europe caﬁ
veto changes in Weslern policy. In this connection, the West Europcan cconomic and political |
development is a critical doterminant in what the West can do militarily.

Sovict analysts cxpress concern, however, that a stronger Wcsiern Europe, more
independcnt and more capable of dcfending itself, might well be emcrging. The Sovicts hope
lo promote, or at least contribulc to, a crisis of statceralt in the West and therchy impede the
development of # more *mature® partacrship between Western Europe and the United States.
They arc cspecially concérl;cd to impede the cmergence of a better division of labor bcl.weén
Western Europe and the United Statos in the securily area, a division that woulﬁ allow the
Americans 1o coafront the Soviet Union morc effectively both within and outside Europe.

Especially significant to Sovict peacetime strategy toward the Alliance bas been the
nccd 10 influence the shape and dircciion of West European foreign policy as the West
siruggles to define its policy in East-West relations. Thc incr,.eas'ed asscrtiveness of Western
Europe bas provided the Soviets with opportunities 10 undercul American influence in
Weilern Europe and to ry to binder the development of virios kinds of Westera
rclationships (c.g., the sircngthening of the Bonn-Paris relationship) which the Sovicts find

damaging to their intercsts.
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In addition, a basic chillengc for the Suviets is to manage as successfully aQ_ possible
the “mediated nature” of their r;hlibnship with Western Burope. The Soviet-West European |
rclationship is shaped in part by the attempt to influeace one another's allies. The Soviet
Union bas madc a sigaif| icant effort to influcnce Amcrican policy towsrd the Saviet Union and -
IO-lit‘:‘il American l’drcign policy capabilities by attcmpting to shape West European foreign
policy behavior. The West Buropean powers, in turn, have madc a significant effort to shape
Soviet forcign policy bchavior by increasing West European ties with Eastern Bufope. The

_ West Europcans have used tradc and various forms of commercial rclations as a key means (o
expand their influcnce in the Bastern bloc.3

Also, Sovict assessmcals of the evolulion of. sccurity policy in the key West European
countrics reflects » keen awarcness of the shifting “correlation of forces' in Western
relationships and the increasingly asscriive role of Western Europe within the Alliance. These -
assessments underuor§ the necessily for crafling‘ a more cffective policy toward Wcslem.
Europc both 1o influeace thc independent evbiulién of Western Europe and. to shape
Amcrican options and opponunities.' |

H.The Military Sn;augy Dimension

The Soviet approach to the Alliance allempts Lo comSine a political-military and

_ military-tcchaical strategy. The political military strategy revolves around an anti-coalition
approach, The mili_laﬁ-tcéhicil policy emphasizes the need to be able 10 prevail if war comcs . .

in Buropc through the use of conventional fo:ce§ and the threat of immcdigtc cscal_ntion in

the event of nuclcar use by NATO.#4 The political-military strategy underscores the salience

of the political aspects of military competition with the West and the accd to betier leverage

the Alliance in times of mm and war, ’

Marshal Akhrumdyev's formulation of the impact of coalitibnal strategy is Lo argue

for the impon;nce of the lcssons of World War 11 for Soviet policy today. “The main lesson of

3 Sea the chupier by Charles Gatl in §.aisd a5d Clark, The Soviet Usios and the Westara Allisuce.

4 Sec the chapier by Petersen nad Trulock in Laird and Clark, ods.. The Sovict Usion sad the Westera
Alllanee. Also se¢ the manusctipt by Joha Yurcehko, The Sovict Usios sad Military Crisis.
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, World War Il.- pamely that war must be combated before it has begun thercfore assumes

special topicality lodag. Hisiorical axpcrien§¢ indicates that joint, concerted, and vigorous
aclion on the part of all" peace-loving forces ugainsllthe aggressive actions of imperialism is
necessary in order to defend peace.”

Ccentral (o Sovict thinking is the need to prevall in the initial ﬁeriod- of any futurc war
and lhe'n-lience of the political factors to such an efforl. Among the critical political factors
aff écting succcss in the initial pcriod of war are the following: the ability of the Alliance 1o
mobilize forces, the ability of the Alliance to transition generally from a crisis to armcd
conflict, and the ability todeal with nuclear escalation,

With regard to mobilization, the Alliance will undoubtcdly sec conflict over whether
or not to mobilizer forces, over which forces to mobilize and over whether the Soviet Upion is
rcally prepared to go Lo w;r. During the crisis period, the mobilization decision will become
tantamount to tbe shift to war. Garycev, for cxample, bas argued that there is an almost
irrcversible nature of the mobilization process and that this process will be deploy affccicd by
the political cavironment. "If a war generally is politics through and through, on the cve and at
the ilari of a war its political aspects are even more prevalcnl."

The general transition from peacclime Lo wartime will be decply affected by political
conflict within the Westera Alliance. Diffcring national interests may well lct-:me Lo the fore
which the Soviets would seek to exploit. A signil; icant disinformation cffort will be made in the
poiiticil arcoa lo componnd' NATO's difficultics.- Soviet military analysts refer to NAZI
cfforts as models for success in the phase of trmﬁﬁon from crisis to war. According to

Matsuleako

The NAZI leadership carried out a large range of measures involving virtually
all the bodies of statc and military administration, all means of mass
information and the diplomatic corps. Herc the main goals of the polilicat
aclions waa to conceal the very faclor of the aggression being prepared and to
prevent the nation which was to be attacked from promptly discovering the

$ Marshal Akhromeyev in FBIS, May 13, 1986, p. 6. ,
6 Colonel General M. Qareyev, M.V, Prunie .- Voyeanyl Teorelik (Moscow: Voyenizdat, 1985), p. 242.
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danger thrcalcniﬁg it. Thc surprise and deception were aimed at cbnccaling

the very meusurcs related to organizing the aggression, and in particular the

stratcgic dcployment of the armed forces, the axes of the main thrusts and the

“timg of attack. The most limited number of persons was iavolved in working

out the operational-strategic planning documents and measures were taken to

mislead the enemy aboul (he place, time and methods of actions.’

Aflter hostilities have begun, the Soviets will scek 1o prevail 'nl the conventional level,
Nonetheless, the campaign would be fought under the constant threat of nuclcar use. The
political dimeasions of the nuclear decision are very tignifica.ﬁl in Sovict thinking, Io spilc of
Soviet claims of an all or nothing strategy for nuclcar decterrence, Soviel analysts have
contcmplated the usc of limited nuclear strikes for poliliéa! purposcs.s According Lo lectures
given at the Soviet General Staff Ac#demy in the mid-19708, students werc taught that
“political actions may affect the selection of the TVD for action, the sclection of the countrics
1o be hit by nuclear strikes, or the nations not be attacked by nuclear weapons.™®

From the standpoint of an anti-coalition political-military strategy, the Sovicts might
conduct their milility camﬁign in such a maoncr as (0 pui primary pressure on those states
with forward deployed forces in West Germany. They wouldlpick on whai th;:y perecive to be
the weak links (Netherlands, Belgium and Canada) and encourage these states o withdraw
from German soil. The Soviets might well defing the threat as American "militarism" and
West German “rcvanchism,® the threats against which they *must® act. Sc;vict lcadcrs would
convey through diplomatic and propaganda channels that thcy have no hostile intentions
against othcr Europcan states, espccially those European states with forward dcpioycd forces.
If the Soviets could get one state to withdraw its forward dcploycd forces, they would bope to

set off a chain reaction of withdrawal. They would especially hopc by means of such a chain

rcaction to pressure the British to withdraw. Given the U.S.-British “special relationship,” a

. British withdrawal of forward deployed forces might well be perceived to have a significant

" 7v. Matsulenko, *Nekotorye vyvodyi iz opyta nachal‘aogo perioda Vellkoi Otechesivennoi voinyi," Voycano-

Istoricheskiy Zhvwrasl, No. 3, 1984, p. 3.

. B 8ce the author’s book eoauthored with Dale llerspring, The Soviet Unioa sad Sirategic Arms (Boulder,

Colorado: Westvicw Press, 1984).

9 *Principies of Stratcgic Action of the Armed Porces,” Lecture Materials of the Voroshilov Geaeral Staff
Acadeny. i
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~ effect on U.S. attitudes and policies. The Soviets could morc credibly offcr "non-intervention”

piedges to the British than to any other major European Alliance power.

The key Sovict objcclive would be to isolate to as grcat extent as possible the Federal

Rcpublic of Germany. If some I orward deployed [orces could be pressured diplomatically to

be removed, an isolation process would be started. The Soviets would hope 10 freeze West

German mobilization and West German willingness to support reinforcement ef_fortr. as long
as possible. The S‘oviets‘will cunvey to the German Chancellor that sigaificant mobilization
will be considercd an act of war, thereby raising the risk of mobiliulioﬁ {rom the oulsct.

The Sovicts would also seek to pressure France o follow the "traditional” strategy of
protecling Freach territory, The Sovict lcaders would clearly encourage the French to keep
the Force Action Rapide i.n*Frcnch tcrritory iﬁd would encourage the French to rcmove
French forces from Germany in exchange for a non-aggression picdgc. A kcy question for
Sovict lcaders would be whether or not to begin attacking Freach nuclear forces. Would
frontal attacks or rcstraint be more effective in encoﬁr'agiug Freach acquiescence in West
German neutrality? | . . ’

| As the Soviets began military operations against NATO forces in West Germany, they

would hupe to encourage key Alliance states to falt back u pon solcly national strategics. They

might declare from the outset limited objectives against NATO forces in Germany and, if they -

were successful in capturing specific concentrations of national forces, might cxchange
prisoncrs [or plcdges of ncu!ralhy by the specific country.

Throughout the German campaign, the Soviets would seck to influcnce American

policy and actions by Sovict successes on the batilefield. The Soviets would seck to destroy or

isolalc U.S. forces, and then perbaps seck U.S. pledges for West German demilitarization as
well,

I11. The Gorbachev Mutation
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Much of anb_nchcv‘s spproach toward Westera Europe can be asscsscd as a mulation

of the more fundamental Saviet policy toward Westcra Enrope. What are the fundamcatal

clements of that mutation?
Unlike Soviet leaders in the past, Gorbachev and his advisors bave explicitly
rccognizcﬂ the existence of a Soviet threat to Western Europe. In the past, Soviet analysis

would refer to the sigoificant rolc the “myth* of the Soviet threat played in justifying Westcrn

- defense cfforts. Now s more open discussion of the thrcatcaing aspects of Soviet conventional

forces is-underway. Thé Soviets bave limited this discussion, but annd_amcnial undersianding
of thc threat which a surprise attack scenario poscs for the West underlay Gorbachev’s
proposed vailateral reductions, |

Like many of his concepts, Gorbachey has adopted the common "Europcan home®
theme from his predecessors. He and his closest advisors on Burdpc have [requeatly pushc;:l
the notion of a common Evropean civilization cutting across the ideological divide of East and
West. To Amcricans, the Sovicts underscore that the common Europcan home theme does not
cxclude Amﬁricans; but in privatc discussioés with Europeans they ccrtainly underscorc the
common inlc.rcus between éurbpe and the Sovict Union, at the expense of the Unitcd States.

Gorbaél:ev's reccnt speech in Stravsbourg before the Council ol' Eurape pruvidcd the
most explicit and mdc-ransmg preseatation of the common Europenn home theme. Notably,
the ¢ntire scope and sweep of the security dimensions ol' this theme looks susp:c:ously similar
to the notions of "all-European® security cooperation developed under Brezhnev, The basic
notion is that the Europe of the bloci sﬁould be replaccd by a cooperative security
eavironment with ao military alliances within Europe.

What is sew is the c:plnctl fecogaition of the dynamics and legmmacy of Wesl

' Europcan cconomic and political cooperation. In the past, Soviet nnulygts as well as

policymukers were considerably skeptical of the value and validity of the European integrution'
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process. Incrcasingly, Sovict analysts and leaders recogaizc the reality of these proccsses and

the need to come Lo (erms wilh West European cooperation.

~ Coping with E N

To deal with the Europeaunization process, the Soviets have been a}guing that there is a
guod and bad form of Europeanization, The good form of | Europeanization occurs in the
cqonomic domain. Economic integration and cconomic cooperation gcross the ideological
divide are supported. Thc bad form of Europcaanization is Wcslt European miliiary
integration.  Sovicl analysis ,l.mve been espccially comccrncd that Europcan military
intcgralinn would allow thc Unitcd states to remain in Europe but at a much lower cost. The
military “confrontation® would continuc; but with the dynamic of a European integrative
process as its stimulaat.

D. Pursuit of Diffcrenn'aud Bllﬂeral_l'sm Viaa"Softer” Touch

Tu abort such Europcanization, & softer touch is required. The policy of threat
reduction will uadercut Europcan militasy integration efforts. The notion iz that West
European elites and publics will be much more interested in the proccss of military intcgration
if there is a perecption of a serious Sovici threat. If the Soviets alter threat perceptions, the
West Europcan integration process will be deflecicd. 10

Also, critical to dcal ﬁrilh the Europcanization process has been the conﬁnucd pursuit
of a policy of differentiatcd bilaleralish. For cxample, the Soviet approach toward France
plays on conceras thc French have vis-a-vis other West EuroMn notably the Frcuch concern
over the reunification challenge posed by Germany. |

The Soviet umiuign, against nuclcar we;poﬁs is a5 old as auclear wéapons thémsclv:s.
Ui;dcr Gorbachcey, the Soviet leadcrship has pursucd this ump_aign with new vigor and new

encrgy. Notably, the Soviet leadcr has infroduccd significant comvcational reductions as a

10 See my chapier on the Sovicts and Furopean seeurity cooperation in Frasce, West Germany sad the
Esropoasization Challasge (Camsdridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming 1990),
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méans to achicve the climinalion of nuclear wdapons l'roip Europe. The Soviet leadership has
proposed bilateral discﬁssions with the European nuclear powarl.-multilalefarl‘ﬂiuussidns.
and the cliﬁinalion of every category of nuclcar weapons within Burope (most receatly the
'SNF weapons).

F.C tiooal R ing Via Defeasive Defens

The Sovict Jeaders and security n:ialy?lts have also introduccd discussions of new
alicraatives Lo the currcat structurcs of defense. They have drawn on the assessments of the
European lef 1 in developing aliernative defense concepts. Bvén the Sovict General Staff bas
been dra-wn intoidiunrssions of alternative defense concept-s with Europcans (as well as
Amcricans), Although it sccms the General Staff conccpls focuses more a restructuring for
manocuvre warlarc than on restructuring to eliminatc an ability to sttack.

IV. The Role of the Mediterranean in the Soviet Approach to the Western

Alliance

The Mediterrancan 'icgion is @n to be a mosaic of states nffecliné Sovicl interests.
According (0 A, O, Chubar’ian,” Italy, Frauce and now Spain are NATO members; therc‘-is
also socialist Yugmluvia‘hcrc, occupying a lcading position in the nonaligncd movement;
Grcecc. although belongmg to the North Atlaatic bloc, is playu:g an cver grealer and more
constructive role in the struggle l'or peace and sccurity in Europe. Turkcy is also 8 member of
NATO with alf the casuring comsequences...'11

The Mcditcrrancan rcgion is adjudged to be particularly volatile rcquiring serious
efforts al stabilization. According to L. Mcdvedko, "1t is o secret that not ouly the interests
of the Mediterranean countries and their neighboring states collide and intertwine here, but

also those of the great powers.*12

11 A. 0. Cubsr'isn, cditor, The Moditerraseas aad Busope: Istoricheskic traditali 4 mri-uny:

probicmy {Mostow: Nauka, 1986),p.7.
12 L.. Medvedko, "Paiy Wiads sad Daagercous Reefs: Problems of Medlumuu s“omy.' Pravds (zl Juoe 1949),

- p. 4, translated l. JPRS (Sovict Union), 26 July 1989, p 21,
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In th¢ Gorbachev period, somc Sovicl policymakers bave even noted that the
traditional anti-coalition strategy pursued by the Sovicl Union hs conlributed to instability in
the region. According to one Sovict foreign ministry official,

Uatil quitc ru:uuly thc Sovict side saw in some of the region’s crisis situations
a facior weakening NATOs southers flank. For cxample, the differences
between the Greeks and Turks were long sccn i this light. Attention was

© concenlrated on their role as a factor destabilizing NATO. Ia the meantime -
the adverse effect of the animosity between the Grecks and Turks oa the whole
of the situation in the Mediterranean was underestimated, as well as the use of
this animosity by thc US (o build up its military prcscace and boost its
influence on both partics. The danger was underestimatcd that the USSR
should be drawn, even if indirectly into a conflict betweena Greece and Turkcy,

as well as the cnr; difficuliies for the Soviet side in ncgotiating with the
Greeks and Turks.]

Soviet perspectives on the Mediterranean mcmbers of NATO do not focus on the

- region as a whole but rather on specific roles thosc countries play in the Westcra Alliance. 14

The level of cooperation among the European states and the US in the reglon was scen to rise
in the carly 1980s. As Major General L. Nikitin noled, "'I‘& 19803 arc characterized by the
further development of the infrastructure of the Mcdi(ennu&n zone in the inferesls of
nalional armed forces as Wcllru NATO.. Being interested in the utilization of clcmeats of the

R . ‘
infrastructure for its own armed forces, the United States is actively assisting its partners in its

imprm_rcmnl.'ls -

From a military operational point of view, the Soviets divide statcs in the region into
occupanis of the Westcrn or (he Southwestera TVD.16 The Western TVD includes Belgium
Czechoslovakia, Dcanmark, East Germany, Fran&. Great Britain, Ircland, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Poland, Pourtugal, Spain, Switzerfand, West Getmlny, Wéslcm Algeria, northern

Moroceo, the southera part of the Baltic Sca and the western part of the Mediterrancan Sea.

13 Sergei Screda, "A Search for Ways to Reduce Teasion in the Mediterrascen,” Unolfficial Traascript.

14 Sce cspecially the two books by V. 5. Shein, 88ha | NATO: Hvolutsiis impersialisticheskogo partacrstve
(Moscow: Nauka, 19435) and sm 1 inzhnaia evropa: Krizis atlgatichoskogo parinsrstya (Moscow: Nauka,
197).

1S Maj. Gen. 1. Nikitin, "The Meditorrancan in US snd NATO Plans," Zarsbozhaoye voyounoye oboireniye,
pa.9 (Septomber 1988), translgted in JPRS (Sovict Unioa), March 9. 1999, p. &.

16 See Phillip Petersen and Notra Trulock 111, *Soviet Views and Policics Toward Thester War in l’urope. in
Laird and Clark, The Sovict Usion and the Wesiers Alliasce.

11
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. Thus, the Alliance states with Meditcrrancan iaterests involved in the Western TVD are

France, Spain, and Pbrlu;ﬂl.

The Southwesiers TVD include; the territories of Albania, eastern Algeria, Austria, -

~ Bulgaria, Cyprus, northern Egypt, Greece, Hungry, Italy, Libya, Mults, Monaco, Romania,

San Marino, Tunisia, western Turkcy, Yugoslavia, the Odessa and Kicv Military Districts of
the Soviet Union, the western part of the Azov lnd Black Scas, the Marmara, Adriatic and

Acgcan Scas and the castern part of the Mediterrancan. The key Alliance sfates in this nexas

‘are Lialy, Greece and Turkey.

From the slandpoint of military operations in a future war, the key tasks for the

Soviets are to prevail in the Central Front and to prevent the possibilities of continucd actions

by Alliance states outside of this region contributing Lo the battle in the central region. The

Mediterrancan statcs in thc Westcrn TVD are perceived to play rélesAcritiul to polential

reinforcements.

The Freach arc seen as the critical logistical rear to the Ailiancc. Their increasing

involvement in the military activitics of the alliaace arc of growing concesn to the Soviets.!?
The Spanish arc scen also in the light of potcatial contributors of gcographical space
for the reinforcement of the Central Front, The Spanish qrc. scen ag providing the poteatial
unsinkablc carri;r on the South which the British provide in the Néﬂh.la The Portugucsc are
scen as contributou to Naval operations in the Atlantic and as adjuncts to the war at sea

suppomn; llnc lcsupply efforts on land 19

The Southwestern TVD is a smug thcater, largely smporumt for naval operations. The 7

abilily of the NATO navies, led _by thc Americans, to carry out operations disrupting Soviet

" actions on the Southern underbelly of Europe is important in Soviet thinking, but derivative of :

the major tasks in Central Froat operations,

17 Scc Robbin Laird, Prance, the Sovict Union, and Lhe Nuclcar Weapoas 1ssee (Boulder, Colotado:

‘Westview Press, 195).

18. Phillip Petcrsen, "The Lberian Peninsula in Soviet Military Strategy,” forthcoming in out book on Iberians

security policy.
19 Se¢ Susas Clark, *Soviet Perlpetlivu oa Portuguese Seurity Policy,” in II-H
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The ltalian contribution cuts a?:ross both naval and Central Front requiremenits, The
lialian, Amcrican and Arllied.na.val openl.iﬁnb procecding from ltalian bascs arc critical
components to the Naval resupply and ASW oyeral.ioas.zo The llalian contribution to
-opcrations on the Cenlral Front are also recognized, but in the context of potential actions by
the Soviels in lime of war ragaiusl West Germany, Switzerland and Austria, _ |

The Turkish and Greek cases provide special instances of the military significance of
the anti-coalition stratcgy. As mentioncd above, one of the key dimensions of thcr Soviet
approach to a futare war in Europe is to try to draw upon fissares in the Alliance. The Greek-
Turkish conflict has been secn almost as a paradigmaiic casc for Soviet activity.

The Mcditerrancan “theater” as such is subordinate to Cel@tral'Fronl'mquircmenls io
Sovict general staff thinking. But from another standpoint, political developments in the
region arc of increasing salicace to the "political” approach the Soviets are taking toward the

| Alliance. I will focus here bricfly npon Soviet ireatments of the political dynamics of Spain,
. llaiy and Fraacc in the Mediterrancan region, |

For Soviet analysts of the region, as ll;e Soviet-Amcrican copflict altenuates morc
traditional cleavages come 10 the l‘ 6rd roat for resolution. Also, North-South or at least issues
pot ecasily rcduccd to Eas{-West ones become morc important in shaping the tone and
dynamics of Wcuérn Alliance politics. In other words, in a post-CFE Europe more traditional
clcavages among statcs must be examincd as causcs of Lensions in the region, cspecially wi;hii
the Alliance, |

Also sigaificant to the Soviets is the attempt to aﬁon the European sccurily
coosuliative process ia the Southern region. The Spanish-Freach-lwalian effort to coordinate
policy in thle Meditcrrancan is of in_crcislng salicace 10 the Sovicts as oae measure of how

likely » Europcanized Alliance might be in the years ahcad. 2}

20 See A. N. Vinogradov, *ltaliis v plasakh vashingtona,' S3hA, no 12 (iM). PP 36-37.
21 For & compreheasive trestment of the HuropesnizatiGn theme soe B. Q. Baranovskii, Zapadnaia ovropa:
Votseo-politichéahais integrataiis (Moscow: Mezhdunarodsyc otsvsheaila, 1968). _
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The Italians arc sccn to have been -importanl contributors to the cohesion of the
Wcsicrn alliance. Often, they have been scen as playing too oftcn into the Amcrican hands,
rather than asserling national interests.22 But Sovief analysts arc well aware of thc trend
toward grealcr national assertiveness in Italy ind with it a growing emphasis on the
Mcdilcrrancan_ dimenﬁon of Halian sccurity policy.23 For some Sovicts at least, the ability of
laly to combine cfforts 1o contribute toward Alliance cohesion and central front defensc with
greater ability to influcnce Meditetrancan events will be nh important litmus test of change

. within the Alliance as s wholc. |

The Sﬁanish are trcatcd as an interesting case of the general dynanics of the European‘
idea as a whole. 24 Smﬁet analysts scc them a; capturcd by a European idca ‘thll is leading the
Spanish to ncgale traditional interests. The concern is that the Spanish will become modern by |
becoming full-flcdge partiéipants in a European intcgration proccss which will ﬁcludc a
Europcan pillar in the Alliance. In this regard, the close relatioﬁsbip between Spain and
Fraoce is of great interest 10 the Sovicts, the French being perceived to bergeneraiing a
pernicious influeace on Spanish thinking about the futrre of the Alliance,

" Thc Freach are seen to be the i:ulwark statc trying to Europeaanize the Alliance. The
French are scen lo- be tryihg 10 cooperate with key Medilcrranean statcs, cspecially ltaly and
Spain, in transdforming the Alliance into a more politically oriented Alliance sccking té Sprcad
Western (cspecially West European influence) in the Third World.

As such, the Soviets bave been quite concerned with what is perceived to bc’lhc
potential comvergence of l_hrcc lrgnds. First, the French have become much morc actively
involvcd in Alliance military activities, including in thc Mediterrancan. Second, the Spanish

are actively restructuring their military forces to play a broader rolc. Third, the Nalians are

22 See, for cxnmple, N.K. Arbatova, Vasshaaie politika Halii (Moscow: Navks, 1984), pact fosr.
23 See N. K. Arbatova, *Ttalilenskais kontseptsiia natsions)'soi bezopasnosti, MBMO, pp. 122-128.

24 Ses Susan Clark, "Soviet Perspectives oa Spanish Sceurity Policy,” 10 appear in our forthcoming book on
Iberian security policy. .
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séckinkkrealér indcpendence by acling toward the South and pursuing cooperalion with other
Europcan staies wherever possible. |

In shorl, the evolunon of the policics of the E.uropun Alliance statcs in the
Mcdllcrranenn ls seen by Sovict analysu. to be ap :mportam dmenslon of the emerging

politicql and military covironment in a post-CFE Europe. It is espccially seen as part and

' parcel of the polénlial theater émcrgclil from integrationist pressures withiu Europe as a -

wholc. This challenge will grow in the years ahead and will be closely monitored by Sovict

analysts and will fee-d into Sovict policy makers initiativcs, such as tl-lc‘dcveiop'ment a navel

arms conlrol agrecment in the Mediterranean zone.25

The danger as we.ll as the objective has been well stated by V. Slupnshm of the Soviet
Forelgn Ministry. '

Thec growth of military inlcgrat:on in Western Europe...may providc Western
Europe with ycl another insirument for influencing the Uniled Statcs. Bul a
far more essential and rcally negative result of this will be that the split of .
Europe into opposcd blocs will be consolidated and new obstacies will be put
up in the general Europcan process and the coastructios of a common
Europcun home will be impcded, to the dctriment of our interests as well.
This is why wc are so concerncd over the military-integration (cndencies in
Western Europe,

250. M Sturun, 'Umpknh bezopasnost v sredizemaomor’e: Voeaso-morskol npohl.f SIRA, Pp. M43,
26 V. Stupishin, "Isdccd, Nothing is Burope is Simple,” Interaational Affairs, no. 5 (1988), p. 73.
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 SOVIET PERSPECTIVES ON THE WESTERN
ALLIANCE: THE PLACE OF THE
- MEDITERRANEAN
(OXNARD. CALIF NOVEMBER 20-21. 1989)

(COMMENTS ON THE PAPER .OF RosBIN LAIRD BY MARIO ARPINO. Ma JoR
GENERAL, ITaL1AN AIR FORCE., Rome- ITALY)"

THERE 1S NO DOUBT THAT, IN THE LI1GHT OF THE SERIES OF
DEVELOPMENTS AND CHANGES WHICH VERY RECENTLY OCCURRED. AND STILL
OCCUR - IN THE SOVIET UNION AND IN ITS EAST EUROPEAN ALLIES. THE
INTEREST IN OBSERYING SOVIET BEHAVIQUR INCREASES EVERY DAY.

EVERYBODY REMEMBER THE $0 CALLED "DOMING LAW” WHICH
YEARS AGO' SO BADLY AFFECTED THE SOUTH EasT ASTA COUNTRIES IN
FAVOUR OF ' INTERNATIONAL COMMUNISM. WELL. AS A RETALIATION OF
HISTORY, WE OBSERVE NOW A SORT OF NEW GENERATION "DDM]No LAW"
AFFECTING DAY BY DAY THE COMMUNIST COUNTRIES IN FAVOUR OF THE
FREE WORLD.

SO, IN THIS EVER-CHANGING FRAMEWORK, [ FEEL THAT 1
MUST JUMP VERY QUICKLY OVER THE FIRST SECTION OF THE PAPER, WHERE
MR, LAIRD EXAMINIES GENERAL SOVIET PERSPECTIVES ON THE EVOLUTION
OF THE WESTERN ALLIANCE. AND OVER THE SECOND ONE. DEALING WITH
THE SOVIET APPROACH TO MILITARY STRATEGY IN THE EUROPEAN.THEATEﬁ}l
IN MY VIEW, SOVIET ANALYSTS' PERSPECTIVES IN THESE TOPICS ARE
SIMPLY CORRECT, A STRONGER WESTERN EUROPE MIGHT WELL BE EMERGING

AND PROVIDE MORE. EFFECTIVELY TO 1TS DEFENSE., BUT. AT THE SAME
QUESTA PLIRELICAZIONE E DI PROPRIETA : :
DELLISTITUTO AFFAR! INTERNAZIONAW -

- ’ .
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TIME. WEST FEUROPEANS ARE REALISTIC ENOUGH TO UNDERSTAND THAT THEY
CANNOT FOLLOW THEIR WAY ALONE, WITHOUT THE UNITED STATES. AND
THIS FOR THE SOVIETS 1S A FRUSTRATING FEELING, BECAUSE., DESPITE
THEIR EFFORT FOR “DECOUPLING", A STRONGER WESTERN EUROPE HELPS
THE U.S. TO DEVOTE MORE RESOURCES ” OUT OF AREA”, JEOPARDISING
SOVIET INTERESTS IN OTHER REGIONS OF THE WORLD, ’

SO. THEY UNDERSTAND THAT DIFFERENT STRATEGIES ARE TO
BE SOUGHT, AS ADVERTISING THE "“ALTERNATIVE DEFENSES” OR OTHER
ISSUES, AIMED TO DIVERSIFICATE WEST EUROPEAN COUNTRIES POLICIES
IN TERMS OF DEFENCE. LIKE FOR THE ROMANS. THE MOTTO (S "DIVIDE ET
IMPERA", THAT MEANS ISOLATE AT MAXIMUM EXTENT WEsT GERMANY,

ISOLATE THE MEDITERRANEAN COUNTRIES, LET FRANCE FOLLOW HER:

OCEANIC INTERESTS. LET GREEKS ARGUE WITH TURKISH, LET SPAIN DEAL
WITH THE F. 1b ISSUE, LET THE PACIFISTS AND THE GREENS DO THEIR
J°B|il|0ll

A
bl

, As FAR AS THE GORBACHEV'S MUTATION 15 CONCERNED, |
AGREE UPON THE FUNDAMENTAL POINTS TAKEN By MrR. LAIRD, Bur.
DESPITE DORBACHEV'S POSSIBLE PERSONAL INCLINATIONS AND ALL THE

INDICATIONS OF HIS "NEW -POLITICAL THINKING", | SHARE THE OPINION

_WITH PEOPLE BEL(EVING THAT THE SOVIET UNION 1S "OBJECTIVELY” NOT
YET PREPARED FOR. A MOVE 1IN THE "GLOBAL COMPETITION FROM THE
MILITARY FlgLn TO POLITICAL, ECONOMIC, THECHNOLOGICAL  AND
' CULTURAL AREAS. ALTHOUGH THE PROCESS OF © DISINTEGRATION OF
COMMUNISM SEEMS TO BE FAST, MUCH MORE TIME IS REQUIRED AND. IN

THE MEANTIME. SOVIET MILITARY POWER STILL MUST BE CONSIDERED A

THREAT TO BE COUNTERED.
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| NO OTHER REMARKS ON THE FIRST THREE POINTS., BUT |
WOULD LIKE iU UCAL A LITTLE DIT MNRF IN DEEP WITH THF FOIRTH QNE.

THE ROLE OF THE MEDITERRANEAN 1IN THE SOVIET APPROACH TO THE

ALL1ANCE,

To DO THIS, | NEED TO EXPLAIN WHAT IS, ACCORDING TO
MY OPINION. THE SreCIAL ROLE CURRCNTLY RETAINED BY My CounTry.
ITALY, IN THE MARITIME SUB-REGION, T '

NORMALLY. IN THE INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL AND MILITARY
RELATIONSHIPS ITALY ANy MeuirERKANEAN ARE 81MPLY CONSIDERED AS A
SouTHERN Frank OF THE CENTRAL Recion oF NATO. From THE PAPER OF

MR, LAIRD. | RCAL1ZE THAT THE SOVIETS SFFM TO HAYE AN IDENTICAL

APPROACH. | WOULD LIKE TO POINT OUT THAT ITALY ALSO HAS A PRECISE

IDENTIIY 1w ITSELP. ITALY 16 NOT ONLY A THIN APPENDIX AF THE
CONTINENTAL MASS. IT HAS ALSO TO BE CONSIDERED AS A DEEP LINK. IN

THE MEDITERRANEAN BETWEEN EUROPE, CONTINENTAL AFRICA AND MipDLE
EAST, THIS '“DOUBLE SOUL” OF OUR.COUNTRY.. THAT IS BOTH CONTINENTAL
AND MARIT!ﬁE; PUTS FORWARD THE REQUIREMENT TO‘MATCH bﬁR SECUQITY
IN THE NATO FRAMEWORK WITH THE DEMANDING PROBLEM OF OUR SECURILTY
ACROSS THE ENTIRE NEDITERRANEAN BasIN. AND BEYGND.

IT IS TRUE, AS IHt SOVIETS AND MAYBE ALS0 THE
Ambr 1CANS PEEL, THAT KECPING ETABILITY IN THE ARFA 18 A NATO JoB,
AND THAT THE Meui(ERRANEAN AND ITALY CAN BE COMSIDERED AT THIS

'REGARD AS A COMMUNICATION AND RESUPPLY CORRIDOR TO THE CENTRAL

REGION.

Goot
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BUT IT IS ALSO TRUE THAT ITALY, AS A MEDIUM POWER 1IN
ITSCLF, MUST VERY OFTEN CORE. AS IN THE RECENT PAST, WITH ARFA
CRISIS AFFECTING NATIONAL OR MULTINAT10NAL Non NATO INTERESTS. OR
PERFORM PEACEKEEPING DEPLOYMENTS AS WE DID iIN LEBANON, IN SINAI
(AQUABA) AND IN THE QULF,

| IN IHIS WAY, WE UEAL WITH AN AREA THAT 13 ONLY IN
PART OF INTEREST OF NATO, BUT FROM WHICH NATO COUNTRIES AND. THE
WEST CAN BE INDIRECTLY THREATENED. THAT’S WHY ITALY MUST FIND OUT.
AN OWN AREA POLICY. IN SUPPORT TO ITS PECULIAR INTERESTS AND TO
" THOSE WHICH ITALY SHARES WITH THE ALLIANCE, -

THAT'S WHY IN THE MOST RECENT YEARS OUR FORE I GN
POLICY HAS BEEN MUCH MORE ACTIVE IN THE AREA, AT THE POINT THAT,
ACCORDING TO MR. LAIRD's PAPER, THE SovieT UNton GIVEs To ITALY,
TOGETHER WITH FRANCE AND SPAIN. AND, FOR DIFFERENI KEASUNS, 1U
GRecct Anp, TURKEY, A SPECIAL ATTENTION IN THC CONTCXT OF THC
WESTERN AND SouTHWESTERN TVD NATIONS.

| THIS VIEW DESERVES AN INULVIDUAL COMMENT, WITH REGARD
TO BOTH ITS POLITICAL AND MILITARY MEANINGS, THE.ROLE,OF Irauy
WILL POR UP IN A VERY CLEAR WAY. ' o
S v .
IN MY VIEW, IN SPITE OF THE ANTI-COALITION S$STRATEGY
PUT FORWARD BY THE SOVIET UNION IN OUR AREA FOR MANY YEARS LONG.
THE RESULTS APPEAR TO BE VERY POOR, AND SOVIETS KNOw THAT ITaLy
HAS BEEN AND PRESENTLY STILL IS A GOOD WEAVER IN PREPARING THE
FATLURE OF THEIR STRATEGY, EVERYWHERE THERE 1S A POSSIBILITY TO
LINK TOGEIHER NATIUNS DIVIUED DY usrr:ngnf INTERESTS, ITALIAN
FOREIGN POLICY ACTIVATFS TO SOFTFN THE SITUATION:
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WHERE THE SIRAIEGY UF tHE Suvie:! UnioN 13 TO DIVIDE
NATIONS, THE STRATEGY 0F ITAIY 1§ TO FASTEN THEM TOGETHER IN
EVERY WAY. RFAARN FS8 THFTR RFEINNGING TN TUE M1 TANCT NR NNT,

WHERE THME STRATEGY OF THE SovieT Union IS To PROVOKE
A DECOUPLING OF THE SOUTHERN REGION FROM THE CENTRAL ONE. ITALY
HAS WELL UNDERSTOOD THAT THE $0 CALLED ZERO-ZERO OPTION DECREASES
THE STRATEGIC COHESION OF THE ALLIANCE, AND THAT THE EQUATION HAS
A MUALTTATIVF NATHURF. WHICH REQUIRES MEASURES OQTHER THAN
MILITARY, BUT ALSO MILITARY,

THE RESULT IS THAT, ON THE POLITICAL SIDE, ITALY IS
STRENGHTENING RELATIONSHIPS wiTh MALTA, Tunista, EaivpT, Marocco
'AND ALGERIA. THE LATTER VISITED BY MR, COSSIGA. OUR PRESIDENT OF
THE REPUBLIC, FEW DAYS AGO. ON THE MILITARY SIDE, WE HAVE SPECIAL
AGREEMENTS FOR AIR AND NAVAL COOPERATION WITH FRANGE AND SPAIN
FOR BETTER, JOINT TRAINING IN THE WESTERN MEDITERRANEAN AREA. As
FAR AS THE EAST MEDITERRANEAN IS CONCERNED, MAY OCCUR THAT THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ITALIAN- FOUR STARS AIR FORCE GENERAL [N -THE
NEW NATO posiTrOoN oF DEPUTY OF THE U.S., NAVY ADMIRAL COMMANDING
SOUTHERN EUROPE ALLIED FORCE MAY HELP TO SOFTEN THE PROBLEM OF
"TuRKTSH-GREFK IBTNT ATR AND. NAVAI TRAINING.
_ THE FAILURE OF THEIR AGING ANTI-COALITION STRATEGY
URGES THE SOVIET UNION TO STRESS THE UTILIZATION OF THE
PLAYING-CARD OF "ARMS CONTROL” ALSO FOR THE SOUTHERN REGION. FOR
THE SOVIET LEADERSHIP, IN FACT, ARMS CONTROL HAS ALWAYS BEEN A
POTENTIALLY FERTILE GROUND. HERE WE MUST PAY ATTENTION, RFralISF

C GUR PUBLIC OPINIGN 13 BXTREMELY SENSITINEG TO WCLL ADVMCRTIZCD
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ISSUES AS “ARMS CONTROL” OR "DENUCLEARIZATION”., BUT. ACCORDINGLY

WITH AMBASSADOR HENNING WEGENER, ASSISTANT SFCRETARY. GENERAL FOR
POL1TICAL AFFAIRS IN BRUSSELS, THERE 1§ GOOD ARMS CONTROL AND BAD
ARMS CONTROL.. INTO THE LATTER CATEGORY FALLS THE SOVIET PLAN FOR
TURNING THE MEDITERRANEAN INTO “A ZONE OF STABLE PEACE, &0OD

 NEIGHBOURLINESS AND COOPERATION”, ALREADY LAUNCHED By BREZHMEV,

REPEATED BY GORBACHEV, AND RECENTLY REITRATED AT THE VIENNA

FOLLOW-UP MEETING, THE BULK OF THE PROPOSAL 1S FOR THE

DENUCLEARIZATION OF THE MEDITERRANEAN, THE REMOVAL OF BOTH THE
~U,S. AND THE SOVIET FLEETS AND RELATED BASE FACILITIES, AND THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF A SPECIAL FORUM FOR MEDITERRANEAN COUNTRIES, WE

DEEM ALL THIS CONTRARY TO OUR STRATEGY OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE .,

CONTRARY TO OUR COMMON DEFENCE NEEDS. CONTRARY TO THE CONCEPT OF

RISK-SHARING WHICH 1S ONE OF THE ALLIANCE FUNDAMENTS.

COMING BACK To MR, LAIRD’S PAPER WHEN DEALING WITH

THE POLITICAL DYNAMICS OF ITALY, FRANCE AND SPAIN., | FEEL THAT
ANTx-cuALIJION POLILY OF THE SovicT UNION 1S GOING TO FACE A NFW

SET-BACK IN THE NEAR FUTURE, IN FACT, MANY OBSERVERS ARE IN THE

" OPINION THAT THE INTERESTS WHICH THE THREE NATIONS SHARE WITH THE
NON-ALIGNED STATES OF THE REGION ARE AT LEAST SO DEMANDING OF

CREATIVE DIPLOMACY AS 1HE ALIUAL DIFFERENCES WHLCH GCMANATES
THEM. IT SEEMS TO ME THAT MY COUNTRY HAS WELL UNDERSTOOD THIS,
AND THAT IT IS PREPARING TO TAKE THE LEAD IN WORKING TO ENSURE

THAT EUROPEAN COMMUNITY. AS IT MOVES TOWARD AN ‘UNIFIED MARKET IN

1992. WILL PROMOTE ECONOMIC GROWTH, MORE SOCIAL JUSTICE AND,
DEFINITLY, MORE REGIONAL COHESION AND STABILITY TO THE SOUTH AND
THE EAST OF THE PMEDITERRANEAN.
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THE LAST COMMENT ON THE FINAL SECTION OF MR. LAIRD
PAPER IS RELATED TO CONSIDERATIONS OF MILITARY NATURE WHERE [TALY
IS CITED SEVERAL TIMES, ] MUST ONLY NOTE THAT, MOST LIKELY. WITH
_ THE ADHERENCE OF SPAIN TO THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE AND THE
“RAPPROCHEMENT" OF FRANCE, THE INTEREST OF THE SOVIET UNION FOR
MY COUNTRY SIEMS TO BE INCREASINGLY HIGHER. MAYBE THEY SEE A NEW
SET-BACK IN THEIR ANT1-COALITION STRATEGY AND HAVE UNDERSTOOD THE
ACTIVE ROLE OF ITALY. MATTER OF CONCERN FOR ITALY AND FOR THE
SOUTHERN REGION COULD BE THE RECENT ESTABLISHMENT OF THE . .
SouTHWESTERN TVD. wHicH MIGHT INDICATE THE PLANNING OF.SOVfET AIR
AND NAVAL OPERATIONS IN THE MEDITERRANEAN APART FROM SIMULTANEOUS
OPERATIDNS TN THE CENTRAL EUROPE.

I HAVE NO OTHER COMMENTS ON MR, LAIRDSPAPER, WHICH Is
CLEAR, CHALLENGING AND COMPREHENSIVE., 1 HAVE NOW REMAINED ONLY
FEW REMARKS OF MODRE GENERAL INTEREST, ‘
;HPERSONALLY,.IZFEEL VERY UNCONFORTABLE DISCUSSING AND
DEALING WITH SOVIET PERSPECTIVES AND POLICY IN A MOMENT IN WHICH
EVERYTHING CHANGES AND EVOLVES EVERY DAY, THE “DOMINO-LAWY |
'MENTIONED AT THE BEGINNING 1S STILL ~OPERATING AND IT. WILL
CONTINUE TO OPERATE FOR A LONG TIME., UNDER MANY ASPECTS, EUROPE
OF TWO WEEKS AGO WAS COMPLETELY DIFFERENT FROM EUROPE OF TO-DAY,
WHICH IN TURN DEEPLY DIFFERS FROM EUROPE OF NEXT DECEMBER.

THE EVOLUTION 1S VERY FAST, AND THIS MEANS THAT

- TO-DAY WE LACK OF THOSE WELL CONSOLIDATED‘REFERENCE POINTS WE HAD

UNTIL FEW DAYS AGO. OR MAYBE THEY HAVE REMAINED THE SAME;_BUT WE
CANNOT TRUST ON THEM ANYMORE.
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ANYWAY. WE CANNOT STOP OUR THINKING AND, WHEN DEALING
WITH SOVIET SECURITY POLICY AND WAITING FOR A STABILIZATION, WE
MUST ASSUME INTERIM REFERENCE LINES.

WHATEVER MAY HAPPEN., BY SURE ‘WE HAVE AT LEAST TWO
INVARIANTS: THE FIRST ONE IS GEOGRAPHY, THE SECOND ONE IS THE
CHARACTER OF PEOPLE, WE LEARNED FROM GEOPOLITIC THEORIES THAT
THESE TWO INGREDIENTS ALONE ARE ABLE TO DINAMICIZE THE WORLD.

IN THE CASE OF SOVIET UNION. DISREGARDING IF THE.
POWER IN RuSSIA WAS RETAINED BY IVAN THE GREAT. IvaN THE.
TERRIBLE, ZAR PETRUS THE GREAT, CATERINE, STALIN, BREZNWEV oOR
GORBACHEV, THE INHERENT EXPANSIVE FORCE OF THE PEOPLE LIVING IN
THAT COUNTRY HISTORICLLY DEVELOPED ALONG THREE LINES OF
REFERENCE, HEADING SEPARATELY FROM MOSCOW TOWARD THE BALTIC
REGron, THE FAR EAsT, THe BLak SEA AND THE STRAITS,

L]
Y

y WE MUST ALWAYS REMEMBER THAT MEDITERRANEAN 1S JUST
BEYOND THEM, | |
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NORTH~SOUTH RELATIONS SOUTH OF WESTERN EUROPE:
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ALLLANCE

by Robertc Aliboni, Director of Studies

Joint IAI-RAND Workshop:
"The Southern Heglon and the Atlantic Alliance
in a Changing Strategic Landstape",i

Oxnard, Califormnis, November 20«21, 1989

For many yeﬂfs instability in the Southern approaches to

Western Furope arose ‘essentially from the Arab-lsraeli conflict

and its main combonehté: radical anti-Western Arab nationalism,
inter-Arab rivg]rieé, the emergence of Palestinian nationalism
with:ita'tddical ramlﬂiuﬁuiona.AThouqh floge to Weatern Hurope,
the threats emanatinq'from th§ :egion wefe tackled by Lhe  USA
after 1t had displaéedrhfitain and France .as a result of Lhe Suez
war in 1956. |

tn the seventies this picture changed sharply. As :
anti-western as it méy_be, nationalism in the Middle East is a.
secular and‘hodernizingimovemeni, stemming #rom the Western
revolﬁtlons}of the end of the XVIIT century. The tinal goal of
thelﬂiddla Esastern national tegimes 1s to enter the WQutefn |
cbmmﬁnity. The reason they are anti-Western is that the Wesal dld.

not integrate them as guickly and easily asg they had expected,

IAIB923 ' . November 1989 : . p. 1
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given the egquality (or Superiority} of their civilization wilh
respect to the jewish—éhri%tian one. These regimes - frwﬁ Lhe
ghah to Sadat »'had promined‘their people aAfull integration onto
fhe international stage with Eull poliktical d;qﬁity and economic

welffare. In the seventies it became guite clear that they were
unable to deliver eithét international diqnitf‘or the civilian
and economic standardsrcf_Western demécraciem. The revival of
Islam, againat the west as a different élQlllzation and dgaiust
secularization and Western modernization} resulted from the
failure of the national Middle Eastern reqimeﬁ-to'enuure
poiitica] sucgess, human and civil righta and'economic welfare.
The nature of the threﬁt to secﬁrity in the areas south of
Western Europe therefore changed: it beéame harder, ﬁubtler anﬁ
pergiatent‘because the Islamic radicals, unliké tne'nationalﬁuts,
are struggling to.deétroy the West and its values. Furthermore,
the ability of the UsSa o cbpe with theﬁe threats alone has
chaﬁgcd too. More and more, Wentern‘European CQuntriés are now
being assoclated to the USA in all the most impbrtant operations
out of the NATO area. |
What one should not overlook in the ﬁew siLuéﬁion is that
threats which come today €rom tﬁe Southern approaches gtem
primarily Crom the Failure sf the Middle Camtern zsuntriss ty
become @nteqrated into the Western, ﬁecular, modernized circle.
In this event the failure to modernize ﬁheir eﬁonomies plays é
'crucial role. Hence the 1mportance of North-8S8outh cooperation for
devéiopment'for.thé gake of reglonal stability and Western .

sacurity.

T e U A S

IAIBY923 _ November 1989 p. 2
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Thié paper deals ﬁrimarily with North-sSoulh relatious in the
reqioﬁs South of Wes;ern Europe (Hedlterraneanrand the Gulf - as
defined in the notes to Table 1 - and Africa South ot gahara).
The effectiveness and directidna ot thia cooperatlon are assﬁmed o
to be important factors influencing the threats Lo the Alliance
from the Southern approachea'to Wegtern Europe. Implications for Zk
the Al}iance, however, require a more elaborated approach because
there.is no direct relationship between it &nd North—South
development cooperation in two important'reSPectﬁ. First, the
Allianée as such is not engaged in develdpmeﬁﬁ cooperdfiun.in thé
reglons South df Europe. fuch cooperation is carrie@ out by
‘Western national agencies, on bilateral grounds, and especially
by the European Community (EC), on multilateral grounds.;fhé only
coordination.tnat.mlqht actﬁally take place israt the level of
the Group of Seven. Second, the Alliance is nol competent with
respect to threats coming from out of the NATO area anqractually
‘rebuffed a number of attempts at getting involved with them. The
ocut~of-area operationg whlﬁh did take place in the regiona South
of Europe were international in-characterjand did not inﬁolve the

“Alliance. Implications for the Alliancerare by definition
--;ndirecf both in effecting development cooperation and in
congidering the threat. | |
o However indirect, ifplications are imbortant; Thé decision
‘not to extend the Alliance beyond its present area, though quite
reasbnable, does not mean the West can neglect threatslcoming
from the South. Western intervention W11lrpfobably continue. In .

the recent past, intervention that took place cutside the

1IAI18923 | ' November 1989 , p. 3
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multilateral frame of the Allisnce SLirréd divigions among the
Vailies and probably will continue to do so alao'ln the tutufe. To g§
this divisive effect of the Southern tﬁreats, the Southern |
European coungries are the mosli exposed. The implication for the
Alliance is that an unsuccesstul NortthOUth‘cooperation in the
Southern approaches to Western Europe‘may weaken the cohesion of
the Alliance, pa;ticularly thét of the Southern European
countries. This means, in turn, thﬂt_succesaful North-sSouth
cooperation South of Western Europe is & collective interest.
COnséquently, the Alliance should support the eftorft made by the
individual Weatern European countries, other western countries
and the EC to evolve an efficlent deyeiopmént programme. It
should also'plan-iﬁ coordinate the flows of resourcea to
different underdeveloped regions in vrder to enforce an
approﬁriate division of lahour among the main indugtlrialized
countries and areas. This means that subjects lilke protectionism
and regionalization in econdmic,international relations - today
widely dlacussed in the Atlantic framework'“ should also take
into account cons;rainté deriving.from Security.

To look at tﬁese problems this paper is divided into three
sections: 1) an outiine‘of the reiations'between the North and
South in the regions of the Medilerranean and the Gﬁit; 2) an
examination of the main BC policies in itg Southern approaches
and of the transfer of resources frpm'thé North on bildteral
grounds; 3) an evaluation 6f the consistency betwaeﬁ the

“development cooperation enforced by the Western countries in the

Gulf and the Mediterranean and thelr security requirements, with

PP T B Ah  a ey WP A b o e o M e R R R E i %Y S f g e e oy e e S S e n = C e U e ————— e R ——

IAIB923 November 1989 p. 1



1511 *59  17:47 TO39 6 319506 141 . . doua3

the ajim of amgcertaining the implications for the Alliance of the
North"South‘relations_Soﬁth of Western Europe.

' North-South Reélations $outh of Western Europe

Ag indi;ated in the prgcedinq section, in this paper‘.

- North-Seuth re]atioqs south of Western Europe refer to three main
areas: tﬁe Mediterranean, Fhe Gulf and Africa south of Sahara
{(AS8). I u#ll éonCentrata on the Mediterranean, however, 5nd will
consider the Gulf and ASS onlyAwhen'apprépriate'in rélation to -
our argument. o

General picture - When considered from an economic angle, the

three regions south of Western Europe look very different.
Accordinq tolthe World Bank ranking, based on income,-thelhss
counfriesl(with few exceptions) are included amoﬁg the low-income
economies. In contrast, the Gulf éountries are eilther high-income
or ﬁpper~m1dd1e—;ncome econqmies; The most weaithy of them,
however,  are categorized as such 6u1y in finanéial terms. They
Qery often are almost completely depeﬁdgnt'on oil, sparse;yﬁ
Apdpulated and largely underdeveloped. Filnally, the Mediterranean
area, unlike the éfher two, is neatly divided between
economically developed and underdeveioped countries, respéctlvely
in the north and‘the‘south of the bésin respecpively. The
1 underdeveloped Mediterranean c&unérieg, however, are 1né1uded
 anong.the middle-income economies. They are relatively’
faat«dévélopinq countries, with conaiderable‘industrlal
structures. They fared fairly wel) hetwéen-1965 and'iQBO (see

Table 1) and, despite the early ‘808 contraction in the Arab

{{oil-brodﬁcing countries and the slow down of Lhe Western
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économieﬂ they continue to show rates of growth higher thsn those
retorﬂed on the average bf other lower- and upper*middln—iﬁcbme
cpuﬂtries in the world. |
If i1ndustry is considered, the Southern Mediterranean

countries seem fairly successful. Accordiﬁq torthe'UNEP'srPslue
Plan~™ (i): "Alors que vers 1950 les pafa‘riverains de la
-médiferrange assuraignt un pouréenta@e {3%) de la production
inférieur a celui'de 1929 et qu'on croyait définitjf le déclin du
bassin méditerranéen, ves bayﬁ ﬁnt connu, aprés 1950, une
croissance supérieure 3 la moyenne mondiale ét certains d’en;re
eux ont méme connu une croiasance spectaculairef_La valeur
ajoutée deé‘InduBtrles manufacturiéres du hassin méditerranéen
(supérieure a 200 milltards de dollars en 1983), accuse cependant
encore un fort désequilibre entre les réqions méditerranéennes de
la.five Nord et celles des rives Sud et Est (environ.BO% et 20%
respectivement)”. Fasler devwlopmengé in the heavy industries
{steel, fertiiizers, petrochemica}s..eté.) have been prévented by
Europedan —especially South~éuru§ean“ pelicies Qestined to slow
down their declinerfor gocial reasons. On the other hand a strong
development in light industries is being énéouraqed by the
gradual enlargement ét‘their_in;erna} markets. This internal
evolution, however, is in'lLself 1n5uffic1ent té allow for
sustainud growth. Policies of expourt prﬁmotian have pravedAat
least as important and were Stiﬁulated by Lhe opportunity offered
by the access to the large market of tpg EC. This éccess'is
curtailed by the dppiica;ion of restrictive pqliciea‘oﬁ textile
and petrochemicai products, | |

. b kWL - o ————_ Ab b i m < ms ma d | EE EE be dm s == - - - e —— e — ot Bl B WY WP e o -

IAIB8923 , ' November 1989 p. &




15-11 '89 17:48 T039 6 319806 ‘ - TAl | @005
Food and aqriculture} together with demografic tendencies,
dfe definitely lesé favourablé factoés 16 the Mediterranean
growth equation. Demographic tendencics will be taken up late;.
As for food and agricultura, despite remarkable?pfogre:s in
domestic producdtion (see Table 1), the d#erall situation is
unsatisfactory and ptrobably will even get worse. Agaln it is
worth quoting the "Blue Plan”: "Déj3 avantagés par leur niveau de
‘développement, les pays les plus développés de la rive Nord on vu
leurs productions crottre avec la réalisation de la Communaulé
Economiqge Eufopeenne, au point d’;ttejndre larQemént, voire de
dépasser, léur‘auto~suffisance'dans la pluspatt deg denrées de
base. Dans le méme temps, les pays du Sud et de 1'Est du bassin,
' malgré-des‘tentattves de réformes ﬁqrairéS'et'de modernisalbion a
l'ecﬁellé nationale, Bous ia contrainte de leur manque de moyens
et de leur pression démoqraphique. pafissent d'une productivite.
insuffisante et d'un déficit alimentaire atructurel.'et souvent
croigssant”.
| As for the Gulf countries, ?able 1 very clearly shows the
effect of the contraction prdmpted by the fall of the oil prices
in 1579. To the contraction one has to add the effect of the Gulf
war (data for Iran and Iraq are unavailable through the World
Bank}. ‘The income reductioh resulting from the cbntracﬁldn and
the war, however, cannot‘necessarily be interpreted as a
ddwngrddlng of the GuleE econoﬁ}esi The strbng polictes-of
austerity implemented by thé GCC countries because of the
contraction did not comﬁromise anyway the huge capital already
installed. ?urthermore, by taking advantage of the éontrnétion,

these countries have demonstrated a remarkable'tléxibility in
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Streamlining the sconomy oand cutting expenaes without incurr;ng
social instability. Partly, these considerations apply to lrag as
well, though the'reconatruction'poseé very difficult problems for
both IraqVAnd Iran.

0il will remain an immense source of wealth for all the.Gulf
countries. At the same time, their fecent untavourable politlcal
and economic evolution may have taught them héw to maﬁaqe their
esconomies better. With less waate, Lhe diversification of their
economies, as slow as it might turn out to be, will proceed,
supported by siqnificant resources. In this process the EC 1s
involved as the "natural”, nearest market f{or the petrochemical,
aluminium and chemical industries that these countrLes‘are
reientlessly and.successfully develeoping according to the;r
cohparative internatipna}_advantaée.

AsAfor ASS it will be sdfficient To recall that its hopes f&r
development are rather more distant than those of the |
Mediterranean and the Gulf. ASS will remain a mere recipient of
aid for a long while. For historical, geographic and economic
reasons, however, the EC will maintain o special reaponaibility

towards it and ties closer to it than other industrialized aveas.

Dependence and fréde relations - Though dependence i% a
general fact of life Lﬁ the North-South relations. the dependence
of th§ regions south of the EC must be stressed. Tab1e‘2 shows
that the Ed.accounts for 48.6% 1n the 1987 total trade (exports +
1ﬁports) of the Mediterranean area: It accounts for 30% of the
Gulf countries' total tradé ahd for 43,3% of that of AS5. Only

the importance the USA has for Latin America can compare with the’
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European_patfern of reiations witﬁ'its Sou#hern*robm.-lt may be
~interesting to néte that Asia 15 not dependent on Japan Lo a
similar.degree. This consideration reiﬁfércea thg conclusion
al;eady mentioned above that growth proapecfs'ﬁor the rvegions
under édnsideration arertied to EC policies and devei&pment
cooperation, fhough the extent to which they depend on the USA 18
net ﬁeqligible. In the case of the Gulf, one has also tornotq how
‘important a market Japan ia for the Gult countries.
Nevertheless{'the areas in queationtcould.not be lesé
uhimpurtant in the total trade of the industrialized counﬁr;esA
4' shown in Table 3; The Mediterranesn accounts for 3.8% in the
total trade of the EC. It muét be noﬁed. however, that it
accounts for as much as thé Qhole of Asia (3.9%;_and more than

the othef_dgveloping areas -including ASS (2.3%) and the Gult

(2.1%)- and the European socialiﬁt‘coﬁhtries (2.6%).
Inter-regional thth-Soutﬁ relationasseem_mofe important fof the
USA (to whom ABia accounts forllz,at and Latipn America for i2.4%)
gnd-Japén (to whom Asia accounts for 23.8% and the Gult 7%) than
for the EC. a
§ccoraing to these Eiquréé, first of all'ong'can say that
North-South inter-regional relations between the UsA and Latin
America, on the one.hand, and‘Jappn and Aafa, énrthe other,
appear more balénced than thoge batween the EC and its Soufnern‘
'approachea, Second, as imbalanced'ag they may be, - !
EC"Héditerranegn relations are more important (ang less
-1mba1anced.‘1 would dare say) to the EC thén are any other

inter-regiona)l relations of the EC. Third, the EC is only

1A18923 o . November 1989 o . p.Y
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modestly "dependént" on 3l)l the regions considered in Table 3,

" but those reqibné are remarkably dependent on it. On the whole,

this means that the EC is the most importaht outlet for the
deQeloping areas-(eapeclally the Mediterranean and the European
socialist couhtries), while the most important outiet for the EC
15 the industrialized worldl

Southern Europe and the Mediterranean - A more detailed look

a4t the shares of the EC, three of 1lts members (Francg..tbe ¥FRG
and Italy) and the USA in the total trade of the individual
Mediterranean countries gives further ;nsiqh;s into the structure
of the region.

Table 4 gives a view which cuts across North-South relations.
In addition to the individual Southern Mediterranean countries,
it takes into consideration the‘xndividual Southern European
countries. These countries are divided 1nto four qréups.
aécordinq to'the dominance of the four industrialized countries
shown in each coiumn: France, FRG, Italy and USA. France i3 the
most important partﬁer of the three Maghreb countries and SPaiﬁ.
Italy is by far the most important partner of‘Libya. in addition
to a heterogeneous group_incluaing Syrla, l.ebanon and Cyprus (one

would say that curiously enough Italy is a partner to most of thae

' radical countries of the region). The USA has a definite special

relationship with Israel, Egypt and Jordan. The FRG ia the first

‘partner of all the Southern EC countries (slightly behind France
| for Spain) plus Turkey, Yugoslavia and Malta. Moreover, in every

'l gqroup it is very often second to the dominant Vestern partner..

One atill has to note that the FRG shows a surplus in its trade

'TAI8923 _ ' November 1989 | p. 10
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balance in relation to ali the EC and nun—-EC countries limted in
Table 4 (with the notable exceptions of Algeria and Libya). The
Southern European countries show surpluses in relation to other
Mediterranean countries, but not in relation to the FRG.

wWhat 1s outstanding (thdugh not very surprising) in this

picture is that a central role in Mediterranean trade relatlona

is played by two non- Mediterrdnean countrzes, FRG and partly the
cwisiel — oot e SRS R AT T T P T

—— r TR

USA, rather than by most traditlonal Medzterranean powels like
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France and Italy A second remarkable feature is the parallel

i S TR T MR wwmw—mm‘cm

* N oo AL

betwean trade relationsa and actual political links. 7The
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conclusion is that the Southern European countries, though highly
integrated into the Mediterranean economic environment, do not
dominate 1t. Heyond the fact that the EC 18 the most important
partner of the Southern Mediterranean countries, there is the
fact that thelr most importanéland sighificant partner is the
FRG. Despite the overwhelming role played by the EC in the
Mediterranean trade, the special relationsnip between the USA and
the Eastern Mediterranean gréup compéaed of Israel, Egypt and
Jordan indicates that economic responsibilities in the Southern
approaches to Western Europe are shared by the USA. IF we |
consider the special relatlionship between France and the Maghreb

countries from a different angle, we can also conclude that there

R, —,h,w;;ﬁwwm;/*th \f\\

is a strong correlation between political and ec¢onomic factors in
the arsea.

Demografic trends and international migrations - As has just

been noted,-the FRG shows surpluses in relation to almost all the

EC and non~EC Mediterranean countries and the South European

IAIB923 November 1989 ' p. 21
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countries, in contrast, show Burpluses in relation to other
Mediterranean countries (though less regularly than FRG’s) but
not in relation to the FRG. It is interesting to wonder how

deficits are patd. The way they'axe gives & very clear picture of

_ 1y the Meditverranean economy and ilLs pattern of intégration. In
w

(ot 85171

tact, they are offset by tourism and labour. While tourism is
exported by all the EC and non—EC quitérranean countfiés, labour
today 1is immigrating mostly fro@ the nbn-EC Mediterranean
cbuntries {though it has not ceased to mové from Southern to
Northern members of the EC).

The basis of North-South relalLions in the Mediterrqnean is
thelintensity of the regional economy of services (transport,

laboﬁr, tourism) in addition to trade, together with the

necessity to preserve Lhe sea and the envaronment as the most
important medium of this eccnoﬁy. A ftull consideration of

Mediterranean integration and its prospects would requive an

indepth analysis of the balance of current accounts am well as

\_ the balance of trade. The present consideration will be limitad
-to a factor Qh;ch‘is'of crucial importance to mecurity:
demoqr#ficjtrends and-international miqrat;ons.

| Migration in the Mediterrénean is going to increasérshérply
because of growing demographic differentials between the EC
countries and the noﬁ—Ec regional countries.
7 Accprdlng to several studies, particularly, the "Blue Plan”,

(5 \ the demographic struc;ﬂre of the Mediterranean 1s ﬁndergoinq a |

sweeping'change. In 1980, therNorthetn shore accounted fov 56i ét‘

the overall Medaiterranean population. In 20Z0 it wil} account'tu:

\L, no more than one third of 1it.
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This tendency is coupled with & growing propertion of young
people in the non-EC Mediterranean counktries. The slow growth
foreseen in these countries will not allow for younger
generations to be fully employed. Prospects for a persistent
growth differential with respect to the EC will) induce a large
number of people Lo migrate to the EC. As a4 result, the migration

pattern already inherent in the Mediterranean economy will be

markedly emphasized. Moreover, one has to think of the fact Lhat
the end of the boom undergone by the Arah worid during the
seventies put strong limitationa te inter-Arab migration.

As a consequence of these developments, Jgrowing pressure on

T B Ay Rty ey NS 9 A, ST S e T S R AR ST T T e e

——

the EC 1s expected, similar to that put on the USA by Mexican
e LR e T S 5 e T
immigration. What 1s new is that countries like Italy and Spain,
which had previously been countries of emigration, are rapidly
translating into receiving countries of immigration.

According to Massime Livl Bacci (2), the work force that will
not be available because of the demographic trends prevailing in
Western Europe will amount to an average 10% of the total western

European work force. This would imply more or less 250,000

- immigrants per year. However, It cannot beé taken for ycanled that

this will actually be the case in the near fulure nor immigrants

will come from or malnly from the Mediterranean. Another Italian

AR e A T KT T g L TT R b e B A SN o ) i 1 e S S DR

demographer, Antonio Golini (3), points out the posSsibility that

the high unemployment rate prevailing dmonq the huropeapryouth

may prompt "protectionist™ policies by the EC Governments .
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Furthermore a somewhat declining economic scenario, together with

economic “"tertiarigzation®” and technolog1ca1 advancements in
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Western Europe might well comblue with A degznasznq labout
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demand. Strong constraintq on imng:uLlon _may also come from
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securlty pOIIC1es and fear ot aulel and rauial confiicts.
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Fxnally. there are new and cons1derab1e extrd Medlterranedn rlow

O VTN R B

of mlgranté already competinq WLEh old and new MediLetranedn

e, J—

tlous They come from ASS, South western Asia and EBastern Europe,

ar i LT

In Italy, even in the absence of deliberate policies, an
important part of immigrated people have a Christian background_
(people trom the Philipplnes, Ethiopia, Eitrea, Cape Vverde,
ete.).

Only part of the 250,000 JObS calculated by Livi Baceyr will

e T
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be available to people cominq ttom the non"hc Mediter:dnpan

" Do T et L e

tﬁﬁgf??ZZTUQZJ;rfﬂeleab. pressure is already strong and the

.
Mediterranean frontier, because of the sea, the long coastliine
and the intensity of tourism and travel will remain to some
extent permeable. On North-South grouunds the problem cannol be
so0lved by the closure of Lhe frontier. In any case, demographic
;rends at work in the Medliterranean require more resources to be
invested from the EC and the VWest into the non-EC Mediterranen
countries. If the EC ia not be able or willing to host people

seeking Jjobs from abroad, this reyuirement will increase and

become imperative.

Recent economic developmenls - Recent developments did not
make things easier. A8 already indicated, the fall in the oil
prices at the end of the '70s and the slow down of the Western

economies increased the Mediterranean countriea indebtedness and

required governments to enforce policies ¢f sirict austerity and
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testrictions..TabEQ-S presents elements thdt.may be used Lo
assess Lhe intensity of these developments.

A number of observations can be drawn from Lhis table. In the
Mediterranean, adll the‘countfie5 (with the exception of Algeria
and Libya) show é deficit in their balance of trade. This 13 7
inherent to the economic slructure and not merely the fesu]t oL
business cycles., Whal is ramarkablé, hﬁwever. 1s Lhe fact that
all these countries - with the exception of Israel, that
increased its deﬁlpiL cohsiderably - have either largely
contained their dcticif or even reduced it (someiime aharpiy, as
in the case of Syria. This same consideration applies in the Qulf
10 Bahrein and'Iraq, béth of which.ﬁhifged from a deficit to a
surplus position. As for Lhe other Gult countries. (with the
exception of Iran) whal is shown by the balance of tLrade
{significant reductions of their. surpluses) iy less the result oﬁ‘
restrictive policies than that of the fall pi Lhe oil prices,
That there are restrictive policies at work, however, is shown by
the figures rgpurting the variation in exporte and imports. This
variation is intended to explain the reason for thervarigtion in
the balance of trade. In the Gulf countries, changes in the
balance uf Lrade very often combine& with a more substantial
reduction in imports than in exports. In any cage, wlth‘the
excepltion of the'UAE; 1mpofts have been reducedrevéryﬁhere. with
few exceptions ., all the ;ountries concerned regtricted impofts
while 1hcreasinq exports ur-iucrednéd,exports_more than 1m§orts,
thus setting in métion a considerable transfer of real resouréesrr

abroad. This haz had a greater impact in the Mediterranean than

IALIB892) C November 1989 ' p. L5
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in the Gulf countries, It explains recurrent popular riots, trom
Alqefla. to Tuniéia. Jordan and kgypt.

An aspect of ﬁhat we have jusi seen is the growing debt of
thé Heditérrénean countries, which unlike the Gulf countries had
to tackle the situastion with differenirfinancial resources.

" Tables 6 and 7 give some debt tndicators. They show that the
Mediterranean is ¢onsiderahly less in debt ﬁﬁan Asia and Latin
America -though more thhn:Eastﬁrﬁ Europe. Six countries are
primarily responsible for the Mediterranean debt (1987 figures):
Algeria (22,881), Egypt (40,264), Israel (26,332), Moroceo
(20,706), Turkey (40,818) and Yugouslavia (23,518). The

Debt /Exports ratio (Tab. 7) says that the'uediterranean‘in doing
less well than Asia and Latin America, whereas Eastern Europe and
ASS are increasing the ratio very quickly (data on Eastern Europe
are overevaluated in relatlonlto other are;5: see note 2 on the
-Table). This growing, thouqh-ﬁot caL&strophic. debt is the result
of the tendencies we have just observed. External debt, to‘the
extent-it feeds development, may be an opporbtunity and is
consistent with a virtuous jnternatione) cooperation. However,
more internatlonai develépment aid is required in Addityon to the
. Teforms these coﬁntries have adopted, for this Mediterranean debt
to turh into in an oppbrtunityrfor developmeﬁt.

EC Development and Cooperation Policies

Differant sets of "assoclation agreements” and cooperation
relationships have been set in motion since the bhirth of the EC.
They reflect different trends. A first trend results from the

necessity tor some members to settle their special economic

4
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relations with the former cqionieb at the very momengrthey
entered the Eé customs area. This led to the association
‘agreements with the ACP countries (African, Paﬁitlc and
Caribbean) and with the three ﬁagbreb countries. A second trend
is motivated purely-by econohilc and commercial factors: the
eXxtension of the EC's agricultursl protectionism to the
Meditercanean products and the proximitylof the large EC market
to economies comﬁitted to‘e#port led development policies._This_
brougﬁt about a proliferation of agreements and later on the
attempt to organize them with the so calledr"overall
Mediterranean policy”. Today, the associatiqn Aqreement# regard
all the Mediterranean countries except Albania and Libya. A third
trend arose as a conseguence of-the first oil crisis in 1973-74
and gave way to the‘ﬁuro"grab Dialogue (EAD); The EAD, Lhough
ofticialiy extanf astill today, has never really taken off and 1t
is being replaced by more fruitful relations helween the EC and
sub-regional entities, like the GCC (Gulf Coopéfatiun Ccouncil).
The renewal of the EC relations with the newly-born Union du
Maghreb Arabe (UAM) may‘folloﬁ this sub-regional trend in EC-Ardb
relationsrand. at the same time, replace the old Mediterranean
association agreements with tﬁe three Maghrebian countries.
Mediterranean association agreements provide commercial
,ﬁreferencas anq concessional atd. The European InQestment Bank
has a special project-loans programme fof the most important
‘assucialed counlbe feo in addition te what-ia provided by the
agreemenls. A uumber of agreements are in fact nothing more ihan

traditional agreements for trade and economic cooperation. The

. TA18923 November 1989 7 op. L7
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difference lies in the fact that the association agreements
proper are endoﬁed with somewhat elabd;;téd institutionﬁ {which
in the case of the ACP include an lntet*PdfliqmeuLdiidn
deleéationﬁ. These institutions can be considered the poiitical
structure dealing with inter-regional relations in the same waf
the OAS éoes for theVWestern hemisphere.

Whether these agreeﬁents worked satisfaclkorily 15 a very
cuntzévefsial question. Multilatera) aid.extended by the EC is
definitely insufricient, as. 1s especlilally evident in Lhe case of
‘ASS and its preSent deht. The most of official resources, either 
conéeésionai or not, reach the countries South of Western Europe
through bilateral channels. Thé Mediterranean countries are able
to attract private funds to an extent the ASS cannot. The

z.{ cooperation that is deemed most important, however, is the
___._.-,—a-—-"_‘._"-——

commercial one. Preferences are extended to all manufactured

products, except textiles and petrochemicals. They are somewhat

greater than those extended by the General System of

non~Reciprocal Preferences for‘Maﬁufacturea Products provided
i within the GATT to ail the LDCs. éreferenées‘and-other facilities
are extended to agricultural prﬁducts as well. However, access
given to Lhé latter is very selective and limited because of the

internal preference ensured hy tﬁe EC's Agricultural Common

Pelicy to its members.

Is the EC market a real opportunity for the asgoé;ated

counfriea in the Mediterranean? Limitations to agricultural

‘\products. petrochemicals and textiles definitely_limited exﬁokts

WV and‘deﬁelopment of the associated countrles. However, much has

IAIB923 o November 1989 . p. 18
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depended on their polscies an well. Countries.iike Turkey., which
adopted poliéies of industrializatioﬁ'assoctated to policies of
exporf prbmdtioﬂ managed to take the opportunity‘offered by the
EC. Inréoﬁtraét.-those countriés,which adopted inward-looking
poiicies of indﬁstrialization. like Algeria qtﬁat today is
rapiqu tfying tv change its e&ufse— did not ménaqe to do the
same.

The most sefious problem 1s agriculture. For a number of
producta, like olive o0il, vegetables, tohatoeé and citrus fruits,
access has gradually been provﬁded b& the EC regulations., This

rne—

access dertermined important investment lan the countries concerned

to promote export. To some, this must be interpfeted'as d
divergioun of resources from food production, an event deiinitely

it =3

negative in view of the almost structural deficit of these

countries in producinQ'food

T

In any case, the second enlargem;;:\BE the EC to Creece, *’1 :

——

Portugal and Spain has put 1n'question the acceas of the
Mediterranean agricultural as well) as manufactured export- .to the
EC. George N. Yannopoulos, who dnalyzed the trade eftects of the
second EC enlargement, had some reservations about the ability of
Spain to supply all ﬁhe more industrial produbta the EC
preference would permit, whereas he had no doubt about -
agricultural products - as already witnessed by the early Greek
case (4). Thus he seemed to imply that some room was left for the
non-EC hediteftanean countriea. In a seminar given later at
VWiston House (s), however, he wag more expilcit about the adverse

consequences atfecting Llie Southern Mediterranean countries,
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especially the Maghreb countries:; "1t may be érguea that cntry
has undermined the EC's system of preferences for associated
ndn~EC Mediterranean countries.... Although agreement has been
reached that their exporrts will be maintained at 1986 levels ...
the expanding EC market has beén denied to the Maghreb states....
In response to this siftuation a numﬁer of countries {Cyprus,

Malta, Moroecco and Turkey) have appliedlfor EC membership or

requested closer links."

As for the,implementation of the Single Mﬁrkef at the end ot
1992; it does not seem it will negatively affect éxports coming
from the LDCs in general nor those of the Mediterranean and
African countries. The harmonisation of services (whiqh include
tourism} may atfect the Mediterranean countries, though‘it may
also offer them new opportunities in case EC-Mediterranean jeint
ventures are. encouraged.

Where the Single Market ié going to create special problems
for Nprthusduth relations is in currents of miqgrations. After
1992 people will be able to move freely within the EC territory
"and it will be easier for people entérinq from the sauthern EC
frontier on the Mediterranean td 1opk for jobs-througnout the EC.
This possibility 18 seen as both 4n economic and a security
.problem. Presently, the attitudes of the individual EC couniries
are Q;ry; The Schengen {roup and Britain carry ouf more precise
and restrictive ﬁolicies. whereaé a debate 1is underway in the
South European countries which are inclined foward mofe open
policies. The question definltely:deserveu negotiations among the‘

EC membars. That the South Eurcpean countriezs will act as a gtoup

1A18923 | November 1989 |  p. 20
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in thé”negotiation is not improbable. This is é poinp which migh£-
have a direct:impact on sequrity and some implications for the
Alliaﬁce. |
Oﬁ the whole, the EC has been carrying out, froh its

inception, an important prbqramme of developmental cooperation
with the main areas lying soulh of Westérn Europe. This policy

. must be adapted to allow more opportunities for food and
agricultural deﬁelopment in the countries concerned. Furthermore, -
the enlargement oflthm EC fo the Southern European countries is
Anow putting'iﬁto question the effectiveness of thg overall
proéramme.'The programme must be profoundly riconsidered and
probably it_musﬁ be based less 6n trade prefef;nces and more on
direcf economic codperation and féreign inQestment.-The éinéle
Mérket may have an impact on services and migration. These
'speéial files must definitely be 1nc1uded in the remodgliinq‘of
the cooperation policies of the EC. This adds to the need of
revamping the overall prtogramme with fresh ideas énd‘new_qoals.

Bilateral aid and transfer of resourcgal

Tables 8 and 9 show some figures for therdiatribution oﬁ-
bilateral resources to the ﬁain develoﬁing afeas. Table 8 5howa
transfers defined by the OCDE's Development Aid Committee “Net
Tofal Receipts” of the receiviné’countries; Thegerflows are net
(disburseménts‘less feimbursements on non—concéséional‘ |
compoﬂents) and include both offiﬁial and privaté coﬁponénts.

Table 9 gives "Total Official Flows™ addressed by donor countries
to the reéelVing countries. Thesg flows are expres;éd in groas-

Pigures aund luclude yuverumciulal wwublollbulicons snly. Thevefere,

IAI8923 . - November 1989 - . p.o21
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whereas net totai receipts give the final re#ult of the policies
of cooperatipn followed by a glven country, Lotal officlal flows
give a view of the policy goals wished by governments.

Results expressed by the two tables are not very different,
however. In both caseB the Mediterfanean receives considerably
less érqm the EC than Latin'Aﬁerlcﬂ and Asia. It receives more
from the USA, which alldcate§ similar amounts of resources to the
Nediterranean‘and Latin America. This is because of the
importance of the USA flows towafds key-Mediterranean countries,
like EqQypt and Israel (about 11,500 millions dollars in the
period tolwhich the table refers). ASS is definitely receiving
the bulk of the EC transfer and seems Lo be the main focus of its’
attentioh. - | |

The directions of bilateral reaources -iike those of
bilaterél trade (see first se&tlon)— suggest that in the
Mediterranean a stronq‘us presence combines with the ovafwhelmihg
EC commercial and economic relations. This may not be without.
political strategic consequences.

Conclusions

Prospects for growth in the Mediterranean area and the Gﬁlt'
depend to a not negiiqih]e extent on the overall international
environmént. Proximity and the present pattern of eéouomtc and

_commercial relations suggest that tbeselproapects‘depend mainly'
on thé_EC, espeéially'in the case of the Mediterranean countries.
The Ecrﬁafinitely has a special responsahility in helping these

areas to develop.
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This seems particularly true if w;‘donsider Lhat ﬁhe
Mediterranean economy is in fact even more intéqrated has been
demonstrated within the 1imits ot this paper, beéause of the
1mportanée of services, transport (including gas and oil
transport), tourism and labour movements (remittances). More than
trade, it would be important to take into consideration current
accounts (for which data are more difficullL to gather). Moreover,
as has been said, the Mediterranean Sea is the medium where this
inteqratlon rakes place and 1ts proceCLlon adds Lu Lhc subatnneL
of Mediterranean inter-regiocnal xnteqratlon. Geography and the
"tertiarization” of the economy cdmpgl the EC and the Southern
Mediterranean countries to inérease their cooperation and ask ior'
reinforcement of the deveiopment anq cooperation policies already
implemented by the EC and ;tal@ember count;ies. in the second
gection of this paéer I suggested some directions for reahdpinq
and strengthening these policies.

If the EC development policieé must be reinforced and
renovated, one important question arising on political and
economic grounds concerns the role the Southern Eu?opean
countries expect or are’ expected to play. Their special position
as far as out- of-araa security is concerned is in 5ome resgpeact
parallel to their perceived or actual 1nterest in a special
economic cooperation with the countries south of the EC.

A special role of the Southern European countries 1in felation
to. the economic developﬁent of the Southern LDCs 18 guite n#tural
and should be welcomed. However, a reintforcement ot their |

bilateral cooperation only, at the expense ot that ol the EC,

I1A18923 | November 1989 p. 23



15-/11 "85 19:00 3039 6 319806 141 1004

could be inconvenient for the wider interesis of the West and the
-Alliance. It would puse, on economic grounds, the same risk of
1golation that the out-of-area intervention poses on the grounds
of security,'and would create risks of more or less creeping
splits in the Eab:lﬁ of the Atlantic and Europpean organizstions.
As apecial and helpful as 1t may be, the role the Southern

"European countries are expected to play must take place within a

reinforced EC developmeut cooperation. Thias 1s of crucial
interest to the Alliance.
" 1s there any serjous possibility that a South European

solidarity would cut across the European and Ailaniic soltdarity?

AR O T

I said that some split may occur within the Ec in relation to
miqration puiicies._t; seems improbable that this would occur on
more general gtouhda. However , one has to takq nete of the fact
that fhe French qoyernment has proposed the setting up ot a
Western Mediterranean Community to Spain, Italy and Portugal.
Dfplomatic,contacts on fhis subject are in motion, though French
Soﬁth—wastérn Eufopéan members seem to accept the exercise lens
for the sake of implementing the proposed plén‘than For the sake
of'checking.France @nd limiting Qamages. Whatever success Lhis
project may have, one has to stress that it shows the tension
betwveen North ahd South regarding the role of Southern Europe. Al

the same time it sheds light on another negative trend, that 1is

the idea vf separating the fhealthy" se¢tor of the Mediterranean
! from the unstable Eastern one. Such an event would isolate Greece
and Turkey, add vulnerahility in the Eastern wing of the Alliance

. ahd put lItaly on a dangerous'frontier. If this is happenlﬁq, 1¢

----- AR L ek gt i T ——— " —— — "t —— i Tt U G W D e e — T ———— o ———— b
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is because of latent tensions and rivalries within the A}liance,

that is the economic and political role of USA and FRG 1in Lhe

‘Eastern Mediterranean illustrated by this paper. 1ln this sense,

again, the confirmation and reinforcement of unitarian EC
developmeht policy is a atfong interest of the Alliance.
A further conclusion 1s that economic roles of the EC, the

USA and Japan are less rcgionél than conventional wisdom -

Buggests. The evidence shown by this paper suggests that -the EC

is very active in Latin America and, in turn, USA is very active

in the Mediterranean. There 1s no substitute for geographical

'proxlmity. However, this paiLLern can be helpful in aveiding

‘segmentation (regionalization) within the wider circle of the

international economy and smoéth Lrilateral competition. A better
coordination and diétribution of Weatern.aid policiés must be
pursued because it 15 an in;erést of the Alliance. OCDE iam
already there and make a good work. More coordination at the
Seven level is probably needed.

Finally, one has to underliue the prospect of a competition
between the need to develop the Scoulh and now the East. Relations
with the,ﬁastérn countries, as demonstrated by this paper, . are |
important. They are perhaps more attractive to the Western
European‘coﬁntries than are relations with the Southern
countriea. Both sides imply security probléma for.the Alliance,
It seéms to this éuthor, hoﬁever, that it would be a mistake to
diver; fesources frdm the SOch to help the East. Additional
resources must be foundional and/or ther management of exlsﬁinq

resources must be improved.
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139:_1_:_§teﬁth_9£-acngnntLgui_§gitn_ﬁgcnagzn;_ﬁedlisccaasaﬁ-gué-ﬁuli_sguntnlszi

1943-80_€A)_and 1280-87_(B) _(average annual growth rate)

"TATAQD2 Tam ke w4

Source: World Bank, World Develgpment Rgport 1982, Washington DC

Notes : (1) GDP and its components are at purchaser values

[2]1) ' Aqkicuiture Indﬁgtrvr-'
A B A B a8

Hiddle—income economies &.2 2.8 3.4 2.5 6.0 2.9
- Low-lncome ec. ) 8:7 2.1 223 2.3 €.0 1.8
Eqypt 6.8 6.3 2.7 2,7 .9 5.5
Jordan n.a 4.3 n.a 4.1 n.a 4.9
Lebanan (1) -1.2 na n.a n.a n.a n.a
Morocco (1) 3.4 - 3.2 2.2 3.6 &.1 1.2
Syrie (1) . % 4 0.3 4.8 “1.1 11.8 - 1.3
Tunisia 4.4 3.6 5.5 4.2 74 2.7
Turkey - 8.3 5.2 3.2 3.3 7.2 - .7
= Upper_pmiddle_income_ec, $a2 325 3-4 2.6 228 2.7
Algeria ¢1) 7.8 2.8 5.4 4.0 B.1:. 4.3
Greece 5.4 Tat 2.3 ~-0.1 7.1 0.4
Iran b.2 R.a 4.3 N.a 2.4 Nl
Iraq h.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
Lybia ° 4.2 ne.a 0.7 n.m 1.2 n.a
Oman (1} 152 12.7 n.a P4 N.a 13.1
Portugal N2 1.4 n.a -0.9 n.a 1.0
Yugoslavia 4.0 1.5 3.1 1.4 7.8 1.4
High Income economies 3.7 - 0.8 - 2.8 3.2 2.3
Fl"ance (1) - 413 1-6 1-0 2-6 4-3 fn-",
Israel (1) . 6.8 2.2 n.a n.a n.a n.&
Italy (1) 3.8 2.1 0.8 0.8 4.0 8.3
Kuwait 1.3 ~1.1 n.a - 23.4 n.a -2.3
Saudi Arabia (1) _ 11.3 -5.3 4.1 10.3 11.4 -10.4
"HAE n.a - -4.3 n.a 11.6 n. -B.4



usa - FRANCE FRG ; ITALY UK
Mediterranean (1) . 4B,& 2,8 10,2 8,7 13,2 11,3 4,7
Gulf (2) 30,0 18,7 10,3 4,3 5.3 5,9 9,9
africa South of Sahara 43,4 7.0 ' 11,0 - 10,7 _9,9 - 5,8 7.0
‘Asla ' ' 15,9 18,9 18,0 2.0 4.4 1.9 3,4
"Latin America o 22,5 6,1 41,14 .3.9 6,1 2,6 2,48
Eastern Europe (3)° 26,9 3,4 2,5 4,0 10,1 4,7 2,5

A -

R : . B F3 .
~ Sources elaboration on IMF, Rirection of Trade Statistics, Yearbook 1988 -
Notes 2 {1} Algerlia, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Llbya, Maita, Morocco, Syria,
Tunisia, Turkey, Yugoslavia _ ' ' '
(2) Bahrein, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Oman, @atar, Saudl Arabia, United Arab Emirates
(3) Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, GDR , Hungary, Poland, Romania, USSR

- R
| Tab. 3_-_Main DPeveloping and_Socialist Arcag: Shares_in_the Yotal Trade of Selected
Indystrial Countries, 1987 ' ‘
‘ MEDITERRANEAN GULF . AFRICA S. of S. ASTA LATIN AMERICA EASTERN EUROPE
1o} . - .
§ France 4,2 1,9 3,5 2,7 2.7 2,4
= FRG 1,8 1,3 1,7 4,5 2,4 3,48
o Italy 5,9 2,9 2,8 .3,2 2,3 3,4
o UK 2,5 2,7 2,4 . 5,9 1,9 1,6
usAa 2.4 3 2.1 1,9 12,8 12,4 0,4
g‘ Japan 1,0 7,0 4,8 23,8 3,7 1,6
. EC 3,8 2,1 2,3 3,9 2,3 2,4

15-11 '88 18:09
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Iab, 4 — GChares_ Qf--slsstgﬂ_lnﬂugirlel Cauntrlgs in thg Iotal_ Tr'ad_g
of the Hﬁglt_Etﬁnﬁiu-!ﬂg_ﬁﬁlf_goinlt|E!;_ﬁftl£§_§92th-9£ §,nana;_824s
ané-La.in..ﬁzgush_:lEﬁZ

" EC . .France -FRG . Italy " USA
" Greece 44.0 8.1 22.9 14.0 4.0
Malta ‘ 68.0 3.0 22.1 17.3. , 2.4
Turkey ) 4424 4.9 20.1 8.4 - 2.4
Italy ‘ 54.3 15.4 1.8 / L 7.3
Yugoslavia 41.0 3.8 1.2 11.2 4.3
France o 59.5 7/ 17.9 2 7 11.6 7.0
Portugal ) ,66.5 13.0 14.9 ~ &.7 5.3
Spain ' 58.3 15.2 14.4 8.8 8.2
. Horocco ‘ o 54.0 - 25.3 . 3.8 5.5 dat
Tunisia - - 71.9 25.0 15.5 . 13.6 Y 9 I
Algeria. : 83.7 21.9 10.6 1S5.4 15.C
Libya o 71.2 6.0 13.%9 29.3 . .w
Syria ‘ , 49.1 9.2 8.5 17 .4 4.7
Lebanan - 34.5 7.0 4.8 %.2 .4
_Lyprus - - S2.8 3.7 7.5 8.7 3.7
Isragel ' 38.8 . 4.0 8.5 4.9 2197
Egypt 41.0 8.0 8.3 10.3 14.9
3.0 3.2 4.5 5.7

Jordan - 23.2

SdurceaISec Tab. 2

1AI8923 TASLES  p. 3



Jab._S_c_Hediterranean and Gulf_cguntyries: Export_and_Import Trends_and Balance
of . Irade, 1984 apnd_ 1987 . : :
o
[~
S : - :
Variations in (1) - Balance of Trade
‘Exports Inports . 1984 ‘ 1987
' (index numbers) " (US$ millions)
Alger ia : : 74 ‘ 69 +fare +4,530 .
Cyprus ' - 103 - 108 - 790 - B88
Egypt o 146 113 ~7.624 ~7,803
lsrael : 144 - 1477 7 ~3,991 -4, 030
Jordam . I 1+~ I ‘ 107 - =2,090 -2,128
" Lebanon ‘ 198 53 -1,840 - 842
Libya 62 70 +3,590 +1,643
Maita = - ) 153 159 o= 322 ‘ - 533
Maorocco : R 131 111 : -1,741 - =1,504
Syria _ i ‘ : 63 38 . ' T -2,.124 - 305
Tunisia _ ‘ 118 - 9 - . =1,38% - B97
Turkey ‘ ' 143 120 -3,338 2,473
Yugoslavia 128 119 . -4, 746 . =1,158"
= ‘ : S ' : .
- gahrein o 89 74 . = 385 + 94
: Iran . . 70 . &0 : + 812 +1,91%
Irag - o L o8 -7 = 462 + 359
Kuwait _ , an . - 75 - +5,372 +4,611
Oman : 80 B7 +1,184 + 768
Qatar 45 : o8 +3, 453 + 944
@ Baud|l Arabia 63 73 48,751 +2,345
g .uaE . 72 112 .. 411,299 +5,241
","., C
©
s
P 5 -
b ource: see Tab., 2
Note:. : '
- (1) The ratio, (1987/1984) indicates by an index number (base 1987) variations
o in exports and imports (e.g.: Alger ia shows a decrease In 1987 export with
* - respect ta 1984 of 26%y Cyprus an increase of 3%; etc.)
@ ' : .
@©
]
<
&
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Hedltnrrnne;u

A?r;ca South of Sahara

Asia

Latin America

Ezstern Eureope

bevelogping countrien

Senrces: see Tab.,

TAT8923 TABLES

~and Eastern Evrope

-7

5

1984

133,077

81,713 .

"20%,614

377,429

- 82,087

881,922

1985
151,063
93,214

235,247

' 3AR8,3595

97 . 744

943, B85

- (USS mitlians?

1986

171,952

109, 399
241,783

406,021 |

113, 249

1,042, 414

1987
193,477
128,779
289,653

442,481

131,335

1,184,729

(Shares)

19084 1985

15.3  45.4
9.9 9.8

23.3 24.3

42.7 “0.2

9.3 10.1

100.0  100.0

1788
16.2

10.3

24.4

.2

10.6

00,0

1987
14.3
10.9
24.4

37.3

11.1

100.0
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C1Al

1984 1963 1986 ' 1987

_ Mlgeria 99.6 108.7 210.3 C a17.7
Cyprus : 73.4 3 1nd.a , 103.8 - 103.8

. Egqypt . 230,3 294.7 47.2 343,14
lsrael ' - 226.5 To2e1.2 C2M4.0 1914
Jar dan | T s 120.9 138.9. . 141.4 _

" Lebanan (2) ‘ (14.9) i9.3) (21.5) (25.7) a
Kalta ‘ : ' 24.9 24.8 23.0. 22.0 :-
Norecce S 9.3 3941 - 379 381.8
Syr ia . . 101.4 129.1. . 232.1 190.4
Tunisia - 130.6 . 142.8 189.0 - 182,14
Turkey | ¢ 1mé.s 198.3 . 243.0 248.1
Yagostavia 1175 118.8 1113 147.3
Mediterranean - © 160.3, 179.1 210.0 218.5 .

Africa Sauth of Sahara 09,9 241.4 329.7 362.3
Asia ‘ : _ aa.s 133.5 141.3 125.0
Lat n America | 285.9 208.9 we.o 359.5
Eastern Europe (2) - 210.5 ‘ 271.5 - 325.14 3.y

Sources: World Bank, wgrld Debt Tables 1988-89) for Eastern Europe: OCDE

Motess (1) External Deht Total/Exports of Boods and Services
(2} does not include exports of services

IAI8923 TASLES pe 6
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= Ieha_ﬁ-:_naln,esxtlnnlnn_ﬁ;geiz;ugt?Igtgl-Esggiusg_inég_Eszgeggg_uegtg:n_inguascial_Eaum:cigs;_izﬁiziigz_imilligua
of UGS 32 _ . T . ‘ .
‘ EC+Members usa JAPAN FRANCE : FRE © ITALY

Med iterranean ‘ 9,943.0 - 14,015.0 1,778.3 4,465.7 2,999 -51.9
Gul# - . 2,798.9 51,0 -554.4 934,53 _ | 789.8 -0.5
africa Soutk of Sahara 24,&87.& ' 4,616.0 1,071.2. . 9,405.4 3,951.4 3,273.8
asia | , 44,2518 ~481.9 24,987 .4 2,868.7 ' 3,623.4 - 598.8
Lat in Auerica ' . 17.85%.9 .. 14,399.0 18,952.1 4,749.3 7.565.7 1,373.9
-Central An. & Caritbeéans 7,7%4.8 7 - 1{‘.985.‘0 .15,32'2-.1 2,244 .1 - 2.638.5 13%.2
-South Aserica - 10,061.1 ' 3.414.0 3,430.0 2,483.4 : 4,907.2 - 1,234.7
Sources QCDE, Geographleal 4 |stribution of Financlal Flows to Developing Countries. Paris.19§9

Motes Total Receipts, Net: In addition to OFficial Development Assistance, this heading includes. in particular:
other official bilateral transactions which are nat concessionral ar which, even though they have concessional
ejcwents, zre primarily trade facititating ir character (i.e., “Other Official Flows*); changes in bilatgral
long—term assets of the private non-monetary und ronetary sectars, in particular guaranteed export credits,
private direct investeent, portfolio investmeat and, to the extent they are not covered in the (other? headiIngs,
ioans by privazte banks. Flows from the multilateral secter which are not classified ay concessionnl are also

= Included here.
" Tab. 9 -~ Main Devcloﬁinq,ﬁreas: Total 04Fficial Fiows (Gross) from Selected Western Industria) Countries, 1994-1987 (nillions of
W m—— —————————— -~ —— e ————— e - - e amm—————
EC+Hembears Usa - JAPAN © FRANCE FRG . ITALY

§ Hediterranean : : 9,1463.0 - 13,532.0 1,887.7 2.,887.4 . 3,144.3 1,260.1
'EE Belf - _ : 3601 7 es.0  1s5.6 . ama3 104.8 218.0
© Africa South of Sahara o 23,173.5 5.348.0 1,7S0.2 10,774.2 : %,.895.8 3,833.4
@ T ‘ : o
‘3 Asia ‘ 10,234.8 - 5,897.0 14,727 .4 F39.1 2,931.4 . 817.4
‘, Latin Amzricx - : - 1D.596.0 " 11,401.G 3,084,1 2.283.6 %,802.0 1,724.0

- Central Am. & Caribbeans 2,447.3 7,8464.0 1,535.4 250.7 618.3 293.7
« - South America B 14B.T7 3,237.0 1,528.7 1,792.9 4,1B83.7 1,430.3
o . ) ) ‘
- ] :

Source: see Tah, 8
@ ) .
w -
-
|
Y
LD .
- -
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THE MEDITERRANEAN AREA IN PERSPECTIVE AS SEEN
FROM THE UNITED STATES AND FROM ITALY

by MAURIZIO CREMASCO.

1. The Mediterranean area as seen from a NATO vantage
point. .

NATO's Southern Region was often dubbed in the past as the
"soft underbelly" of the Atlantic Alliance. There were reasons for
such a definition: the endemic instability of the political
institutions of the Southern Region countries and their poor
economic situations; the shaky relationship between Greece and
Turkey, characterized by sudden bursts of bilateral crisis up to
the brink of open hostility; the slower pace of modernization of
Southern Region armed forces. Year after year, NATO c¢oncern was
.officially voiced. With the deployment of a Soviet Mediterranean
Fleet starting in the mid-sixties and reaching its peak in the mid-
seventies, NATO added a new term to its military glossary: the
"threat from the South". Thus NATO was explicitly admitting that
the Alliance had 1lost its naval supremacy, and that the
Mediterranean Sea was not an "American lake" anymore. Official
concerns notwithstanding, NATO consistently adopted an attitude
towards its Southern Region which I would like to call "rational
neglect”. Neglect, because NATO was never able, nor really willing,
to organize a coherent, Alliance-wide effort to strengthen its
defense posture in the South, leaving the task of helping Greece
and Turkey militarly and economically to the United States and West
Germany. Rational, because, in the South, NATO still enjoyed
important geostrategic and military advantages; because the Soviet
naval presence was certainly limiting the American peacetime
politico-military options in the Mediterranean, but was no match
for the U.8 Six Fleet supported by other allied navies (French Navy
included) in case of war; because the threat against North and
Central Europe was larger in quantitative terms, more ominous
because of a higher possibility for a Warsaw Pact short warning
attack, and more devastating because it was pointed at the core of
the European continent; and because Soviet military exercises
clearly indicated the lower priority of the Southern Front within
Soviet planning for a war in Europe.

Is the present Southern Region picture so different from the
past as to justify a change in NATO’s attitude ? Are there elements
in this picture that may act as a cure for NATO’s so-called
"Central Front syndrome"” ? I do not think so. Actually, I would
argue that the present picture is bound to reinforce that attitude,
even though NATO has not ended its official concern about the need
to involve the entire Alliance in helping the LDDI {Less Developed
Defense Industry) countries.

1

QUESTA PUBBLICAZIUNE E D FRPRIETA,

DELUISTITUT G AFFAR INTERNAZIONALL



The threat from the East in the Southern Region actually
appears to be even less today than it was in the past.

Hungary is on the path of internal liberalization, following
the Polish model, and appears set for a peaceful transition to
democracy. A national election will be probably held not later than
next spring and a victory of the reformist forces is expected. A
striking example of the political change in that country has been
the dismantling of its part of the "iron curtain” and the attitude
taken by the Hungarian government, in the face of sharp criticism
from some of its allies on the exodus of East German citizens to
the West across its Austrian border. In 1988, Budapest announced
a 14% reduction in its defense budget for 1989 (1), a 40% decrease
in the number of conscripts and the conduct of fewer military
manoeuvers. Furthermore, at least one-fourth of the 65.000 Scoviet
troops stationed in Hungary will be withdrawn by 1991, (2) in the
framework of the unilateral reduction plan ocutlined by Gorbachev
in December 1988. This plan provides for the withdrawal of six
Soviet tank divisions from East Germany, Czechoslovakia and
Hungary, for a total cut of 5.000 tanks and 50.000 men (3).
Finally, the deterioration of the Hungarian-Romanian political
relationship to a "bottom point" -- as stated by the Hungarian
Foreign Minister Gyula Horn in July 1989 -- and the emergence of
official concerns for an alleged Romanian "military threat”
underlines the present precarious state of cohesion of the Warsaw
Pact in the Southern Region (4).

Bulgaria’s communist regime has not changed its very
conservative political character, while erraticaly trying to
emulate some of the economic policies adopted by the Soviet
leadership (5). However, Sofia joined the other Warsaw Pact allies
in disarmament moves, and announced a 12% reduction in the defense
budget, plus a cut of its armed forces amounting to 10.000 men, 200
tanks, 200 artilley pieces, 20 aircraft and 5 naval units (6).

Romania has always been, and still is, a case "per se".
Segretary Ceausescu holds the country in a tight grip and no
liberalization moves can be expected from the Romanian regime.
Bucarest, which had cut its defense budget by 5% in 1986, has not
followed the wake of unilateral reductions started by the Soviet
Union. But the country is in a very deep economic crisis. Thus, it
appears unlikely that Ceausescu would be in a position to devote
a great amount of resources to future military budgets.

Hungarian, Bulgarian and Romanian armed forces are still
largely equipped with old weapons systems -- T-54/-55 main battle
tanks (MBTs), BTR-50/-60 armoured personnel carriers (APCs), FRCG
and SCUD surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs), AT-3 anti-tank
missiles, SA-4 and SA-6 surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) and Mig-17
amd Mig-21 combat aircraft) (7) -- appear to be lagging behind
their modernization programs, and are considered to be at an

2




average level of operational readiness.

No Soviet forces are deployed in Bulgaria and Romania. The
hypothesis that Bucarest would accept such a deployment, even in
a scenario of an East-West crisis in Europe, has always been

considered unlikely. Today, this hypothesis appears even more
remote. : ‘

Furthermore, the manning of the Soviet divisions located in
the three Military Districts of Odessa, North-Caucasus and Trans-
Caucasus is between 50% and 75%. This means that these divisions
need to be brought up to 100% manpower and provided with
additional armaments and equipment before being employed. This
improvement in operational readiness would constitute an element
of warning which might be lacking in Central Europe where the
Soviet divisions are considered to be combat ready.

Even the implementation of the INF treaty tends to favor the
Southern Region. In fact, the elimination of Soviet S§S-12 and SS-
23 short range missiles has left the SS-21 as the only tactical
missile system which could be effectively used in a conventional
role due to 1its high accuracy (estimated CEP of 50 meters).
However, because of their range (120 Km.) and their actual
deployment the SS-21s pose a greater threat of preemptive attack
against the northern and central European territory, in a shor
warning attack scenario, than against the Southern Region.

Finally, the "threat from the South"”, represented mainly by
the Soviet aeronaval presence in the Mediterranean, has also shown
a downward trend in terms of yearly ship-days and average daily
strength. However, the reported expansion of the facilities that
the Soviet Navy uses in the Syrian port of Tartus (8) is a clear
confirmation that the Soviets still have the same special interest
for the Mediterranean.

C

NATO Southern Region armed forces on the other hand have
undergone a significant modernization, with further steps to be
taken in the current procurement programs,

The Greek Army has acquired AMX-30 and Leopard-1A3 MBTs, and
is upgrading its old M-48s, which still constitute the bulk of its
armoured divisions. The anti-tank capability of the ground forces
have been strengthened with the procurement of Improved TOW and
MILAN missiles. The anti-aircraft defense has been improved with
the acquisition of ARTEMIS-30 systems and Improved HAWK and STINGER
missiles. The Air Force is now flying F-16 and Mirage 2000 combat
aircraft. The Navy will be modernized with the acquisition of MEKO
200 frigates.

Italy intends to spend 5430 billion Lira in 1990 and 5719
billion Lira in 1991 in procurement. The Army will receive new
tanks and new armoured fighting vehicles. Its battle. management
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capability will be upgraded with the CATRIN C3I system. Multi-
Launchers Rocket System (MRLS) and FIR0S-30, MILAN anti-tank
missiles, STINGER surface-to-air missiles, ASPIDE-SPADA air defense
system, KORMORAN and MAVERICK air-to-surface missiles are currently
in service. The Air Force has acquired the long-range, all-weather
TORNADO aircraft, is receiving the new AMX fighter-bomber, is
-converting 4 B-707 to tanker aircraft, is participating in the
development of the EFA (European Fighter Aircraft), and is planning
the procurement of AWACS type radar aircraft. The Navy has acquired
its first aircraft carrier and has signed the contract for the
development of the EH-101 naval helicopter and the procurement of
HARRIER aircraft. Moreover, new ships -- ANIMOSO class destroyers
and MINERVA class corvettes -- are entering into service, while the
production of the LERICI c¢lass minehunters and SAURO class
submarines is continuing.

Turkey has undertaken a 10 year 10 billion dollar plan to
modernize its armed forces. The programs to start over the next
few years include: armoured combat vehicles, MLRS, mobil radars,
light transport aircraft, basic training aircraft, low-level air
defense system, helicopters, minehunting ships, electronic warfare
equipment. Currently underway are the coproduction of the F-16C/D
aircraft, the procurement of STINGER missiles, the participation
in the MEKO 200 class frigate international program and in the
MAVERICK air-to-surface missile joint venture, the acquisition of
more LEOPARD~1A3 tanks from West Germany, the further construction

under licence of German submarines and DOGAN class fast patrol
boats.

Furthermore, even European countries not belonging to the
Southern Region have recently taken a new interest in the area.

In 1987, West Germany sent some frigates to the Mediterranean
as its contribution to the partial fullfilment of the naval forces
gap produced by the re-deployment of American and Italian ships to
the Persian Gulf to conduct mine clearing operations and protect
the freedom of navigation in that area.

In 1989, Belgian and West German naval units, and Dutch
aircraft participated in the NATO exercise "Dragon Hammer" together
with American, British, French, Italian, Spanish (the first large-
scale participation of Spanish air and naval forces in a major
Mediterranean exercise) and Turkish air and naval forces (9).

There has also been an expansion in the size of the bilateral
French-U.S. naval exercises conducted in the Mediterranean Sea.
The 1989 exercise "Phinia" involved three aircraft carriers, two

amphibious assault ships and 15 other combat vessels operatlng
under French command.

A1l this, however, is not sufficient to indicate that NATO is
suddenly "re-discovering" and re-evaluating the importance of its
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Southern Flank.

In fact, the political developments in the Soviet Union,
Poland and Hungary, and the gradual resurgence of the "German
qguestion” under the impact of the massive exodus of East Germans
and the unwillingness of the DDR regime to adopt the necessary
economic and political reforms, are pointing towards a period of
instability in central Europe. It is very unlikely that the Soviet
Union, after having accepted the anti~communist evolution in Poland
and the prospect of a similar process in Hungary, would be willing
to accept the possibility of "losing" the German Democratic
Republic as well. In reqard to this problem, the Soviet Foreign
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze issued a very strong warning during
his speech at the United Nations in September 1989 (11).

If the present tendency of Eastern Europe to leave the
framework of Yalta continues, then Central Europe could again
become an area of instability and risk. NATO appears to be fully
aware that a crisis in the East will have a profound effect on the
security of Western Europe and jeopardize the ongoing arms control
effort for the reduction of the two military alliances’
conventional forces from the Atlantic to the Urals., In this
perspective, the security problems of the Southern Region seem more
marginal than ever.

On the other hand, while a crisis in Eastern Europe falls
directly within the NATO’s area of responsibility, the crisis-prone
areas of the Southern Region are all outside of this area of
responsibility which extends only to the limits of the territorial

waters of the Mediterranean littoral countries. :

In conclusion, it is difficult to see how NATO could be more
worried about the military balance and the security problems of
its Southern Flank now than it has been in the past. One could even
argue that if the Vienna CFE negotiations result in a conventional
forces reduction treaty, NATO would tend to privilege the north-

central front when deciding where the armaments cuts should be
made. ' '

2. The Mediterranean area as seen from a U.S. vantage point.

The Unites States has always considered the Mediterranean area
both as the Southern Flank of NATO and as the arena in which to
engage ‘and confront the Soviet Union in the complex play of
international competition and regional influence.

Therefore, the Sixth Fleet has always .been given two
responsibilities: in case of a NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontation, it
is the aeronaval force earmarked for assignment under the
operational command of CINCSOUTH; in peacetime, it is the military
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instrument of U.S. foreign policy in the Mediterranean.

Thus, the American naval presence has a very high symbolic
political value as the element of reassurance and support for the
American friends in the area and as the long arm of the American
military power for the potential adversary.

The United States 1is aware that +the SOVMEDRON (Soviet
Mediterranean Squadron) has changed the naval military balance in
the Mediterranean. However, not to the point of jeopardizing the

military, and in particular the political, missions of the Sixth
Fleet. :

Basically, in the scenario of a NATO-Warsaw Pact war in the
Southern Region, the SOVMEDRON would not be able to perform a sea-
denial mission, but rather a mission-denial mission -- that is a
mission intended to make more difficult, 1f not impossible, the
accomplishment of the typical tasks of the Sisth Fleet -- and only
for a limited period of time. Without fully endorsing the
definition of the Soviet Fleet as a "one-shot Navy", it is clear
that this period of time will shrink in proportion to any Soviet
inability to exploit the element of surprise to the maximum by
mounting a pre-emptive missile attack against the Sixth Fleet,
coordinating, as much as possible, aircraft, surface units and
submarines.

Even the peacetime mission of the Soviet Mediterranean Fleet,
that is acting as a counterbalance for the American naval presence,
reassuring and supporting the countries of the Mediterranean with
whom Moscow has special politico-military links, and conditioning
the Sixth Fleet'’s political mission has its own limits. In fact,
the constraints the SOVMEDRON would like to impose on the
employment of the Sixth Fleet in missions of political pressure and
intimidation, or in missions of "naval suasion" in accordance with
Edward Luttwak’s definition (12), are somewhat weakened by the lack
of a widespread network of support facilities in the Mediterranean,
by the lack of land-based air support and by the overall American
aeronaval superiority in the area.

The Soviet Mediterranean Fleet has never constituted an
element of superpower confrontation or a factor of further
complication or destabilization in the North-~South or South-South
crises of the past -- the only exception being the 1973 Arab-
Israeli war when, after the Israeli encirclement of the Egyptian
Third Army and alleged preparations for the use of Soviet airborne
forces in the Sinai, the Soviet naval units were deployed between
the Egyptian coast and the American Sixth Fleet in a clearly
confrontational move.

In the most recent case in which American forces were used as
an instrument of political coercion (the attack against Libya in
- April 1986), the Soviet naval presence did not influence the
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American course of action during either deployment or engagement.
Nor did the Soviet naval units even remotely try to interfere with
the American aeronaval forces deployed in the Central Mediterranean
supporting and carrying out the attack on Libyan targets together
with UK-based F-111 fighter-bombers.

In reality, the true interests of the United States in the
Southern Region are related only partially to the East-West balance
of power, the security problems of NATO's Socuthern Flank, and the
activities of the Soviet Fleet in the Mediterranean. Washington is
more concerned with the situation in those littoral regions which
are outside of NATO's area of responsibility (the Middle East and
North Africa), and with the geopolitical and geostrategic links
connecting the Mediterranean area to the Red Sea and the Persian
Gulf. This means that while NATO necessarily has an in-area
projection, the United States is projected more towards the out-
of-area by virtue of its foreign policy interests.

This projection had at least two consequences: since the end
of the seventies, NATO’s military posture in the South was weakened
by the periodic re-deployments to the Indian Ocean and the Arabian
Sea of one of the two Sixth Fleet’s carrier battle groups supposed
to be regularly stationed in the Mediterranean. European allies
often reacted to the American foreign policy actions in the out-
of-area with attitudes ranging from uncommitted to critical and
with responses ranging from uncooperative to negative, opening
serious rifts in the European-American relationship.

On the other hand, when a basic consensus was reached among
the allies, the collective actions were often paramount in defusing
the crisis situation and in showing the substantial coincidence of
Western interests and concerns, even though each European country
was ready to underline the "national" character of its decisions,
i.e. the fact that its actions were outside of the framework of the

Atlantic Alliance and were not to be interpreted as following the
American lead.

The out-of-area policy of the United States in the Southern
region is characterized and influenced by several factors: the
continuation of the economic and military aid to the friendly
nations of the area (Egypt, Morocce and Tunisia); the "special”
relationship with Israel; the confrontational attitude towards the
Libyan regime; the diplomatic effort aimed at gaining the European
support for the American policy; and the political struggle to

maintain the naval and air facilities essential for the conduct of
that policy.

The strategic importance the United States attributes to
Israel, together with the influence of the powerful pro-Israeli
lobby, is the main element of the position of force Tel Aviv enjoys
vis-a=vis the American Administration. The "special" relationship
is mainly based on the U.S. awareness that Israel is the only
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"true" ally in the Middle East, on the role the U.§S. feels Israeli
facilities and military support could play for the support of
American forces in out-of-area contingencies (13), and on an
expanding industrial and technological cooperation, in accordance
with the December 1987 U.S-Israeli agreement ({14). This
relationship has consistently played a significant role in
undermining American willingness to apply the political pressure
needed for the success of U.S. peace initiatives.

The U.S. hostility and its confrontaticnal approach to Libya
has gradually mounted with the increase of Tripoli’s anti-Western
and, more specifically, anti-American attitude; the expansion of
Libyan destabilizing activities abroad; and its role in supporting
international terrorism (15). The recurrent Washington-Tripoli
crises and the American military actions have been the single most
divisive issue between the United States and its Eurcpean allies
in the framework of American Mediterranean policy.

The Libyan-American air clash and the downing of two Libyan
Su-22 aircraft in 1981, the sinking of Libyan patrol boats and the
destruction of a SAM site at Sidra in March 1986, the bombing of
Tripoli and Benghazi targets (including Col. Qaddafi residence) in
April 1986, and, finally, the downing of two Libyan Mig-23 fighters
in January 1989 were met with concern, embarassment, diplomatic
"dissociation”, cautious disagreement, and outright criticism by
the European governments {(the only exception being Britain’‘s Prime
Minister Margaret Thatcher). In this context, the Italian negative
reaction to the April 1986 air raid was the least nuanced among
those of key European allies.

Only fifteen days after the air clash and the denunciation of
the Libyan attempt to produce chemical weapons in the Rabta factory
with the alleged help of Western firms, however, the Reagan
Administration authorized five BAmerican oil companies (16) to
resume operations in Libya.

The U.S. diplomatic effort to rally the support of its
European allies has very seldom had the expected results. The
American Administrations never fully understood or accepted the
motives behind the different positions of the European countries
and their unwillingness to have their foreign policy identified
{by the Arab States in particular) with that of the United States.

Irconically, in the mine hunting operation in the Red Sea in
1984 and the Gulf operations in 1987, even though each European
nation deployed its naval forces solely on the basis of a national
decision, and not within a NATO or Eurc-American framework, the
final result was a show of Western cohesion and resolve. The
operational coordination and logistic support (e.g. English support
for Dutch minesweepers in the Gulf) among the different national
forces further indicated that even independent national decisions,
when applied to the military reality of the mission, could result
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'in real cooperation (17).

For years, the United States paid rent for the bases the
American forces utilize in Greece, Portugal, Spain and Turkey
through generous military and economic aid. Recently, because of
the reduction imposed by Congress on the amount of the budget for
foreign aid requested by the Pentagon, and the high percentages
devoted to Egypt and Israel (65% of the $ 4.79 billion appropriated
by Congress for FY 1988) (18), the renewal of the base agreements

has become a difficult issue and the discussions have resulted in
tough bargaining.

The Southern Region countries maintain that the bases and the
aid are separate subjects and tend to point to the domestic
political implications of a protracted American presence.

The re-deployment of the U.S. 401lst Tactical Fighter Wing from
Torrejon (Spain) to Crotone (Italy) removed the major obstacle for
an agreement with Madrid. The American commitment to supply 20 F-
16 aircraft, HAWK missiles, 57 ASW, combat and utility helicopters,
60 tanks and other military equipment, plus the promise to increase
U.S. aid to more than $§ 150 million in FY 1989, cleared the way for
an accord with Portugal for the bases in the Azores. The withdrawal
period for the U.S. facilities in Greece are to terminate in May,
1990. As of October 1989, U.S.-Greece base negotiations were still

in suspense. The talks are to continue after the November 1989
general election in Greece.

The United States is aware that the allies could ask in the
near future for the re-opening of negotiations on the bases.
Considering the prospect of negative results, the United States is
looking for alternatives in the Mediterranean. After the failure
of the development of extensive facilities at Ras Banas because of
Egyptian government opposition, the Pentagon has quietly been
upgrading facilities at Moroccan air bases to improve their
capability to service U.S. aircraft. Moreover, joint American-
Egyptian military exercises are periodically held and U.S. use of
Egyptian bases in particular contingencies 1s not excluded.

However, American use of the bases in the allied countries
and in the Arab countries of the Southern Region is dependent upon
the authorization of the host country and conditional upon the type
of contingency as in the case of the bases in Somalia, Oman and
Kenia. NATO countries (Turkey and Italy more explicitly than
others) have declared that the bases are for use only in declared
NATO crises. Similarly, the other non-NATO countries have hinted
that the authorization will be glven only when specific national
interests are at stake.

In conclusion, the out-of-area interests of the United States
in the Southern Region will continue to have precedence over NATO
commitments and priority in shaping the U.S. military posture in
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the area, if the pattern of better U.S.-Soviet relationship
persists and if the East-West confrontation declines as the
present, available evidence suggests -~ unless Gorbachev fails.
Thus, the North-South parameter is bound to be the privileged
vantage point from which the United States will look at the
strategic and political equation of the Scuthern Region. But the
North-South crises have consistently played a divisive role within
the American Administrations and in the Euro-American relations.
This is an element that should not be forgotten or underestimated
when trying to assess how future American and European policies
might interact in NATO’s Southern Flank,

3. The Mediterranean area as seen from an Italian vantage
point.

Because its geographical location, military commitments in
NATO, and political and ecomonic relations with the riparian
nations, Italy is "by necessity" a Mediterranean country. But in
geosatrategic, political and economic terms, Italy is also, again
"by necessity" a European country. In fact, the firmest and most
irrevocable points of reference for Italian foreign policy -- NATO
and the European Community --~ are centered outside the
Mediterranean region.

Thus, the Mediterranean "vocation", which, in many respects,
implies the maintenance of good relations with all the nations in
the area coexists with the Euro-Atlantic role, which consists of
active participation in the European Community striving for a full
European politlcal integration, and full loyalty to the Atlantic
Alliance in the context of a specxal relationship with the United
States.

This coexistence has sometimes led to ambiguities in the
policy formation and vacillations between the Mediterranean and
Buro-Atlantic projections causing confusion and misinterpretation
on the part of the United States and the NATO-European partners.

The Italian political spectrum (but with notable differences
between right and left wing) has long recognized the need for a
‘coherent Mediterranean policy, particularly -since the external
events from the mid-1960s and the endemic North-South and South-

South crises changed the geostrategic and geopolltlcal landscape
of the region.

Effort to enhance the North-South dialogue, support for the
role of the United Nations in situations of crisis, attempts to
play an effective and important "brokerage" role in the area
mediating between competing powers, effort to involve the economic
instruments of the Eurcopean Community in support of the riparian
countries of the region were all elements of the Italian
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Mediterranean policy.

But the potential ambition of the Italian policy was, and
still is, limited: by the fragmentation of the Italian political
system, which requires a consensus from all parties forming the
coalition government on all aspects of policy; by the instability
cf the same system, which does not allow for long-term planning,
even though Italian foreign policy has shown remarkable
consistency through the years; by the limited capacity of the
Italian armed forces to act autonomously in the area; by the
unsupportive attitude of the Italian public for any. role which
might require the deployment of Italian units outside of the
national territory, in particular in cases of military risk and
possible casualties among draftees.

These weaknesses tend to undermine the credibility of the
Italian role, expecially when the country intends to adopt
unilateral moves, participate in multinational initiatives, or act
as a "broker".

Since mid-1979 Italy has adopted a foreign policy with a
higher profile and has shown a clear willingness to assume larger
political and military commitments, both within and ouside NATO’s
framework. In this context, several examples can be cited: :

- (1979) The Italian Government accepted the deployment of
American cruise missiles in Italy. The decision was fundamental to
the viability of the whole program almed at the modernization of
NATO nuclear forces in Europe.

- (1979) An Italian Army helicopter unit was sent to Lebanon
as part of the UNIFIL (United Nations Interim Force for Lebanon).

- {1980) Italy signed a treaty with Malta for economic,
technical and military assistance in which it agreed to safequard
the island’s neutrality.

- (1982) An 1Italian naval force, composed of three
minesweepers, was deployed in the Gulf of Agaba as part of the MFO
(Multinational Force and Observers) designated to guarantee the
Camp David Agreement between Egypt and Israel.

- (1982-1984) An Italian Army contingent participated in the
MNF (Multi-National Force) in Lebanon.

- (1984) Minehunting ships were sent to the Red Sea to
participate in an international minehunting operation to clear the
passage through the Suez canal.

- (1987) A naval force compcsed of three minehunting ships
and three frigates was sent to the Persian Gulf to help keep the
Strait of Hormuz open to international shipping and to protect
Italian tankers.

- (1988) The Italian Government approved a NATO plan to

redeploy the 72 F-16 fighters of the USAF’s 40lst Wing from Spain
to Italy.

These decisions contributed to the new dimension of the
Italian foreign policy in the Mediterranean and, at the same time,
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showed its more assertive character. On the one hand, this new
dimension has been somewhat marred by the political difficulties
involved in the policy making process. In fact, in all cases of
Italian participation in multinational operations decisions have
been made only after long and heated parlamientary debates. On the
other hand, this new assertiveness has also affected the
traditional Italian-American relationship somewhat, changing the
Italian patterns of consistent and acritical adhesion to the United
States policy lines. The 1980 refusal to join the United States in
creating a multinational naval force in the Arabian Sea, the
deterioration of Italian-American relations during the seizing of
the "Achille Lauro"” liner and the Sigonella affair, the dispute
about the use of the Italian bases in non~NATO contingencies, and
the Italian negative reactions to the U.S. policy towards Libya are
all good cases in point.

NATO, and the special relationship with the United States, is
still the cornerstone of Italian foreign peolicy. However,
particularly in the Mediterranean area, Eurcopean and national
factors have assumed greater importance in the decision making
process governing Italian policy towards North Africa and the
Middle East. In September 1989, in presenting the foreign policy
of the recently formed government and stressing its continuity,
Foreign Minister Gianni De Michelis underlined four main courses
of action: the continued effort towards the 1992 European economic
integration, to be seen, however, as a step towards the European
political wunion; the special attention to be devoted to the
central-southern region of Europe, with the attempt of creating a
guadrilateral relation linking Italy, Austria, Hungary and
Yugoslavia -- the stability of the last three countries being of
paramocunt importance to Italian security; the full support of the
Mubarak plan "cne of the last solutions for the Palestinian
problem"; a renewed effort, in conjunction with the EC partners,
towards an expanded integration with the riparian countries of the
Mediterranean (19).

Turning now to the military policy and the role of the armed
forces, a series of consideration can be made.

In the last ten years, there has been a gradual but evident
transformation in Italian military policy. This transformation has
not altered the basis of this policy that dates from 1949, but has
extended its boundaries and created new prospects. Italy has been
forced to shift from a mere "defense policy" within the framework
of NATO planning to a more comprehensive "security policy" in which
threats different from the traditional ones, and national-only
contingencies, are considered.

From the mid-sixties to 1973, Italy still evaluated the
"threat from the South" basically in terms of increased Soviet
capabilities in the Mediterranean and in terms of possible support
by some ripararian country, offering the Soviet forces their naval
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and air facilities in case of an East-West confrontation. Since the
threat was fundamentally Soviet or pro~Soviet, in the context of
& NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict, it could be dealt with through NATO.

The Yom Kippur war, with the barely avoided confrontation
between U.S. and Soviet forces in the Eastern Mediterranean, the
Arab use of oil as an instrument of political blackmail, and the
events of the late-seventies (the Islamic revolution in Iran, the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Irag-Iran war) were clear
indications of the possibility of an East-West conflict stemming
from an out-of-area crisis and the increased strategic link between
the Gulf and the Mediterranean regions.

For Italy, it was no longer possible to delay a review of the
changes in the security parameters of the Mediterranean strategic

eguation and a re-evaluation of the Italian political and military
role.

In 1980, Socialist Defense Minister Lelio Lagorio declared
that it was no longer the era of the "frontal threat" in Europe,
and it argued that the new threat emerging from the South had to
be met with imaginative political initiatives an not with "a roar
of weapons”. In this context, Lagorio advocated a role of greater
national commitment to a Mediterranean policy of cooperation and
assistance, and a strengthening of Italian military capabilities
to give credibility to that role (20}).

In 1982, Lagorio, underlining the fact that Italian military
policy could not mirror that of NATO in all its aspects, went on
to state that, unlike the situation in the mid-seventies, NATO no
longer offered Italy a total defense guarantee (21).

The statement did not imply a shift in the traditional Italian
role and missions in NATO, but merely the recognition that the
situation in the Southern Region could call for the defense of
specific national interests, and the expressed awareness that there
could be contingencies in which Alliance support would be lacking,
or late in coming. ' '

In the military policy of the Republican Giovanni Spadolini,
who replaced Lagorio as Defense Minister in 1983, there were no
radical changes with respect to the policy line adopted by its
predecessor, but only adjustments in tone, emphasis, and
priorities. Emphasis was no longer put on the defensive nature and
the geographical limits of the Atlantic Alljance. The role of
Italian military policy was considered feasible and credible only
"in close connection with the Western strategic plan". The
possibility of "national", bilateral crisis in the Mediterranean
"was not ignored, but considered within a framework which excluded
non-NATO defense requirements (22).

The Mediterranean "dimension" and the out-cf-area projection

i3



of Italian military policy, however, were not reversed. In fact,
the higher profile of Italian foreign policy was mainly achieved
through the employment of military forces.

The failure of the Lebanese peacekeping mission, the mines
threatening the merchant shipping through the Golf of Suez, the

increase of international terrorism directed against Italy --the
hijacking of the "Achille Lauro" liner (October 1985) and the
massacre at Rome Fiumicino airport (December 1985) -- the 1986 U.S.

crisis, and the Libyan missile attack against Lampedusa island,
pushed Italy to the forefront of the Mediterranean crisis line.

Thus, the "Gorizia gap" further paled as the element by which
Italian security and defense policies were to be determined, and
the Mediterranean became the area which the military view as the
most probable theatre of a North-South or South-Socuth crisis
possibly also involving the Italian armed forces.

Today’'s threat perceptions and military scenarios also
include: the possibility of a bilateral military confrontation
between Italy and a Mediterranean country over a controversy
affecting important national interests; the possibility of Italian
involvement in a Mediterranean crisis precipitated by other actors;
and the possibility of hit-and run military actions conducted by
small scale terrorist units, blackmail by terrorist groups, and
indirect threats to the country’s political or economic system.

Modernization of the Italian Navy and Air Force to enhance
their capability of ©operating in the Mediterranean, and
reinforcement of the military posture in the South, were initiated
in the late seventies, together with the creation of a 10.000 man
rapid intervention force (FIR -- Forza di Intervento Rapido),
composed of land, sea and air components (23). Army units were
redeployed to Sicily, the manning of the Army brigades stationed
in the South was increased, and the existing facilities and the
local technical and logistic support were improved. The Air Force
upgraded the air defense system in the Socuth with new ARGOS 10
radars, reconstituted the 37th Wing at Trapani Birgi airbase with
F-104S aircraft in a fighter bomber/interceptor role, and improved
its ability to conduct TASMO (Tactical Air Support of Maritime
Operations) missions by procuring the AMX aircraft. Moreover, the
conversion of four B-707-368C airliners into tanker aircraft will
further expand the operational radius of action and endurance of
TORNADO and AMX aircraft, thus improving their Mediterranean rcle.
Finally, the planned acquisition of HARRIER VTOL aircraft to embark
on the "GARIBALDI" through-deck cruiser (which in the near future
will be joined by another sister ship), and procurement of ANIMOSO
class destroyers, MINERVA class corvettes, and LERICI class
minehunters will enhance the Italian Navy‘’s capacity in in-area
and out-of-area operations.

Obviously, the modernization of the Italian armed forces
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is also improving their capability to perform NATO’'s military tasks
and missions. However, it appears that there is greater Italian
concern for extra-NATO contingencies given the more evident
increase of the ability to fight a naval and air war in the whole
Mediterranean area; the power projection capability provided by the
GARIBALDI with the HARRIERs on board; the tendency to acquire
autonomous means of intelligence and warning (the airforce
intention to procure AWACS aircraft and acquire the capability to
launch small intelligence-gathering satellites are good cases in
point); the improved capability for rapid deployment of elite Army
units. :

This concern is currently fueled by several other trends and
developments.

The first, is the possible proliferation of long range
surface-to-surface missiles among the Mediterranean countries. The
Chinese sale of CS$3-2 intermediate-range (2200 miles or 3560
kilometers) missiles to Saudi Arabia has been seen as a case which
could be repeated in the Mediterranean area, along with the
extension of the range of the SCUD missiles (possessed by Egypt,
Libya and Syria) already realized by Iraq during the Gulf war (24).

The second, closely tied to the first, is the fact that, as
disclosed by the CIA director William Webster in April 1989, by
the year 2000 at least fifteen nations will be producing, and
possibly exporting, their own ballistic missiles (25). Even though
somewhat crude and inaccurate, these systems could be employed with
chemical, biological and nuclear warheads constituting a serious
threat. Israel is currently developing the 500-700 Km. range JERICO
IT missile and Argentina is reportedly helping Egypt and Iraqg on
the development of the SS-1C CONDOR II missile with a maximum range
of approximately 1000 EKm. Brazil is developing two mobile missiles,
reportedly based on the SONDA experimental rocket series, with a
range of 350-1200 Km.. This trend is a clear indication of the
failure of the MTCR (Missile Technology Control Regime) (26)
attempt to curb the proliferation of surface-to-surface missiles
in the Third World.

The third, is the proliferation of the capacity of Third World
countries to produce chemical weapons. Apart from the countries in
the Gulf, newcomers in the the Mediterranean area are reportedly
Egypt (27) and Libya, whose Rabta plant has provoked another crisis
between Washington and Tripoli.

The fourth, is the long range ground attack capability
acquired by Libya with the Su-24 FENCER fighter-bombers delivered
by the Soviet Union in April 1989 (28). The FENCER sophistication
represents a remarkable qualitative Jjump in the operational
capability of the Libyan Air Force because of its high speed
pentration, low level navigation, all-weather delivery, and weapons
locad options. Furthermore, its combat radius of action is long
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enough to reach Italian terrltory with a low-low-low ~flight
- profile. -

Lastly, Italian military are worried about the implication of
the reductions which will have to be adopted if a CFE treaty is
signed -- in particular the reduction of the air forces. Actually,
these reductions will be applied to the Italian territory, but not
to the territories of those countries in the Mediterranean area
which could potentlally ‘become adversaries in one of the
confrontational scenarios preV1ously mentioned.
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WHAT ARE THE LIKELY PROSPECTS FOR U.S. STRATEGY TOWARD THE
MEDETERRANEAN REGION, AND THE PERCEIVED BALANCE BETWEEN

NATO-RELATED AN D "OUT OF AREA" CONCERNS?

INTRODUCTION

[ deployed to the Mediterranean for the first time, 8s & young 22 year old
ensign, in the year 1950. The U.5. éixth Fleet at that time wa§ new — and it was
huge. Its mission was to display peaceti'me naval presence in a restless theater. In
carry%ng out that mission we alternated befweén massive earrier battle group
aperations and dIsperSeﬂ single ship operations desig'ried to display Sixth 'Fleet
presen;:e over the entire Meditermnean Basin, The carrier battle groups consisted
of enormous t'wenty ship eircular sereens around an aireraft carrier, a battleship
and two cruisers. The altémaie dispersed operations were occasionaily focused on
a perceived vulnerability. At times, for ex‘ample, we operated small detachments
of ships in the northernmost reaches of the Adriatie Sea. On those occasions, a
battleship or heavy eruisér would moor alongside the outer breakwater at Trieste
with its two fqrward turrets pointed af the Gorizia ‘Gap while lonex destl:‘o&ers
patrolled the ﬁatérs along the Yugoslav coast with highly trained linguists
listening for radio transmissions which might indicate hostile intent on the part of
communist forces bent on expanding Soviet irlelﬁence' into Creece and Northern
Italy. President Truman's commitment té stemming the "Mongol hordes" was total.

Vice Admiral Ballantine, the Commander of the U.S. Sixth Fleet, explained our

-role in frequent messages referring to the Sixth Fleet as ”thé pinge_ upon whieh the

door of peace swings in the Mediterranean".
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The Unifed States strategy at that time wés "contain'ment". And the
essentiai elemeht of that stratégy_was the United States Sixth Fleet in the role of
percemaker. It s important to understand the éignificance of the word’ |
"peacemaker". It is not the same as the word "peacekeeper®. nPeacemaker"”
connotes dominance. "Sfep out of line and we'll whip your ass".."Peacekeeper"
implies hostage status. “bon't shoot at each ot.her, guys, becavse, if you do, you

are going to hit us and we do not think that is a very goéd idea".

’I‘wgnty—six years_later I was, myself, to serve as the Commander of the
U.S. Sixth Fleet. While the fleet 1 commanded was considerably smaller than that
commanded by Viée Admiral Ballantine, it was enopm_ousiy powerful. And it
continued to be the dominant foree in the Mediterranean. Containment was no
longer the essential element of U.S. strategy in the Mediterranean. But
"peacemaking”" continued to be the primary focus of U.S. political objectives in
the Mediferranean Basin. And so.it remains to this day. But bear in mind that
while "containment” is strategy, "peacemaking” is only a technique. We havé,
therefore, the problem of deseribing the evolution of U.S. strategy in the
Mediterranean from "containr:ient" of yesteryear to that which governs our

.

behavior today.

The specter which hangs over the heads of accountable U.5. political
leaders when thirlaking about continued U.S. interest in the Mediterrénean is that
of the British withdrawal from east of Suez. When does a nation decide that it can
no longer afford to be a "peacemaker”? One ean only presume that when Dennis
Healey, the then U.K. Secretary of State for Defense, decided that the U.K,
should withdraw from east of Suez, it was on the basis that the U.K. no longer had

vital interests to defend in the Indian Ocean. While this was probably true, the
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problem was that the rest of the world did have some vital interests in the Indian
Ocean; Of these fhe two major intérests were, (1) oil for the industrial nations of
the world and, (2) regional stability. The vacuum created by U.K. withdrawal fro&t
east of_ Suez has driven a maior component of U.S. national strategy ever since
Dennis Healey's mid-sixties deeision. And it' certainly drives U.S. strategic
thinking when assessing likely prospeets for future U.S. strategy toward the
Mediterranean Basin, and the perceived balance between NATO-related and "out

of area® concerns.

Todays strategic appraisal is érobébly going to be performed againsf the
hackdrop of not only geopolitical dévelopments, but also a number of immutable
historical facts. It will 8lso be performed with the pail.lful'-tl‘ﬂt.h in mind that no
one can really predict what is going t; happen in the Mediterranean. No one ever
lias. Therefore a careful assessment of current U.S. and Alljed vital interests in

the Mediterranean has to be the starting point.

SOME RELEVANT HISTORY

| The intensity of maritimé conflict in the Mediterranean during World War Li |
was the product of & number of unreiated causes. Certainly the war couid not have
been won in the Mediterranean, Yet it could conceivably have been lost in the
Mediterranean. The strategic significance of U.S. landings:in North Africa -
stemmed' only from a convietion by President Rooseveit- that ihe United States
had to engage the Cermansg, some where, anywhere, as early &s possible.
Mobilization had not progressed to the point where the U.S. Army éo'uid
participate in frontal operations on the continent, so it fell 1o the U.S. Navy to

bring the Army to their first, albeit limited campaign in North Africa,
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Divertisg Hitler's attention from the Central Front by engaging his italian
.ally'as vigorously as posgible in the Mediterranéan was probably as important in
it3 own way as the commitment of the U.K. to the continuatién of the war
somewhere, anywhere after the evacuation of Dﬁnkirk. That "somewhére" was Lhe

land éampaign in North Al'x_'ica.

The World War Il Battle of the Mediterranean was the Royal N’évy's war,

But in the post-war era, the course of politico-military history in the
Mediterranean was deter'minéd not by what the Britisﬁ did, but rather by what the |
British did not do - or ¢ould not do, The most '_significént event was the .
emergence of the new state of Israel on May 14, 1948. The ﬁews had a home for
the first time since the Diaspors, but their hold upon it was maintained in

! succeeding years only by suceessive wars against the surrounding Aféb states. On
the very day the Six-Day War broke out in June 1867 the last British Commander-

7 in-Chiéf of the Mediterranean lef! Malta. The withdraﬁal from East of Sﬁez had
now extended all the way to Gibralter. And the long involvement of the United
Kingdom in "the Middle Sea" had come to an énd. For over a eentury. British naval

power and financial strength had imposed upon the Mediterraneén a level of
poli-tico-m ilitary ealm that had not been enjoyed since the days of the Ramnn
Empire. The baton was finally dropped at Gibralter. The passing of the baton,
which had oceupied a decade and a half was consummated when it was formally

picked up by the United States.

But the Six-Day War had several other é'onsequenees. The Suez Canal was
closed for a sufficiently long period that the super tanker was born of desperation
by the oil industry.The nature of one of the world's most important sea lines of

communication was inalterably changed. And the Soviet Union entered the
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N ~ Mediterranean as 2 major navel power. Meanwhile the situation in North Africa
changed beyond all measure with the whale of the North African Coast split into
‘ _independent Arab states, often at odds wfth one another, enriched b}i oil and

united only in their disiike of their former colonial masters -- and Israel.

U.S. VITAL INTERESTS IN THE MEDITERRANEAN

U.S. Commitments to NATO: In assessing U.S. vital interests in the

Mediteri-anean, one must begin with its firm commitment to NATO. Other 0.8
intérasté do not necessarily pale in comparison, but NATO does drive the process.
U.5. presence in the Mediterranean anchors NATO's soluthuérn flank. NATO's
soﬁthem flank is complex both geographica.llg'r and politieally. Geographically the
nations in Allied Forces Southern Europe are separate and connected only by
water, Centuries olQ political and ethnie disputés between NATO allies on the
southern flank dissipate allied energy and make suspect the commitment of
several NATO nations to the defense of their political adversary. Several of 1hé
southern flank nations are not integrated into NATOQ's military structure. The
organizational strueture of A]Hed Forces Southern Europe fs not partieularly fnidy.
~The U.5 éom mitment to NATO on the southgrn flank is the constant which
bridges a number of these probiems and preserves the deterrent posture :upon |

‘which NATO depends.

There are a number bf knowlédgeable'qfficials, both present and formiar,
who believe that should there be a NATO-Warsaw Pact war, it will probably start
in the Middle' East, [f you accept this as a possibility, ‘;t tends to influence the way
you approach the cori.tinuous evolution of NATO sfrat_egy -'-ra_md U.S. strategy vis-.
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Stability in the Oil Bearing Regions of the Middle East: This vital interest

. does not require much diseussion. The iudustriéi world's memory of the. Arab oil
embargo in the wake of the Yom Kippur War has not yet faded. It might, but not

yet The role of "peacemaker" is important.

U.S. Formal Commitment to the Continued Existence of Israel as & Free

and Independent State: This i_s a declaratory poliey of the United‘ States and, as

sueh, is a derivative vital interest of the United States. It is also an essential

element of U.S. pursuit of regional stability in the Mediterranean Basin..

The Arab-Israeli Power Balance This is a companion piece to not only the

U.S. declaratory poliey regarding ]sraei, but also to U.8. interest in regional
stability. '

Protection of the SLOCs to the Qil Bearing Nations of the Middle East and

Southwest Asia: The industrial nations of the world are far too dependent upon oil

to risk losing it either at the source or enroute the factory.

Protection of the SLOC to the Indian Ocean: If the United States is to play

the role of "Peacemaker”, not only in the Mediterranean but also in the Indian

- Qcean, the Suez Canal access to the Indian Ocean looms rather large in these days
of constrained military budgets. The Suez Canal does not make Indian Ocean
presence affordable per se, but it does lessen the finaneial burden of -maintaining
U.8. presence in the Indian Ocean. The Mediterranean-Suez Canal SLOC ‘also
provides important agility in the way the Uniled Stales deploys and moves its
maritime -forca in response to erises ~ crises which, if not responded w&could

escalate to more serious peace-threatening proportions.
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. U.S, Beonomie Ties with France and Italy: The industrial giants of France

and Itely are of enormous importﬁnce to the United States. The economic ties to -

these industrial giants are cleariy vital interests of the Unifed States.

Turkish-Greek Power Balance: These two treasured friends and allies are
both important to the United States -- far too important to SuccumMb to pressures

intended to force the United States to choose between them.

Containment of Soviet Naval Power: While Soviet naval capability vis-a-vis

the U.5. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterraneaﬁ has dimfnisﬁed since thé Soviet Navy's -
haleyon years between 1967 and the e;rly 1980', it remains a;late.ht threat which
must be considered. The face to face confrontations between Sixth Fleet and
Soviet Meaiter;gnean Eskhadra during the Jordanian Crisis and the Yom Kippur
War will probably. not recur. But there is enough power in the Soviet Black Sea
Fleet to make it felt for a short périod if deployed into the Mediterranean in
advance of a NATO-Warsaw Pact War, And Spviét Naval Aviatidn t;_lying out of
Crimea eould limit Allied options considerably, particularly if withheld and not

exposed to attrition during the early days of the war.

TRADE : The relationships betweén the United States and its tradidg
partners in any region of the world are inéredibly difficult to analyze. Bui the
simplest analysis in terms of import-export volume will reveal this ag a powerful -
vital interest of the United States in the Mediterranean. And it is one which will

in all likelihood grow largeé over the years.
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LIKELY PROSPECTS FOR U.S, STRATEGY TOWARDS THE MEDITERRANEAN
REGION '

.

It is quite. likely that the United Sfates will assess the f'amrily of vital
interests discussed above as suffieiently important to warrant its éontinued
adherence to both eoaiiiion strategy and maritime strategy. Forward based land
and land based tactical air forces will likely remain at current levels in NATO's
‘southern region, And the Spain to Southern Italy shift of land based tactieal air
will play out as the hand which was dealf by Spain several years ago. Meénwhile,
the basie principles of the U.S. maritime strategy will continue to serve U S.
strategic needs in the Mediterranean. But since these prmczples are not generﬂﬂy

understood it might be useful to discuss them here.

The U.S. maritime strategy is not a competitor of coalition strategy. It is

an essential element of coalition strategy.

The prineiples of U.S. maritime strategy are:
"o Depioy early |
o Defend forward .
o Take the war to the enemy
o Place his forces at risk |
This oversimplification wiﬂ anguish some purists, but [ will exercise a four
starls prerogative andlindul'ge in oversimplifieation for the sake of communicating
with. the unwashed masses. In treatments ranging from Tom Clancy's excellent
novels to serious U.8, Secretary of the Navy speeches, these principles have been
associated primarily to the U.S. and Allied approach to fighting the first maritime
campaign of 2 World War III in the Atlﬁntic -=- the campaign for control of the

Norwegian Sea. This, however, is the real ovérsimplification. The absolutely
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consistent counterpart to the U.S. maritime strategy is the "Tri-MNC Concept of
" Maritime Operations®, (MNC is the NATO term for the three NATO Major
Com manders — SuDremé Allied Commander Europe, Supreme Allied‘(:om mander
Atlantic and Commander-in-Chief Channel. A Tri-MNC document is one prepared
by and approved by all three NATO Major Commanders). The Tri-MNC of
Mhritime Operations treats forward deployed operations in a highly batanced way,
not only in the Norwegian Sea, but déo, in the Mediterranean, the Shallow Seas,
and in the eeonorhic are around Africa. The U.S. maritime strategy is similarly
belanced, but has not been "marketed” as a balanced approach to the deployment

and employment of U.S. naval forces.

,_While NA'I_‘O, hoﬁever, ten&s to think of about and discuss the
Mediterranean aé NATO southern flank, the United.‘ Statés, while steadfast}y
adhering to its NATO commitments, thinks of the Mediterranean and the Middle
East and Sou.thwest‘ Asig as a @ntinuum of U.S. vital interests. In other words,
what the organizers of this symposium refer to as "out of area" interests are an
essential element of U.S. strategic thinking. But the term "out r;:'f area” is a
political ®cop out" for a number. of '.NATO allies whose political balance is |
sufficiently delicate where diseussion of defense commitments to anything other

| _that the letter of the North Atian.tié Treaty is anathema. While this isa
éonvenient political escape, it is not supported by the actﬁal language of the
'treaty. The famous "Tropie .of Cam:rex'-'.1 boundary of in-srea versus out-of-afga '
r:;pe:-atioﬁs is not a boundéry at all. When the founding fathers of NATO drafted
the treaty they were co,ncérned that thé pledge, "'An attack on one is an attack on
all", contained in Article 5, might bé invoked in the évgnt of an attack on an ally's
colonies in Africa. They, therefore, included an Aﬁiél-e 6 which provided that, in

applying the "pledge™, an attack on one would be e¢onstrued as ucéuri-ing only north
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of the Tropic qf Caneer. However, over the years, it has become by common

usage, & boundary. But boundary or not, the Alliance, has interests "out-of-area. . '»

What emerges from this? The U.S. strategy towards the Mediterranean has

a NATO focus, but does not have a NATO envelope. Peacemaking and regional

stability are the essential elements of the strategy. If war should oceur in the

Mediterranean Basin, no matter whez:e it starts, it will involve NATQ. Should wé.r
start there can be no sanctuaries. Soviet Naval Aviation forces based in North
Africa would ﬁe a NATO problem. "Out—of—A}ea” would become an aeademic
problem, and only for those who ehoose to fondle acade mié problemé. The sea
lines of communioation through the Mediierranean will ‘remain a dominant concern
for U.S. and NATO political and military leaders. The Jonian Sea will remain the
"briar patch"' for U;S. fo.rées in the Mediterranean. This basin, (and the

Mediterranean is a basin oriented battlefield), is the place where gecgraghy and

politics offer the prospects of the most stalwart defense during the early days of

eonfliet, Surrounded on three sides by an interlocking strueture of land based ‘
tactical and maritime batrol air bases and with the U.S. Sixth Fleet and b'IATO's
Striking and Support Forces, Southern Eurcpe interposed between North Africa

and Southern ltaly, no one is goiﬁg 1o challenge the Mﬁmee at sea there — and
survive. France, meanwhile, will take care of the Western Mediterranean Basin in -
an effective way. ‘NA‘TO orgahizational siructure is solid fn both of these basins.
The Strait of Sieily and the Strait of Gibralter will be strategically important
choke pointg in the anti-s_t;blmarine war. And ] would not like to be the Soviet
submarine commander faced with the challenge of transitting those choke points.
Soviet Naval Aviation will make the problem of controlling the Mediterranean

east of Crete interesting for a few days and the Eastern Mediterranean Basin will

' be hotly contested for a short, but fierce carripaign --if_the Soviets choose to
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“eommit their forces. The Soviets will not be able to win this campaign. The

- Alliance will work hard.to overcome the chaotie military organizational strueture
in the Eastern Mediterranean, but will do so because ‘we must. The Meditenanean
campaigﬁ will be woh; the Ailianee will decide, not without acrimonious debate,
what forces will be needeq to hold the Eastern Mediterranean Basin, the Aegean’

~ and the Dardanelles and U.5. carrier battle groups and amphibious forces will be
redeplpyed, probably to the Eastern Atl#ntic and Norwegian Seas — unless the
Soviets launch a concerted attack on Greek and Turkisﬁ 'i‘hrace. And they might.

~ If they do, the redeployments will wait until that campaign is decided. If I were a
Soviet miiifary leader | am not sure | would know exactly what politieal-military
objective would be served by this "second front" campaign in Greek and Turkish
Thrace other than to get their Black Sea Fleet out into the Mediterranean where

it could be destroyed, but stranger things ﬁave happened in war.

Would taetical nuclear weapons be used to redress the imbalance at sea in
the Southern region? [ doubt it. Why should the Soviets set the stage for a
retaliatory tactical nuclear attack on their Crimean bases from which the éttack

on the striking force was launched?

The essential element of U.S. and NATO strategy towards the
Mediterranean is deterrence. For deterrence to be effective the U.S. and NATO
must display both sufficient capability to demonstrate to the Soviets that they
cannot win in the Mediterranean theater and sufficient nationel and allied will to

employ that capability if challenged.

" THE MOST LIKELY CONFLICT SCENARIOS IF DETERRENCE FAILS

1 have discussed above a conflict scenario whieh, in my view is the most
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likely should dgterrencé fail. There are others. During the late 1970's when I
commanded the U.S. Sixth Fleet | believed that there were six sreas in which
Sixth Fleet forees might be cailéd upon to fight in the M‘ec-!iterraneam

0 A Soviet attack into Northern lialy's Po Valley

o A Soviet attack into G;eei and Turkish Thrace -

0 A Soviet attack into Southeastern Turkey

oA Sow_.'iet initiated war at sea in the Mediterranean without an

associated land war (hard to imagine now, but it was not then)

o A genuine threat to the continued existence of Israel a8 a free and

independent state

o A serious challenge to U.S. interests in the oil bearing regions of

the Middle East.

"Any other seenario would be a lesser included case of one of these. The
US strategy of deterring ct.mflict and defending its vifal interests in the
Mediterranean Basin by the peacemaking posture of the U.8, Sixth Fleet might not
be attractive grist for the mills of polit.ical debate in the councils of NATQO, but it
has been effective in the wake of British withdrawal from East of Suez and from‘
the Meditgrréneail. While the Falkland Islandg' conflict has cane and gone as a consequence
of the perceived 'lesse_n'mg of British natioﬁél will, the baton passing in the

‘Mediterranean has thus far been successful.

]l In summary, the U.S. strategy towards the Mediterranean will, in sil
%ikelihood remain what Vice Admire! Ballaarine deseribed in 1950: *The U.S. Sixth

Fleet as the hinge upon which the doar of ﬁeace swings in the Mediterranean”.
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I. INTRODUCTION

It has long been axiomatic among Alliance strategists and observers
that deterrence and defense in NATO's Southern Region is distinctive
within the Alliance not only in terms of its role as viewed from
Washington or Brussels, but also in terms of its character. Just as one
has been able to speak of a European security environment, one has also
been able to speak of a more specific security enviromnment around the
Mediterranean, and the differences and linkages bhetween the two. The
profound changes that have taken place -- and continue to take place on
an almost daily basis -- in the character of the East-West strategic
relationship as a whole, can have distinctive consequences for the
Southern Region.

The purpecse of this paper is to briefly explore the implications of
changes in the character of the East-West strategic relationship for the
Southern Region -- its relative importance, role, linkage to Central
Region concerns, and place within the Alliance as a whole: Will
prospective developments contribute to a further separation of Atlantic,
European and Mediterranean security interests, or will they contribute
to cohesion -- and in what manner? Will political and arms control
initiatives, and the related eﬁolution of the Atlantic and European
dimensions of the Alliance serve to focus attention on the Southern
Region, or will they have precisely the opposite effect? In sum, is the
Mediterranean dimension of the Atlantic Alliance likely to become: 1)
more or less distinctive; and 2) more or less important in the future?

Clearly, there are limits to the extent that broad generalizations
can be made about five individual member-nations, all with distinctive
foreign and security policy traditions. The issues discussed iﬁ‘this
paper will not be of equal importance to all, and there will be marked
variation in the ability of individual countries to play an active role
in key debates within the Alliance. Yet there is considerable
justification for a Southern Region perspective, however sweeping, for

reasons that have as much to do with history and perception as with




Alliance relations. Indeed, dlliances are ultimately about the

.aggregation of national and regional interests.




Il. THE CHARACTER OF SECURITY IN THE SOUTHERN REGION

. The security environment in the Southern Region is ‘distinctive in a
number of important respects, all of wﬁich are central to the'qﬁestions
addressed here. TFirst, the Southern Region has long been characterized
by & relatively diffuse perception of the Soviet threat. While specific
areas of threat certaihly exist in the region, most notably in northeast
Italy and in Greek and Turkish Thrace, there is no focus of ‘
vulnerébility comparable to that which has existed in NATO's Central
Region. The fact that the Southern Region itself comprises three
separate land sub-theaters, and an additional maritime sub-tﬁeater in
the Mediterranean, means that deterrence and defense in the south bring
inherent problems of cohesion and coordination. The perceived
remoteness of the Soviet threat, together with the existence of diverse
strategic traditions and concerns, has also supported the persistence of
distinctive national approaches to security matters, and national
assertiveness within the Alliance.! One consequence of this generally
low perception of a direct Soviet threat has been that the symbolic
aspects of NATO membership are of at least equal importance to the
practical benefits associated with coalition deterrence and defense.

For Portugal, Spain, Greece and Tﬁrkey -- all of which have had recent
experience with authoritarian government -- the symbolic value of NATO
membership is reinforced to the extent that it is also a hallmark of
membership in the Western democratic "club". While this legitimizing
function is less important in the Italian case, NATO membership
continues to have potent symbolism in the context of the domestic
political debate, and is an important vehicle for activism in

" international affairs beyond questions of security, narrowly-defined.

lSee Diego A. Ruiz Palmer and A. Grant Whitley, 'The Balance of
Forces in Southern Europe: Between Uncertainty and Opportunity", The
International Spectator, Vol.xxiii, No. 1. January-March 1988, pp.
28-29, Distinctive national approaches are treated extensively in John
Chipman, .ed., NATO's Southern Allies: Internal and External
Challenges(london: Routledge, 1988).




To be sure, NATO as a whole is as much a political -(and symbolic) as a
strategic institution, but this aspect of the Alliance is particularly
significant in the Southern Region,

Second, and in strong contrast to the Central Region, strategy in
the Southern Region is essentially non-nuclear. While it is difficult
if not impossible‘to discuss deterrence and defense in the NATO "core"
without reference to the role of nuclear weapons, this is the norm in
relation to the Southern Region. Mediterranean strategy has been
characterized by an emphasis on conventional forces, traditional
missions (e.g., sea control) and longer-war assumptions to a greater
extent than has been typical elsewhere in NATO. This has less to do
with comparative levels of nuclear capable forces in central Europe and
the Mediterrgnean than with the reality, noted earlier, that there is no
comparable focus of vulnerability in defense of which the use of nuclear
weapons can be credibly threatened.?

Third, the scale and diversity of the Southern Region, its
proximity to historical centers of crisis and instability in North
Africa and the Middle East, and the importance of the Mediterranean to
communications with regions of economic and strategic importance,
including the Persian Gulf and the Indian Ocean, confers a significance
that transcends the East-West competition in Europe. The security of
the Southern Region will be at least as strongly affected by
developments outside Europe as within; and giVen the difffculty of
treating "out-of-area' problems in the NATO context, the most important
responses are likely to be national or regional, rather than
Alliance-wide. Indeed, the persisfence of specific regional concerns
around the Mediterranean, from Spain's relationship'with‘Morocco, to
Italy's concerns about Libyan capabilities and interest in the stability
of Yugoslavia, to hostility between Greece and Turkey in the Aegean, are
at least as important as the Warsaw Pact threat in shaping the strategic

landscape in the Southern Region.

?See the aunthor's comments on this question in NATO's Southern
Region: Strategy and Resources for Coalition Defense (Washington:
Center for Strategic and International Studies, 1988), p. 5.




The factors thét have given the Southers Region its distinctive
'political and strategic character have also given the U.S. presence in
the region a unique importance. U.S. forces, and particularly the Sixth
Fleet, lend cohesion to the defense of the various sub-theaters,
contribute to the linkage of central and southern region security, and
bridge (although not without frictioh) NATO and out-of-area needs for
power prOJectlon

Both symbolically and materially, the U.S. presence serves to b1nd
together a vast theater that is, for the most part, not directly
threatened by Soviet power, less nuclear, and equally absorbed ‘with a

variety of out-of-area or regional security concerns.”

3See Jed C. Snyder, Defending the Fringe: NATO, The Hedlterranean
and the Persian Gulf (Boulder: Westview, 1987) pp. 16-18.

“One should stress "for the most part" -- the Turkish perspective -
on the Soviet threat will naturally be very dlfferent but in other
respects the point remains wvalid.




IIl. CHANGES IN THE EAST-WEST STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP AND THEIR
IMPLICATIONS

The evolution of the political relationship hetween East and West,
and parallel developments in nuclear and conventional arms control, pose
the possibility of a fundamental transformation of the security
environment in Europe. The nature of this environment will be driven by
the course of events in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and the
nature of the Western response. At a minimum, the emerging strategic
canvas is likely to be characterized by a reduction in the level and
character of the Soviet military threat to Western Europe. These
changes also imply certain risks, however, not least the prospect of
growing instability in Eastern Europe including the Balkans, and most
significantly, in the Soviet Union itself. To the state of flux in the
East-West strategic relationship one must also add the movement towards
European integratjon -- "1992" -- the future of which may be strongly
influenced by developments in Eastern Europe, with special significance
for the newer members of the European Community in southern Europe (and

Turkey as an aspiring member),

POLITICAL DETENTE .

To the extent that the military component of East-West relations is
reduced, and political detente promoted, this'can be expected to
strengthen the position of smaller and "peripheral” states within the
Alliance, including those of the Southern Region. An atmosphere of
political detente can also be expected to offer greater scobe for
bilateral East-West initiatives on trade and development. Italy, in
pafticulﬁr, is well placed to act as a favored interlocutor in the
dialogue with Easterﬁ Europe and the Soviet Union, and a similar if less
active role could perhaps hbe foreseen for Spain. Overail, the
improvement of East-West relations in the political sphere will have the
effect of shifting Atlantic and European relations to areas in which the
militarily weaker Southern Region countries are relatively better

equipped to'play an active role.




While political relaxation may encourage a greater role for
individual Southern Region countries, this does not necessarily imply"
that the region as a whole will receive more attention within the
Alliance on this basis. Indeed, the developments in the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe that have made possible the new perception of
opportunity (and potential risk) in East-West relations are of the most
direct relevance to security in central rather than southern Europe.

As a general cbservation, the rise of political detente may pose
significant challenges for both the Atlantic dimension of Alliance
relations and the movement towards European integration. For a variety
of reasons these challenges may be especially pronounced in relation to
the Southern Region. First, the issue of the level and character of the
U.5. presence in Europe has particular significance for the Southern
Region where, as noted earlier, U.5. military power plays the essential
role in ensuring a coherent defense. Second, this presence is dependent
upon the maintenance of increasingly strained basing accords around the
Mediterranean. The limits placed on the use of these facilties for
other than NATO-related purposes, coupled with a relaxation in the
East-West military confrontation in Europe (and associated force
reductions) may encourage more active Congressional opposition to costly
base and security assistance agreements. In these circumstances, and
even in the absence of any precipitous withdrawal of American forces
from Europe, the Atlantic dimension of Alliance relations in the
Southern Region is likely to become more .difficult to manage.

The tension between European and Mediterranean security interests,
and between the European and Atlantic dimensions of foreign and defense
policy -- common to all of the Southern Region states in varying degrees
-- will be complicated by a movement towards detente and
demilitarization. The fact that it is difficult, if not impossible, to
envision a NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontation in the Mediterranean except as
‘part of a wider European conflict, has supported the perception that
security in the Central and Southern Regions is, ultimately, closely
linked, As the already low perception of a direct Soviet threat recedes,

this linkage is progressively weakened.




In an atmosphere of political detente, the Southern Region
countries will alsc be able to devote greater energy and attention to
European concerns, increasingly important in the context of "1992". Yet,
over the longer-term, the changes in the European security environment
which will make the European Community an even more attractive material
and symbolic focus for external policy around the Mediterranean may, if
carried far enough, complicate the integration of Portugal, Spain,
Greece (and potentially Turkey) within the Com@unity. The expansion of
the Community eastwards to include Austria and in extremis East Germany,
Poland or Hungary, against the background of an East-West strategic
relationship which would permit this, could dilute the symbolic
significance and potential benefits of European integration for its
Southern Region members.

" Finally, to the extent that the NATO-Warsaw Pact military
.competition'is defused, existing regional Mediterranean and out-of-
‘area security concerns are likely to be given greater prominence in the
plans and policies of Southern Region countries. In a region
characterized by formidable constraints on the resources that can be
devoted to defense, a perceived decline in the Soviet threat, together
with ongoing arms control initiatives, will be seen as an opportunity to
trim defense spending and to devote more of the remaining effort to
national rather than Alliance security concerns. There is, of course,
no shortage of such concerns around the Mediterranean bas{n, including
political instability, ballistic missile and‘chemical weapon
proliferation in North Africa and the Middle East, increasing challenges
for air defgnse, terrorism, and traditional and untraditional threats to
sea lines of communication.

For Italy, in particular, bolstering the capacity to deter or
counter a range of threats originating to the south has'beeﬁ an
increasing concern. The waning of the perceived threat from the Warsaw
Pact can be expected to support this trend and encourage the further
development of "raﬁid action forces", on the pattern of the Force
d'Action Rapide and the Forza d'Intervento Rapido, elsewhere in the

Southern Region. The "Mediterraneanization' of security policy,
8
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however, also brings with it the risk of a further marginalization of
the role of Southern Region countries over the longer term -- precisely
the condition that politicians and strategists in the region have
decried.?

One way of reconciling this dilemma would be for the Alliance as a
whole to devote more attention to Mediterranean security -- in short,
for the strategic center of the Alliance to move southward.? This is
most unlikely, not least because of the difficulty of orchestrating a
NATO strategy towards out-of-area threats, and the dramatic developments
in Central and Eastern Europe that will continue to be the focus of
political if not military attention. Expanded cooperation among the
Southern Region allies, along the lines already being pursued By Italy,
France and Spain in the area of maritime surveillance, can represént a
useful hedge against a reduction in the U.S. presence in the
Mediterranedn or a movement towards a narrowly-based (e.g.,
Franco-German) form of European defense cooperation.® Again, the
attractiveness of such veatures is likely to be limited by a preference
" for broader Eurcpean initiatives that do not foster a separate approach
to security. in NATO's south.

The ongoing friction and risk of open conflict between-Greece and
Turkey clearly has its own dynamics. Active NATO-Warsaw Pact
competition, and the need to hedge against Soviet aggression, has
provided an incentive for Greek and Turkish cooperation with the U.S.
and within the Alliance, and has undoubtedly served to temper relations
in the Aegean. The improvement in East-West relations and a perceived
decline in- the Soviet threat could introduce a new element of

uncertainty in this quarter.

'See, for example, Clyde Haberman, "Italy Says NATO Neglects the
Mediterranean", New York Times, February 16, 1989; and Maurizioc Cremasco
and Giacomo Luciani, "The Mediterranean Dimension of Italy's Foreign and
Security Poliey", The International Spectator, Vol. xx, No.l
(January-March 1985). '

2The issue of a shift in the strategic center of Europe is raised
in Sergio A. Rossi "NATO's Southern Flank and Mediterranean Security"
in NATO's Maritime Flanks: Problems and Prospects (Washington:
Pergamon-Brassey's, 1987), p.4 8.

‘Initiatives in this area include the joint Helios observation
satellite project, and proposed cooperation on AWACS.




Political detente, and political and economic liberalization in
Eastern Europe, may also pose new challenges for stability 1n
Yugoslavia, with obvious implications for security in the Balkans and
the Adriatic. More specifically, long-standing problems of ethnic
unrest and regional separatism ma& well accelerate as the Yugoslav
system begins to appear less liberal and less attractive in relation to
rapidly reforming regimes elsewhere (e.g., in Poland or Hungary}. While
there is apparently little prospect of the current spate of
liberalization transforming Bulgaria or Romania anytime socon, this
~ cannot be ruled out in the longer-term., Again, such a development could
have significant security implications for Greece and Turkey, and might
seriously restrict the Soviet Union's freedom of action in The Waréaw

Pact's own southern region.®

NUCLEAR AND CONVENTIONAL ARMS CONTROL _

For the Socuthern Region, as eleswhere within the‘Alliance;-nﬁclear
and conventional arms control initiatives are welcomed as the concrete’
expression of a general movement towards political and military detente
in Europe and, possibly, as a means of reducing the burden of defense
spending. If the perception of a direct Soviet threat is less keenly
felt around the Mediterraean than in Central Europe, the problems posed
by changes in strategy and forces as a result of arms control or
unllateral initiatives are of no less concern, and are in some ways even
more complex in the Southern Region Region context. Despite the long- '
standing importance of conventional forces in the region, the
possibility of a progressive "de-nuclearization" of NATO strategy will
be greeted with reservation in some quarters because the nuclear
dimension of flexible response is seen to have a unifying effect within =
the Alliance, binding together the security fate of Central Europe and
the flanks., From the Southgrn Region perspective, it is essential not
oniy to assure the strategic coupling of the U.S. and Europe -- a

traditional NATO concern -- but also to maintain the coupling between

“See Jonathan Eyal, ed., The Warsaw Pact énd the Balkans (New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1989).
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deterrence in the Central and Southern Regions. This is not to say that
‘further reductions in nuclear forces, in particular short;range weapons
including (perhaps) air-launched and sea-based systems will meet strong
opposition in the Southern region -- political reality dictates
otherwise -- but it does suggest that the problem of coupling in the
Southern Region will become more pronounced.®

In a similar manner, reduced reliance on nuclear forces, together
with improvements in the conventicnal balance in Europe as a result of
CFE, unilateral withdrawals or restructuring, and modernization, could
lead to a situation in which a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict -~ however
unlikely -- might be longer rather than shorter, and involve more than
one theater. A war of longer duration WOuld, in turn, raise the
importance of secure sea lines of communication for reinforcement,
resupply and access to vital resources. All of these factors would
naturally increase the importance of NATO's flanks, and the
Mediterranean in particular.®

Conventional force reductions, as currently envisioned, by imposing
significaﬂt cuts in stationed ground and air units, but not (as yet)
embracing naval and naval air forces, could lead to an environment in
which the Southern Region with its concentration of maritime forces
becomes a center of substantial residual military power.’ The extension
of the CFE process to naval forces, while unlikely in the near term,

would obviously present profound problems of adjustment fér NATO

®It is noteworthy that in the midst of the current political crisis
in Greece, former Prime Minister Papandrecu has called for the removal
of all U.S. nuclear weapons as part of a new base accord. See The
Manchester Guardian, November 1, 1989, p. 13.

®See Bruce R. Kuniholm, "CDI in NATO: The Southern Flank and .
Alljance Defense" in The Future of Conventional Defense Improvements in
NATO: Proceedings of the Tenth NATO Symposium (Wash1ngton National
Defense University, 1987), p.263.]

’An agreement based on zones would reinforce this effect, as would
the transfer of modern aircraft or other equipment to Southern Region’
members to maximize NATO's residual capability under a CFE agreement (a
difficult prospect for a variety of political.and economic reasons).
"Stationed forces" requirements proposed under CFE could also lead to a
situation in which Hungary, Bulgaria or Romanla make relatively small
cuts in ground and air forces.
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strategy in the Mediterranean, and could have evén more far reaching
implications for Southern Region cohesion.

While political detente and conventional force reductions can
substantially improve the security outlook with regard to the East-West
relationship, they will have little effect on the range of "out-of-
area" and'regional security threats around the Mediterranean (the
prospects for East-West crisis management out-of-area might perhaps be
improved), as arsenals in North Africa and the Middle East remain
unconstrained. This raises the question of the longer-term effect of
negotiated conventioﬁa; force reductions (especially naval and air), and
any unilateral reductions, on capabilities for non-NATO contingencies in
the Southern Region. In sum, the linkage between assymetrical force
reductions and improved security may not be as automatic in the Southern
Region as in the center or the north,

Finally, the improvement in East-West relations and progress on
conventional arms control can be expected to throw into sharpéf relief
the problem of U.5. access to Allied facilities around the
Mediterranean. Over the past decade,,Sputhern Region coﬁntries have
become more explicit about restricting the use of bases (and overflightl
rights) to NATO-related purposes, at a time when the Warsaw Pact threat
is widely perceived as receding and out-of-area threats expanding.

Given this, and in a period of budgetary pressures on both sides of the
Atlantic, the politics of maintaining this infrastructure will become
more difficult (witness the current difficulty surrounding the move of
the 401st Tactical Fighter Wing to Crotone).

As this brief analysis suggests; conventional force reductions in
Europe will have a number of unique strategic and political implications
for the Southern Region. On halance, howeve;, these are unlikely to
result in any overall increase in the attention devoted to the Southern
Region within the Alliance, at least in the near-term, since the impetus
for and substance of current initiati#es derives overwhelmingly from the
historic imbalance of forces in the Central Region and the imperative of
redressing this. Having done so, it is possible that out-of-area and

regional threats around the Mediterranean can be given more attention by
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the U.S. and the countries of the Southern Région, although perhap§ nd;

in a formal NATO context.
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IV. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

In sum, one may suggest that the changes currently underway in the

East-West stratégic relationship -- in particular the related,phenomeﬁa

of pdlitical detente and arms control ~-- are unlikely to cause the

Alliance as & whole to devote more attention to Southern Region issues,

however justified. Nonetheless, current and prospective developments

will have some unique implications for NATO and the Mediterranean:

The traditional distinctiveness of the security environment in
the Southern Region will persist, not ieast for reasons of
geography and poltical culture, but is likely.to become less
significant over time. As the Alliance as a whole continues to
view the Soviet threat in more remote terms, places less '
emphasis on the nuclear dimensions of deterrence and defense,
and is characterized by increasing independence and
assertiveness on regional questions, it will present less of a
contrast to the environment in the Southern Region where these
characteristics have long been the norm. Tﬁis sugggests an
increasing convergence of strategic.perceptions, at least with

regard to the East-West dimensions of security.

The problem of strategic coupling, always more complex in the
Southern Region where there is a need to maintain the linkage
between security in the center and the south, as well as -
extended deterrence épross the‘Atlantic, is 1ikely'torbecome
more difficult as nuclear and conventional forces are reduced,
and the unifying perception of a Soviet threat recedes. As
elsewhere -- but with particular importancé in the Southern
Region -- the tension betwéen'the European and Atlantic
dimensions of security policy will persist, and perhaps deepen,
as Europe is seen'as an incredsingly importaﬁt'vehicle for

political-military, as well as economic assertiveness.
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. At the same time, a waning of the Soviet threat will release
intellectual ahd material resources for, and encourage a more
active approach to, the consideration of regional and out-
of-area threats around the Mediterranean. Because substantial
foreces in the Middle East and North Africa will be unaffécted
by CFE reductions, the linkage between assymetrical force
reductions and improved security will be less automatic in the

Southern Region than elsewhere in Europe.

¢ _ Finally, the U.S. presence in the Mediterranean, which has
traditionally lent cohesion to deterrence and defense in the
-Southern Region, may'prove more difficult to sustain in an
environment of poiitical detente and arms control. Léaving
aside the possibility of naval force reductions, existing
restrictions on the use of bases around the Mediterranean
purposes are likely to persist and solidify just as out-of~
area threats begin to assume a more prominent pléce on the
security agenda. This points to a pre531ng need for the
Alliance as a whole to address the question of cooperation on
Mediterranean security beyond its East-West dimensions, even if
the most significant modes of action out-of-area remain |

national ones.




