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This report is part of a project entitled “Still the Arms Debate,” sup-
ported by Thm&l%u@ion, the Carnegie Corporation, and The
RAND Corporation. This report--received additional assistance from
the Atlantic Institute for International Affairsﬁﬁnalyzes the range
of differing views on national and international security policy in the
1980s. The questions asked are: What are the issues over which those
who debate arms policy in the 1980s differ? Wh}fj_logically, not
psychologically or politicall o they differ? How have these differ-
ences developed from the debates of the 1960s? The policy objective of
the project is to increase understanding of the premises and lines of
reasoning that cause people to disagree and, by improving the debate,
to improve the making of security policy in the United States and
other Western democracies where the debate matters. -

The long-run antecedent for the project is the author’s 1963 book,
The Arms Debate,! which asked the same questions a quarter of a cen-
tury ago. The report is the third of three, which together will form the
basis of a new volume, Still the Arms Debate. The first report was
entitled The Arms Debate and the Third World: Have We Learned
From Vietnam?# The second was The Strategic Arms Debate.? In addi-
tion to those reports, a paper published by the UCLA Center for Inter-
national and Strategic Affairs, “The SDI Debate as a Continuation of
History,” discussed a current central manifestation of the debate over
nuclear weapons policy and arms (}:ontrol.4
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SUMMARY

NATO, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, is an alliance
formed in 1948 and armed in the early 1950s in reaction to a perceived
military and political threat to Western Europe from the Soviet Union.
In the intervening three and a half decades, the perception of the
threat has changed: The fear of direct military aggression has
lessened, and Alliance concerns have centered on subtler Soviet pres-
sures to drive the United States out of Europe and exploit Warsaw
Pact military preponderance to gain political and economic ends in
Western Europe. NATO has countered the Pact’s conventional weight
as well as the Soviet nuclear threat with nuclear deterrence based on
the coupling of NATO defenses to U.S. strategic nuclear forces.

As the central fear has shifted away from direct aggression, Alliance
debates have increasingly been based on perceptions: perceptions of
the objectives and strategies of the Soviets, but, perhaps even more
important, perceptions by the allies of one another. A strong NATO
has been the chief counterweight to the Soviet presence, and this
strength has depended on the mutual satisfaction of the needs per-
ceived by Alliance members. In particular, the key role of the Ameri-
can nuclear deterrent has led Europeans to focus on ensuring that the
U.S. commitment to their defense remains strong; Americans have
stressed the maintenance of this commitment while reducing the risks
of having to use nuclear weapons to implement it. The resulting reas-
surances and recriminations define the “subjective alliance” in the title
of this report.

Basic to the debate has been the perception of a Soviet opponent
that although it has used varying tactics has pursued a constant set of
hostile objectives and a constant strategy of exploiting Alliance
weaknesses. Suddenly in the mid-1980s, however, this constancy has
been thrown into question by the new Soviet leader, Mikhail Gor-
bachev. Gorbachev has made radical changes, at least in Soviet tactics;
a central question for debate in the West is whether he has also
changed Soviet objectives, moving away from hostility and toward
mutual accommodation, and if so, whether it (or he) can last.

Whatever the degree of Soviet change, however, it has begun to
transmute the NATO debate, as internal concerns adapt to modifica-
tions in the external environment that spawned the Alliance. Some of
these internal changes have been traumatic and have led to strong
recriminations within NATO. The future of the Alliance itself has
been questioned, but this report predicts that it will survive in much its
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current state, at least until the Soviet Union proves itself to be a very
different entity from that of the last 40 years. The report’s normative
conclusions are that NATOQ’s survival is crucial to European stability
and Western security and that carefully considered arms control agree-
ments between the Alliance and the Warsaw Pact, which now may be
possible, can enhance both.

The schools of thought in the NATOQ debate are divided by the
Atlantic Ocean, but neither West Europeans nor Americans form a
tight-knit grouping around a unified set of viewpoints. The report
divides officials and analysts in each of the two regions into a major
and a minor school in terms of influence; and each major school covers
a broad range of views, Indeed, European and American views overlap
substantially, and the overlap is increased by “resonance,” the attempt
to strengthen Alliance cohesion by accepting partner members’ posi-
tions that migkt have otherwise been opposed. Nonetheless, going-in
standpoints are necessarily very different between Europeans and
Americans. Europeans interpret self-preservation as including protection
of their lives and civilizations from conventional conflict that could be
more destructive than World War II and from nuclear holocaust, and also
from Soviet domination; Americans feel threatened mainly by the poten-
tial escalation of nuclear warfare to their homeland, but they recognize a
vital stake in Western Europe. These different interests lead to a dif-
ferent choice of salient issues, and ultimately to different policy choices.
In particular, the West European concern about the strength of the
American commitment, a largely political issue, is translated by the
Americans into worry about the military side of the same coin, the
“threshold” level at which nuclear weapons will have to be used to avoid
conventional defeat. These differences are reinforced by a European his-
torical and philosophical tendency to think of international strategies in
political terms, whereas American policymakers lean toward the more
directly military.

The major European school of thought is:

e The Couplers, which includes the governments of all European
NATO members in the late 1980s, and major segments of the
opposition parties at least in the three major ones, France, Great
Britain, and the Federal Republic of Germany. The Couplers’
defining concern is the continued coupling of the U.S. nuclear
deterrent to the defense of the Alliance. Since the early 1970s,
the onset of “strategic parity” between the United States and the
Soviet Union has created doubts in Europe about America’s will-
ingness to honor its commitment to European defense, with
nuclear weapons if necessary. More recently, these doubts have
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been exacerbated by what many Europeans have seen as the
erratic behavior of American presidents—first, President Carter’s
inconstancy about the neutron bomb, then President Reagan’s
yawing from the “Evil Empire” speech to the surprise of SDI,
through the Libyan raid, to the second surprise, his plunge into
negotiations with Gorbachev at Reykjavik without previous con-
sultation with his allies.

The culmination for many Couplers was the “zero-zero” treaty,
which did away with all land-based intermediate-range
(500-5,000 kilometer) missiles on both sides. Since the late
1970s, European NATO members had been counting on the
Europe-based Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (INF) to fill a
gap in the “flexible response” chain of deterrence. To mollify
political opposition to INF within member nations, however, in
1981 NATO proposed the zeroing out of intermediate missiles on
both sides if the Soviets would agree. The proposal was made in
the sure belief that Brezhnev would not agree; he didn’t, but Gor-
bachev did, to the shock of the Alliance. Although the treaty
later gained general acceptance, at least as a fait accompli, the
initial agreement made by the Reagan administration without
consulting the allies had a traumatic effect on the perceptions of
West Europeans, many of whom saw it as the first slide down the
“slippery slope” of full denuclearization and removal of the Amer-
ican deterrent. One result of this trauma has been increasing
doubt on the part of some Couplers as to the reliability of the
U.S. commitment, leading to symbolic moves toward a European
grouping, either as a stronger “pillar” for NATO or as a possible
long-range substitute. Increased Franco-German security
cooperation has been seen by some as the core of such a new
grouping, but differing national interests have kept this coopera-
tion largely symbolic. In any case, not all German Couplers, and
few in Britain, share either the fears of U.S. decoupling or the
need to grasp at a potential European substitute.

On more strictly military issues, the Couplers have understood
American fears of setting the conventional-nuclear threshold too
low, with NATO conventional capabilities so meager that, if the
Soviets were to attack, the president of the United States would
be faced with an almost-immediate decision to accept Alliance
defeat or escalate to nuclear weapons. Most Couplers favor rais-
ing the threshold, if for no other reason than the fear that an
immediate decision by the president might be a decision to give
up Europe to preserve the American homeland. Others, however,
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counter with the possibility that too high a threshold might sig-
nify decreased American willingness to go nuclear at all, thereby
weakening the deterrent. In any case, most West Europeans
have favored in the abstract the strengthening of conventional
capabilities, although no governments have been willing to raise
necessary budgets substantially. The Europeans put less weight
than the Americans on potential technological remedies to the
conventional imbalance, or on “deep” strategies striking at the
enemy’s rear. Some Couplers worry that the deep strategies may
smack of NATO offensive intentions inconsistent with a defen-
sive alliance, or that they might otherwise provoke the Soviets;
this ie particularly true among West Germans who are aware of
continued latent fear of German aggression.

Indeed, although the Couplers tend to think as Europeans in
terms of their concerns and their approaches, national differences
among France, Britain, and Germany, as well as the smaller
members, are also visible on several issues.

— The French act more self-sufficiently than the others, enjoy-
ing general voter support for maintenance of their com-
pletely independent nuclear force and their refusal to rejoin
NATO’s integrated military structure. In addition, as philo-
sophes who tend to take intellectual constructs to their logi-
cal ends, the French, more than other European NATO
members, fear the eifect of the zero-zero agreement on U.S.
decoupling. They have also feared decoupling longer than
any one else, long before zero-zero or strategic parity; that is
a major reason why de Gaulle created the independent deter-
rent. One result of recent acute decoupling fears is that the
French have been ardent suitors for German defense
cooperation. French guardianship of their own freedom of
action, however, has made them unwilling to give the Ger-
mans absolute guarantees of mutual action against attack on
Germany, although this may be changing. Nor have the
French been able to wean the Germans from the integrated
military structure, which would be necessary were NATO to
move from its U.S.-dependent Atlantic orientation to a more
purely European Franco-German core. In any case, actual
French military policy has differed from announced philoso-
phy; in unofficial ways, the French have continued military
cooperation with the rest of the Alliance, and they are
counted upon in case of Soviet attack.
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— The British are far more relaxed about the American com-
mitment than are the French. They see a possible gradual
weakening of the commitment, and a need in any case for a
strengthening of the European pillar, but these are long-run
evolutions that will be affected by ongoing events. Chief
among these events in the late 1980s have been the changes
in Soviet policy brought about by Gorbachev, and many Brit-
ish Couplers take them quite seriously, believing that it is
Soviet rather than American changes that may transform the
character of the Alliance. Unlike the French, the British are
not united over defense policy. Although the Conservative
government is firmly Coupler, as is a small portion of the
Labour Party on the left and much of the smaller
Liberal/Social Democratic group in the middle, the
majority-supported official party position of Labour opposes
NATO nuclear deterrence and defense.

— The West Germans are more divided than either of the other
two major European NATO nations. A large portion of the
opposition Socialist Party—whether it is a majority of the
party is not clear—takes a position similar to that of the
British Labour Party, and the small Green Party is more
extreme. In addition, the Coupler establishment itself, made
up of the government coalition plus the more moderate por-
tion of the Socialists, covers a broader range of views than in
France or Britain. The right wing of the establishment com-
bines French fears of American decoupling with their own
deep suspicions of Gorbachev’s motives. Other Couplers are
far more relaxed, on the British model, and have welcomed
the zero-zero agreement. What the German Couplers come
together on, however, is the Federal Republic’s continued
dependence on the American nuclear deterrent and the con-
sequent continued commitment to NATO. For this reason,
although fears of U.S. decoupling push Germany toward
greater defense cooperation with France, the dilemma of
NATOQO military integration with its American connection,
versus nonintegration with its French connection, has pre-
cluded moves by the Germans to a more than symbolic con- .
nection with the French. Another German consensus, based i
on the existence of East Germany with its common language
and history, is a substantially stronger concern with the
nations of the Soviet bloc than is evidenced in the rest of
Western Europe. The worry of some other Europeans,
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particularly French, that the Federal Republic’s interest in
the East might draw it away from NATO is denied by Ger-
man Couplers, who are far more realistic than implied by
» French fears of German nostalgia for Mitteleuropa.

Some of the fears and inconsistencies of the Couplers can be traced
back to the felt political threat of the smaller European school of
thought to the left. Although it is not powerful electorally, the anti-
INF demonstrations mounted by this school in the early 1980s affected
the beliefs of Coupler governments about what they can and cannot do.

e The Removers are the European peace movement, no longer
closely connected, as they were in the early 1960s, with the
American peace movement. The connection has attenuated
because the American movement emphasizes getting rid of U.S.
and Soviet strategic nuclear weapons, whereas the Removers,
parallel to the European mainstream Couplers, concentrate on
European issues. The defining characteristic of the Removers is

! their desire to remove nuclear weapons from Europe. The radical

end of the school, including German church groups, the German

Greens, and the left wings of the British Labour Party and some

parties in the Low Countries and Scandinavia (the school is

| : insignificant in France), also want to get the United States out of
Europe and do away with NATO. The moderates, however,
including the leadership and the majority of the British Labour

Party and that indeterminate portion of the German Socialists

1 not counted among the Couplers, are interested in future elec-

toral success, for which they feel continued endorsement of

-_ NATO is necessary. Labour, for example, contested the 1987

i British election on a platform that called for doing away with the

: British nuclear deterrent, with the savings to go toward

strengthening the British conventional contribution to NATO.

They also wanted to remove all U.S. nuclear weapons from the

United Kingdom, but contended that this was consistent with

Alliance membership. In Germany, the Socialist Party, striking a

balance between its Removers and Couplers, did not advocate

ﬁ , doing away with nuclear deterrence in Europe, but did promise

that, if elected, it would remove American INF missiles from

German soil. The platform added a weaker “request” for removal

of Soviet missiles, and the party was somewhat embarrassed

when the zero-zero agreement went beyond them and did away
with Soviet as well as American intermediate-range weapons. In
any case, the Socialists continued to endorse NATO, as well as
backing such militaristic devices as conscription.
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In addition to their negative antinuclear stance, the Removers set
forth a positive proposal for “defensive defenses” against Soviet
conventional attack. The central point of this concept is the sub-
stitution of in-place antitank defenses for NATO tank forces,
which could be used offensively against the Warsaw Pact.

Ironically, the American school of thought that corresponds most
closely to the European Removers of the left is mainly on the right end
of the U.S. political spectrum. It is far smaller in proportion to its
electorate than are the Removers, but like them it helps define the
bounds of the pro-NATO mainstream.

o The Withdrawers want the United States to get out of NATO, or
at least to decrease its commitment sharply. The right-wing
Withdrawers, most of those in the school, base this in part on
traditional American isolationism, but in greater part on strong
anticommunism. They believe that the West Europeans are soft
on the Soviets, in part out of fear but also because they want to
profit from doing business with the East. The Withdrawers also
believe that the strong U.S. commitment to Europe dilutes Amer-
ican power, which should be devoted to the global anticommunist
mission of confronting the Soviets in parts of the world where
the danger is greater than in Europe. They also stress burden-
sharing, the belief that the Europeans should be doing more for
their own defense, relieving the United States of much of the
cost.

Many in the American mainstream emphasize burden-sharing,
and some also join the Withdrawers in the belief that the United
States should pay more attention to its global interests. Some
well-known Americans, notably former Secretary of State Henry
Kissinger and former National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzez-
inski, have used these views as premises for recommending a
restructuring of NATO; consequently some European Couplers
lump them together with the American Withdrawers. There is a
sharp distinction, however: Far from advocating withdrawal from
NATO, Kissinger's and Brzezinski’s centrist proposals are
designed to strengthen the Alliance for the long haul.

The Withdrawers of the right are joined by those few members of
the American peace movement on the left who pay any attention
to NATO. They do not share the anticommunism of the
rightists, but for other reasons having to do with reduction of the
danger of nuclear conflict starting from war in Europe, they join
in the withdrawal prescription. Also in the Withdrawer school
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are some advocates of a strong Navy who believe that American
power worldwide should be sea- rather than land-based.

The mainstream American school covers a broad band of American
officials and analysts, including those who disagree strongly with one
another about such non-NATOQO matters of defense policy as strategic
nuclear weapons and policy for the Third World.

o The Maintainers comprise the large majority of the Americans
who participate in the NATO debate. They are defined by their
desire to maintain the American commitment, including the ulti-
mate nuclear commitment, to the deterrence of Soviet attack
against Western Europe and to the defense of Europe if need be.
Although the Maintainers differ with one another on many
NATO-related matters, as well as disagreeing strongly on other
security issues, they come together on three propositions related
to the Alliance: first, that the conventional-nuclear threshold
should be kept as high as possible to preclude an American
president from having to make the choice between losing in
Europe or commencing nuclear war; second, to do this, NATO’s
conventional capabilities should be increased (but how to pay for
it is difficult to say); and third, that the American commitment
to the Alliance is and should remain strong.

The first proposition concerning the high threshold, the Ameri-
can military analog to the Buropean political focus on the U.S.
commitment, is particularly important to the Maintainers. They
do not want the commitment to NATO to draw the United
States into a premature nuclear war; they want NATO to be able
to defend itself conventionally well enough to avoid such a war,
or at least long enough to avoid an immediate nuclear decision.
To this end, the Maintainers pay a great deal of attention to the
way in which a war in Europe might be fought and the way the
threshold decision might be approached. From 1979 to 1987 they
debated, first about the role of INF in deterrence in Europe, and
then about the role of the INF-removing zero-zero agreement as
it might affect deterrence. Some Maintainers contend that
President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) raises the
threshold; others disagree (as do most Couplers). A few suggest a
policy of No First Use of nuclear weapons by NATO; most feel
that so high a threshold for nuclear use would remove the neces-
sary nuclear element from deterrence of Soviet conventional
attack. (Almost all European Couplers take the No First Use
policy more seriously than most Americans and are quite
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frightened by the potential loss of deterrence.) The Maintainer
consensus re-forms, however, around No Early Use of nuclear
weapons, which is another term for a high threshold, the first
proposition.

The consensus also holds on the second proposition, increased
conventional capabilities, as the single most important contribu-
tor to the first. Most Maintainers are convinced that current
capabilities will allow little time between the onset of conven-
tional war in Europe and the nuclear decision, and they want to
improve matters. To this end, they stress the need for increased
contributions to conventional defense by the European members
of the Alliance. Even if this is achieved, however, few believe
that NATO will pay for conventional forces that will do more
than substantially delay a well-conceived Soviet attack. The
Maintainers, more than the Couplers, then turn to new technolo-
gies or “deep” strategies to right the balance. Here too, however,
doubts are strong. More recently, some hopes have been
expressed that perhaps conventional arms controls can help.

In spite of their doubts about conventional capabilities, the
Maintainers hold strongly to the third proposition, the continued
U.S. commitment to NATO. Even in the 1984 Senate debate
over the Nunn Amendment, which was an attempt to use the
threat of somewhat decreased American troop levels in Europe to
force greater European burden-sharing, Senator Nunn and others
proclaimed the continued U.S. commitment, no matter what.
And in the American debate before the signing of the 1987 zero-
zero agreement, a chief point made by the opponents was based
on transatlantic resonance: that regardless of the military facts
of INF, the West Europeans considered it essential to their secu-
rity and it therefore should not be negotiated away. The pro-
ponents of zero-zero took other steps to reassure the
Europeans—e.g., a House of Representatives resolution to con-
tinue existing American troop levels in Europe. Indeed, one of
the ironies of the zero-zero debate was that Kissinger, who a few
years previously had upset the Europeans with his proposals for
restructuring NATO, opposed the agreement on grounds that it
would disturb the Alliance. The earlier Kissinger proposal was
for some replacement by Europeans of American troops in
Europe, together with a concomitant increase in European
responsibilities. Brzezinski’s proposal was similar. Both were
attempts to strengthen the Alliance; neither envisioned any
weakening of the ultimate American commitment to the defense,




xiv

including the nuclear defense, of Western Europe. And neither
has been taken very seriously by other Maintainers; and consid-
ering the eminence of their authors, that indicates general Main-
tainer satisfaction with the Alliance as it is.

The Kissinger and Brzezinski proposals may imply some con-
scious building of the “European pillar” of the Alliance, but as
Americans, the Maintainers tend to avoid explicit comment on
the European concept or the Franco-German version. Implicitly
gome seem to welcome the burden-sharing implications of the pil-
lar, others to fear the potential weakening of the American tie
(and perhaps American dominance of NATO). One Maintainer
attitude, however, is based on negative resonance with some
Couplers: Some Europeans fear American abandonment, which
leads them to proposals for European substitution; some Ameri-
cans read these proposals and propose further withdrawals
because of the potential European substitutions.

In any case, although resonance, positive and negative, may blur the
differences between the major American and European schools, the dis-
tinction between the Maintainers and the Couplers remains quite clear.
In four key areas:

e The Maintainers might accept a strengthened European pillar,
but most would prefer to keep the Alliance as it is; the Couplers
want to begin serious movement toward a pillar and perhaps a
parallel alliahce within (or, in the extreme, even outside) NATO.

e The Maintainers want stronger conventional capabilities even if
it takes more money, particularly European money; the Couplers
fear that they may have to spend more.

¢ The Maintainers believe that nuclear deterrence is necessary but
dangerous, and they want to raise the threshold; the Couplers see
nuclear deterrence as basic to their security, but they are willing
to raise the threshold, at least in resonance to American desires,
if it doesn’t cost too much.

¢ The Maintainers believe that the United States has worldwide
responsibilities; the Couplers are afraid of American diversion
from Europe.

In one area crucial to all the others, although a broad range of views
exists on both sides of the Atlantic, the differences do not divide the
Maintainers and the Couplers. The issue is the interpretation of
Soviet objectives and strategies. Before Gorbachev, views differed
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widely; the differences have tended to carry over to the “new” USSR,
although their relative weights may have changed. On one end, before
Gorbachev, were the American and West European Sovietologists who
saw every Soviet move as a tactic to disrupt the Alliance or otherwise
gain the objective of dominating Europe by driving the United States
out. On the other end were those who believed that the Soviets were
willing to seek these objectives opportunistically, but that in recent
years their primary efforts had been simply to maintain their position
in Western Europe and, particularly, in their East European empire.
No Maintainer or Coupler Sovietologists were willing to attribute to
the Soviets any real desire to move toward a new, more stable, and bal-
anced equilibrium in Europe.

Although some doubts existed about Gorbachev’s real departure
from this pattern, before and after he succeeded Chernenko, more
recently nobody has questioned that he is in fact different, and makes
a difference. For those who were suspicious before, the difference is
that of a brilliant new set of tactics, perhaps amounting to a new strat-
egy, and if we are not careful these tactics are likely to provide the
Soviets with far more success than in the past in reaching their Euro-
pean objectives. For those on the other end, it may be that the Soviets
have really changed their objectives, if not for all time at least for a
long enough foreseeable future to create a new, more comfortable, and
less armed balance in Europe. The emphasis must be on “may,” how-
ever; nobody among the Maintainers or Couplers has been willing to
place a large bet on new Soviet good will, if for no other reason than
the substantial uncertainty, whatever Gorbachev’s “real” objectives, as
to whether he can overcome internal obstacles to their achievement or,
indeed, whether he can last.

Divergent premises on the Soviet Union thus lead to conservative
and less divergent operational conclusions. Rather than bringing about
substantially new Western policies, the operational difference made by
Gorbachev is that the agenda the Soviets might agree to is seen as far
more open than ever before. This is accepted across the Maintainer-
Coupler spectrum. For the suspicious, new Soviet tactics are acting on
Western public opinion and politics to force it open; we must play
much more carefully than in the past. For the hopeful, we must
play—also carefully—because we might get what we asked for, as we
did in the case of zero-zero, which was, after all, a Western proposal.

The main new agenda concerns arms control. Zero-zero was the
first fruit of the new Soviet strategy, but zero-zero was unsatisfactory
enough for NATO—in the way it was conceived in 1981, the way it was
negotiated in 1987, and, for many, in its content as well—that it has
had major effects on Alliance attitudes toward the next arms control
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steps. The most important such effect commands a near-unanimous
consensus among Maintainers and Couplers. It is: be serious this time;
in both the strategic and the European arms control arenas, propose
only controls that we want.

Initial serious proposals for further controls within Europe have
begun to appear in NATO. Most debaters on both sides of the Atlantic
would prefer to stay away from additional European nuclear controls in
the near future, or to consider controls on the remaining shorter-range
weapons in the context of conventional arms controls; many still fear
the “slippery slope” to full denuclearization. Perhaps paradoxically,
because they are most concerned about denuclearization, the Germans
have suggested negotiations in the next lowest missile range, down to
100 kilometers. They argue that such missiles can only fall on Ger-
mans, East and West; more important they point to a heavy Soviet
preponderance in this category. In any case, they propose only a cut-
ting down, not a zeroing out. Unilaterally, the Alliance has begun to
examine its own post-zero-zero nuclear posture, including proposals for
replacing the INF missiles with sea- or air-launched missiles dedicated
to NATO and capable of reaching the Soviet Union.

Because of the tendency to stay away from new nuclear controls and
the belief that cutting back the nuclear deterrent in Europe makes the
conventional imbalance even more important, conventional controls
are being examined for their potential in assisting rebalance. One
implication of zero-zero has been more stress on the desirability of uni-
lateral strengthening of conventional capabilities, but nobody has
believed that additional resources substantial enough to make a major
difference would be forthcoming; most analysts agree that that would
take a major increase in the Soviet threat as perceived by Western
publics, and Gorbachev has provided just the opposite. Because of this
unlikelihood of unilateral increases, additional attention has been paid
to the possibility of rebalancing through negotiated NATO and Pact
conventional drawdowns, although some warn that we should not count
on arms control to achieve what we were unwilling to do ourselves.
Arms controls that could help achieve this objective, or even be accept-
able to NATO, would have to be highly asymmetrical, decreasing the
much larger forces on the Soviet side much more than those of the
Alliance. Senator Nunn has proposed a cut of 13 Soviet divisions in
return for two U.S. divisions; other studies have suggested that a 5:1
ratio (measured somewhat differently) was an appropriate breakeven
point, below which mutual decreases would actually exacerbate the
imbalance.

In any case, these analyses and calculations were just beginning, in
the wake of zero-zero.
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My own conclusions about NATO are that:

o Europe has been stable, and Western Europe secure, for a long
time, at least since the end of the Berlin crises of the early
1960s.

e Security and stability will be strongest if NATO remains
strong. !

e Both the American and the European sides of the Alliance need
to avoid suspicions leading to cumulative negative resonance.

e The Gorbachev era may make possible substantial improve-
ments through arms control, but “trust” of the Soviets has
nothing to do with it. We should look for agreements that do
not depend on trust and that increase both Western security
and East-West stability.

The American electoral calendar is likely to make substantial new
arms control agreements difficult through 1988 and part of 1989.
Given NATO’s record for headlong rushes in ill-thought-through direc-
tions, this will be fortunate—if the time is taken for Alliance con-
sideration of goals, strategies, and next steps, in what may well be a
new and even exhilarating era. New era or not, a strong NATO will be
the keystone to Western security for a long time to come.
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I. INTRODUCTION

I don’t know what effect these men will have upon the
enemy, but, by God, they frighten me.

—attributed sometimes to the Duke of Wellington

and sometimes to George III

Arguments about logical consistency and conceptual neatness
become the currency for intra-alliance bargaining in a
manner which may exacerbate disagreement and transform
difference in emphasis to disputes about theological abso-
lutes. Fears abound that doctrinal positions have been
thrown up as camouflage for disengagement, decoupling, or
centralization of control. Thus NATO has at times been
absorbed in great debates of strategy in a manner which has
generated tensions of an order that the Russians have been
hard put to emulate.

—Johan Jorgen Holst!

There are few objective truths about the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization—the Atlantic Alliance. One fact is that the Alliance was
armed in 1953 in response to what was seen as a substantial Soviet
military threat to Western Europe. That is history, however; although
the nations of the Alliance still believe the threat to exist, it has faded
and changed substantially over the intervening years. NATO today is
shaped primarily by the political needs of its member nations and by
the members’ perceptions of the Soviet Union and of each other. For
British troops two centuries ago, and perhaps for NATO today too, as
Johan Holst suggested some years before he became an active partici-
parit as Norwegian Defense Minister, it is not always clear who is most
frightened by which perceptions.

The Alliance is in this sense very much a subjective one, engaged to
a substantial degree in analyzing itself. A broad consensus (including
the author of this report) believe its continued existence to remain
essential to Western well-being and to world peace, because without
NATO the Soviets might still attempt to dominate Europe, militarily
or politically. But the military as well as the political shape of the
Alliance is based more on national and Alliance politics than on
imminent military threats.

1Johan Jorgen Holst, “Flexible Options in Alliance Strategy,” in Johan J. Holst and
Uwe Nerlich (eds.), Beyond Nuclear Deterrence, Crane, Russak and Co., New York, 1977,
pp. 267-268,
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This subjectivity leads to a debate over NATO’s present policies and
future structure that is complex and quite difficult to follow. Issues in
the debate are mixtures of military and political factors; participants
are officials and analysts within the member nations.? In the last half
of the 1980s in particular, but more generally since at least the mid-
1970s, the confusions of the debate have led to some policies that
nobody liked even as compromises, and to intra-Alliance suspicions
and hostilities that have presented unnecessary threats to the organiza-
tion itself. The object of this study is to sort out the issues and the
participants and to analyze the premises and logic leading to varying
policy conclusions, not in order to evaluate which are “right” or
“wrong” but to make clearer than at present what the debaters disagree
about, and why. As changes in the Alliance accelerate, new postures
will be based on the response of old positions to new pressures. Better
understanding of underlying viewpoints may help direct change toward
the preservation of NATO’s strengths and halt internal erosion based
on correctible misperceptions of the views of others.

The remainder of this Introduction enlarges upon the initial asser-
tion about military and political perceptions, sets forth the four
“schools of thought” into which the report divides the debaters for pur-
poses of detailed examination of opposing contentions, categorizes the
issues on which the schools agree or disagree, and concludes by outlin-
ing the several substantive themes of the report.

This introductory section is followed by a brief history of NATO
and thinking about NATO. The next four sections examine in detail
the views presented by the members of the schools of thought, to
extract premises and logic from the open written record. These four
sections analyze the underlying structure of the debate over the Alli-
ance, particularly as it has developed through the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Force (INF) years, the period between NATO’s 1979 “two-
track” decision to install the missiles of the INF in Europe while pro-
posing to negotiate them against similar Soviet weapons, and the 1987
agreement to remove both the INF and the Soviet force.

In the late 1980s, NATO may be beginning a major transformation,
largely induced by apparent extraordinary changes in its Soviet and
Warsaw Pact opponents, as symbolized by the 1987 agreement. Rather
than trying to capture these changes in mid-flight, the final section
provides an epilog, describing some of the major directions of change
and suggesting the ways in which the debate and the Alliance may
move.

2The material is drawn almost entirely from individual writings. Although the report
provides political context, the analysis concerns the logic of ideas, not the politics of
pressures and policy determination.




MILITARY AND POLITICAL PERCEPTIONS

NATO started as a fairly simple concept. It was created in the late
1940s to enable “us”—the West, clearly led by the Marshall Plan and
military big brother the United States—to resist aggression by
“them”—Stalin’s USSR. Such aggression may or may not have been a
real possibility, but it most certainly was a real fear in Western
Europe. The fear was based on the military and political hegemony
the Soviet Union had imposed on Eastern Europe, reinforced by the
Berlin blockade, and soon put by the North Korean attack on South
Korea into terms of very concrete possibilities of military invasion of
Western Europe, perhaps by Soviet proxies. NATO was thus initially
presented with a conceptually simple problem, mostly military
(although the role of recently-Nazi Germany presented intra-Alliance
political problems from the start) and only two-sided. And, almost
since the beginning of the Alliance, the explicit solution to the problem
has involved both conventional and nuclear military power, with
nuclear weapons being the ultimate sanction against superior Soviet
conventional forces as well as Soviet nuclear threats.

Forty years after the creation of NATO, and thirty-five after the
decision to man and equip it as a multi-nation armed alliance, the fear
of direct military attack by the Soviets has almost faded, but it has not
been dismissed completely. The Soviet capability for such an attack,
conventional or nuclear or both, still exists; were all Western forces
opposed to such aggression to disappear or the ultimate nuclear sanc-
tion to be withdrawn, the attack or its more likely Platonic political
shadow, Soviet domination of West Europe without actual invasion,
could again be seen as a major danger.

The danger is not inherent in geography or political economy.
Achieving a zero fear of the Soviet Union by Western Europeans is
possible; such a change is not unprecedented. Canada, for example,
does not fear the overwhelming military might of the United States,
nor do the French worry about a German attack. In terms of a mil-
lenium of accumulated European history that is no less remarkable
than would be a peaceful and permeable border between East and West
Europe say 20 years from now. Were this to come to pass, there would
be no more perceived need for the West to resist Soviet political pres-
sure than there is for Canada to mount a military defense against the
“American Way,” or for France or Germany to bow to the other. And
there would be no need for the Western military alliance; NATO would
probably disappear.

That time is not yet; perhaps it never will be. Throughout the West
the Alliance is seen as remaining quite necessary. The difficulty that
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dominates the debate, however, is that with the fading away of the sim-
ple and direct military threat that engendered NATO initially, the mil-
itary and political issues of the Alliance depend more and more on
national and individual perceptions of the quality of a much more sub-
tle Soviet threat: All those troops and tanks in East Germany,
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and the Soviet Union itself are not likely to
move west; but still and all, in the absence of good defenses, they
could. Western defenses, particularly nuclear, remain the necessary
deterrent against Warsaw Pact attack; were the West to lack such
defenses, it might be best not to upset the Great Power that controls
the Pact’s troops and tanks. The Soviets could thus extend political
and economic constraints around the free nations of NATO, as they
have around Finland.

It is “Finlandization” rather than military occupation that NATO
Europe has worried about for two or more decades. The concept of a
nation operating under a democratic system in the best European sense
but nonetheless making its decisions in the belief tha. it cannot afford
to irritate a far more powerful neighbor is a difficult one. Finland is
the only current example; perhaps history can provide others among
nations that existed on the periphery of Nazi Germany in the 1930s
(Czechoslovakia in particular), but these had only brief lives because
Hitler soon regularized their status by conquering them. Nonetheless,
the concept remains. Western fears tend to be confirmed by Soviet
doctrines related to the “correlation of forces,”® which assert that
greater conformity to the wishes and needs of the USSR should in fact
follow its preponderance of power. It is these fears, supported by the
still-perceived possibility of the actual use of force by the Soviets, that
motivate the nations of Western Europe and the United States to stay
together in an alliance strong enough to deter the potential political
and military threats from the East. Because of the evanescent nature
of the political and military threats, however, and because of the lack
of concrete and current evidence bearing on them, the debate tends
toward the theological, although not so much as the debate over
nuclear deterrence, where no real evidence is available.

The various Soviet threats are latent, however. More important to
the shaping of the Alliance of the 1980s, and more difficult to deal with
than external threats, are each member’s perceptions of the other
members of the Alliance and of the other members’ perceptions. The
issue around which most of the debate rages is that

3See p. 73.

4See Robert A. Levine, The Strategic Nuclear Debate, The RAND Corporation,
R-3565-FF/CC/RC, October 1987.
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Americans have committed themselves to the defense of Western
Europe by nuclear means if necessary, but in order to deter aggression
the Soviets must believe that commitment, and in order to keep the
Alliance together the West Europeans must believe it and believe that
the Soviets believe it.

For Europeans, this issue is one of survival of their nations and their
civilization; it is central to their security concerns. Most American
officials and analysts, however, tend to take their own commitment for
granted, and they talk about it less.

The difference in vital interests is not the only one, however.
NATO’s military posture consists of both military and political ele-
ments, and Americans and West Europeans differ over the balance
between them. The most important example concerns the question of
the threshold at which defense will change from conventional to
nuclear. Americans treat this as being a military issue of threat, esca-
lation, and combat; deterrence is made credible to Soviets and West
Europeans by the United States maintaining the rationality of nuclear
response as a final alternative to defeat. West Europeans treat the
same problem as a political issue of U.S. will; deterrence is made credi-
ble to the Soviets and other Europeans by the visibility of the Ameri-
can deterrent force, as a manifest of that will. As a result of these and
similar differences, Americans tend to raise military issues within the
Alliance, Europeans react; Europeans tend to raise political issues,
Americans react.

The military-political distinction raises another problem. It is very
difficult to justify vast military expenditures on mainly political
grounds, particularly on the basis of satisfying one’s allies. In 1965,
Norman Jones and I wrote that:

To preserve the Alliance,...a [military] posture should try to
satisfy (or at least not violate) the felt needs of the members, and we
thus can arrive at a set of political criteria, based on these needs. . . .
Since [such] political imperatives . . . will not suffice to obtain popu-
lar and governmental support for a posture, however, some military
rationale is still needed, as a binding force for the chosen posture. . . .
The threat of an all-out Soviet invasion of Western Europe seems to
have outlived its usefulness as a rationale, primarily because few
governments or people still believe it to be realistic.’

Qur crystal ball was clouded in one respect: After more than 20 addi-
tiona] years of implausibility, the all-out Soviet invasion still lives as
the primary military rationale for the political Alliance. Nonetheless,
the need for a military rationale to justify steps taken to satisfy

SQuoted in Robert A, Levine, Public Planning: Failure and Redirection, Basic Books,
New York, 1872, pp. 121-122,
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political requirements continues to affect the NATO debate, and some-
times to dominate it.

The tendency of the Alliance to be more concerned with itself than
with the threat from its Warsaw Pact opponents has, if anything, been
increasing over many years. Ironically, what might change this intro-
spective orientation is the possibility that the Soviet Union under the
new leadership of Mikhail Gorbachev, or after Gorbachev, might swing
radically in one direction cr another; and the NATO West might be
forced to concentrate again on the precise nature of the threat or
nonthreat from the East.

One French analyst, writing in 1986, stated that: “In the bundle of
factors that have, since 1954, determined the evolution of the Franco-
German dialogue on matters of security, the Soviet Union has
appeared, without doubt, as the only constant.”® Although Soviet con-
stancy has not been invariant in its expression—after the end of the
Berlin crises of the early 1960s, for example, the possibility of direct
use of military force seemed to decrease substantially—the USSR has
remained a hostile opponent. Soviet hostility and opposition could be
counted on, even if implemented differently under Khrushchev than
under Stalin, and in still other ways under Brezhnev. Should this
underlying constancy now change radically one.way or another, the
NATO debate could shift focus back to the Soviet Union instead of the
member nations of the Alliance.

In fact, rapid change on the Soviet side has already begun. It will
not be clear for many years how radical or how permanent it is—how
far Gorbachev wants to or can push internal liberalization, or, for that
matter, how long he will be in a position to keep trying. Equally
unclear for at least as long will be the extent to which the new interna-
tional approaches of the Soviet Union represent a difference of tactics
rather than a fundamental shift of objectives. What is clear is that the
USSR in the late 19808 appears very different from what anyone on
either side of the East-West border predicted in the early part of the
decade. Almost as certain is that whether the future direction is
toward openness and international cooperation or repression and hos-
tility, the Soviet Union of the 1990s will be far different from that of
the 1970s. Technology, economics, and demographics will preclude
simple reversion to the past, just as when Brezhnev retreated from the
proto-perestroika of Khrushchev, the resulting Soviet Union of the
1960s and 1970s was quite different from Stalin’s Soviet Union of the
1940s.

Nicole Gnessoto, “Le Dialogue Franco-Allemand depuis 1954: Patience et Longeur
de Temps,” in Karl Kaiser and Pierre Lellouche (eds.), Le Couple Franco-Allemand et la
Défense de I'Europe, IFRI, Paris, 1986, p. 11.
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One way or another, the North Atlantic Alliance will have a new-
style opponent; one way or another the Alliance will have to adapt.
The Epilog to this report suggests that the NATO organism is likely to
internalize the external stimuli stemming from Soviet change, shifting
relationships within the Alliance rather than either breaking up or
creating a radically different relationship with the Warsaw Pact. Such
adaptations have begun in the late 1980s, as the Alliance and its
members have reacted to radical-seeming Soviet arms control and
related proposals and have tried to come up with proposals of their
own designed to maintain and improve the security of Western Europe.
Yet predictions going beyond the immediate future of NATO are no
more certain than those attempting to lay out the future direction of
Soviet change. The only certainty is change itself, with the change on
both sides likely to occur much more rapidly than we have been accus-
tomed to for at least the last two decades.

SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT

A “School of Thought” is a somewhat arbitrary construct with which
to analyze a debate; any debater worth considering is idiosyncratic, and
policy views vary along a continuum rather than falling into discrete
groups. Nonetheless, positions in most debates tend to assemble
around specific issues and specific opinions on these issues. Although
the precise boundaries between the schools described here are neces-
sarily arbitrary, the lines delineate recognizable clusters of views.

Policy views consist logically of value judgments about desirable
states of the world, analyses of existing and possible states, and recom-
mendations about actions policymakers should take o move toward
desirable outcomes within the range of the possible.” Recommendations
ordinarily provide the best basis for distinguishing schools of thought;
and the major schools in the NATO debate are grouped around various
American and European recommendations, based in part on different
analyses but perhaps even more on different value weights put on
potential gains and risks. To be sure, none of these differences are
cleancut: Europeans differ widely among themselves over NATO

"For a fuller description of these logical constructs, see Robert A, Levine, The Arms
Debate, pp. 14-27. The NATO debate is subject to one additional complexity absent
from the other two segments of the American arms debate, those concerning military
policy toward the Third World, and the control and use of strategic nuclear weapons. In
those two, the recommendations are made to a single government, that of the United
States. In the NATO debate, they are addressed to 16 sovereignties, and what is a
recommendation to one—“Cur government should do this”—is an analytical issue for the
others—*“Will they do it?”
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policy, and so do Americans. Further, some Americans tend to argue
like Europeans, some Europeans argue like Americans; in particular,
lines tend to blur because some arguments on each side of the Atlantic
are based on resonance, conscious efforts to placate the other side.

Nonetheless, the European-American distinction stands up as the
crucial one for understanding this very complex debate. It stands up
because European debaters start out with the preservation of Western
Europe as their central value, and how to maintain the essential Amer-
ican deterrent role in their preservation is the major analytical issue
they debate about. American debaters start out assuming the U.S. role,
but how to balance deterrence of Soviet aggression against Western
Europe with avoidance of strategic nuclear war is much of what they
debate about. All this results in diverging European and American pol-
icy recommendations in spite of similarities on some specific issues.
This European-American difference is based more on variously
weighted value sets leading to different choices of salient issues than it
is on major analytical or value differences on specific issues.

This report divides the NATO debaters among four schools of
thought, major and minor ones (defined in terms of their effect on
policymaking) on each side of the Atlantic. Most American officials
and analysts come together into one major school.

. The‘Maintainers. The members of this school stress the impor-
tance of maintaining the commitment of the United States to
European defense. They converge on three propositions:

— No Early Use of Nuclear Weapons. Recognizing that nuclear
weapons are part of the overall scheme to deter Soviet
aggression in Europe, and that this implies an inherent pos-
sibility that we might have to use them, nuclear defense
should be a last resort, not a first. Almost all American offi-
cials and analysts espouse a doctrine of “No Early Use” of
nuclear weapons in Europe: Do everything else possible
first, even though such a high conventional-nuclear threshold
might conceivably be taken as an unwillingness to use
nuclear weapons at all and could thus downgrade deterrence.
(It might, however, strengthen deterrence by making any ini-
tial American response more likely.)

— Increased Conventional Capabilities. To make No Early Use
as plausible as possible, substantial stress should be placed
on improving NATO’s conventional capabilities and strate-
gies. A corollary-by-omission of this proposition is that not
much is said about how to pay for such improvements. Both
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the desire for increased conventional capabilities and the
economic-budgetary conundrum have deep roots in NATO’s
history.

— Continued U.S. Commitment. As noted, Europeans question
this, or at least fear its erosion. Most Americans do not.
They desire no diminution of the historic U.S. commitment
to the defense of NATO Europe and believe that no substan-
tial weakening has yet occurred at either the conventional or
nuclear levels. Although the commitment has lacked the cer-
tainty of a doomsday machine, it has sufficed to deter Soviet
adventurism in Europe for 40 years, and can continue to do
80 in the future in much the same manner. Commitment,
measured as the probability of appropriate U.S. response,
however, is not synonomous with the size of the U.S. forces
in Europe, conventional or nuclear, representing that
response. No consensus exists on these matters, and some
Americans believe that the same commitment can be
expressed more cheaply or differently.

To stress the consensus on these three propositions does not
imply that the Maintainers form a single tight-knit school. On
other issues in the overall arms debate, Americans divide into
diverse schools.® And important differences over NATO also
exist, although they relate only in part to those on non-NATO
issues. For example, the 1987 negotiations over zeroing out
Soviet and American Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces in
Europe caused substantial controversy among American Main-
tainers, as well as between Americans and Europeans and among
Europeans. Such differences among the Maintainers are tactical
and temporary, appearing more on the surface than along deep
fault lines based on substantially different value judgments or
analytical conclusions. Many of the Americans who opposed the
INF agreement did so primarily because they were worried about
the reactions of European NATO members, rather than them-
selves fearing that it would substantially weaken deterrence or
defense, an example of transatlantic resonance based on percep-
tions of perceptions. Such tactical differences are the reason why
the INF controversy threw together such unusual bedfellows:
President Reagan and enthusiastic arms controllers favoring the
zeroing out of INF; former President Nixon and Democratic

8See Levine, The Strategic Nuclear Debate; and The Arms Debate and the Third
World: Have We Learned From Vietnam.
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Chairman Les Aspin of the House Armed Services Committee
opposing it. On future issues, tactics may sort the sides out dif-
ferently.

The split between the Maintainers and the other, much smaller,
American school that in recent years has spun off the right wing of this
pro-NATO consensus is more fundamental:

e The Withdrawers. They want the United States to effectively
withdraw from NATO. Most of them believe that Western
Europe is fully capable of defending itself, is decadently unwilling
to to so, and in any case is flirting far too seriously with the
Soviet Union. Most Withdrawers are strong anti-Communists
including many of the same individuals who want to confront the
Soviet Union throughout the Third World, but they believe that
the threat of Western Europe actually “going Communist” is
slim, so that the United States should apply its limited military
and other resources to areas where the danger is more real, as
well as to such regions of growing economic importance as Japan
and the rest of the Pacific Basin. Public Interest editor and NYU
Professor Irving Kristol is one prophet here; Professor Melvin
Krauss, also of NYU, is another. In addition, although most
American radical disarmers of the left focus on strategic nuclear
weapons and do not treat with NATO as such, the few who do
enter the European thicket make policy recommendations similar
to those coming from the right, and they are included in this
school, as are some strong-Navy partisans who want to concen-
trate expenditures on seaborne capabilities rather than land
forces anywhere.?

The Withdrawers can be considered a “minor” School of Thought
in that there are few of them and their influence in the United
States, even within the Reagan administration, which most of
them back, is small. But they influence the NATO debate in at
least one important way: Many of the European debaters take
their views seriously as an indication of a future American trend
toward withdrawal from the Alliance, and this conditions the
views and arguments of these Europeans.

The European school most closely corresponding to the American
Withdrawers comes from the “peace movement.” Logically aligned

9The different premises from which various groups of Withdrawers arrive at similar
conclusions are so widespread that, were the group more significant to policymaking, it
might be divided more rigorously into subschools.
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with the American nuclear disarmers, they no longer have the same
close political relationship as existed in the early 1960s when the
British Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) and the American
Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE) worked closely together,
and Bertrand Russell and C. P. Snow were prophets of both move-
ments.

The Removers. What they want to remove is nuclear weapons
from Europe. They include the majority of the British Labour
Party, the Green Party and an important portion of the Social-
ists (SPD) in the Federal Republic of Germany, and sizable con-
tingents in most of the smaller NATO nations. The School is
larger relative to the total electorates of these countries than are
the American Withdrawers (or the American peace movement).
Nonetheless, its direct influence on national policies is small:
The peace movement participates in none of the major European
governments, and political arithmetic and the electoral calendar
make such participation in any near future highly unlikely; it
does affect the governments of some of the smaller NATO
members, but it controls none of them. Indirectly, however, the
movement’s ability to influence public opinion on specific issues
by its arguments and by mobilizing large numbers of demonstra-
tors keeps governments and oppositions, particularly in Germany,
looking over their shoulders, thus affecting the positions of the
larger European School of Thought.

The Removers fear the U.S. nuclear commitment to the old con-
tinent. The more extreme members of the school believe that the
United States, at least under President Reagan, is “morally
equivalent” to the Soviet Union, at least under Chairman Gor-
bachev, although the movement began to gather strength when
Brezhnev was still Soviet leader. They want the continent, East
and West, to solve their own problems in a nonnuclear way.

The more moderate Removers, including most of those in the
British Labour Party and the German SPD, remain pro-NATO.
They just want to get rid of the nuclear weapons in Europe, and
substitute conventional “defensive defenses” incapable of mount-
ing offensive operations across the East-West border. The Brit-
ish Removers want to get rid of the British independent nuclear
deterrent as well as the U.S. nuclear forces based in the United
Kingdom, but the movement is not important in France, the
owner of the other European independent deterrent force.

i
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The more important of the two European schools of thought encom-
passes the governments of almost all the European NATO members
and major segments of the opposition parties as well.

e The Couplers. This school includes a broad range of mainstream
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European officials and analysts, including many in opposition as
well as those in power, all of whom have some concern about the
U.S. commitment. This school puts the greatest stress on mutual
perceptions, starting with the perception of American intentions.
In contrast to the American Maintainers, who take the continued
U.S. obligation for granted, the Couplers focus on the question of
whether in fact the American commitment can be taken for
granted any more. They are particularly concerned about
“decoupling,” a weakening of the commitment that “couples”
American strategic nuclear forces to the defense of Western
Europe and thus provides the ultimate deterrent to Soviet aggres-
sion. The first two American propositions, on No Early Use and
stronger conventional capabilities, are examined and reexamined
to see whether they reveal any structural flaws in the third prop-
osition favoring continued American commitment. For a few
Europeans, particularly among the French, the question has been
whether the commitment ever could be taken for granted.

Coupler viewpoints on all issues do not vary clearly by national-
ity. The major nations do differ on the key issues of the U.S.
commitment to Europe and on the relationships among the Euro-
pean members, however; and the general gestalt of each of the big
three European nations can be described, as can some of the roles
in the NATO debate of the smaller members.

— The French, as philosophes, are the most concerned and the
least troubled. Since de Gaulle, they have expressed the
greatest doubts about the reliability of the American commit-
ment, but most of the doubters also concede that the poten-
tial of their own independent deterrent stems in large mea-
sure from the possibility that its use may invoke the far
larger U.S. nuclear force. French doubts about the quality
and endurance of the U.S. commitment lead them, philo-
sophically and perhaps pragmatically, toward more purely
European defense concepts, in which their perceptions of the
Germans in particular play a central role. So far as France’s
own defense policy is concerned, consensus is far stronger
than in the other major NATO nations: There is broad
national agreement on the need for continued independence
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of the French nuclear deterrent; there is no sentiment for
reintegration into the military structure of NATO; and the
Remover peace movement is trivial,

The British agree on the need for a better coordinated Euro-
pean defense effort, strategically and technologically, but
they base this more on its positive desirability than on any
fear of U.S. withdrawal of the commitment to NATO.
Unlike the French, the British are divided: Although the
Removers are in a distinct minority in the United Kingdom,
they form the majority of the main opposition party, Labour.
The British Coupler consensus, including the Conservative
government and most of the smaller Liberal and Social
Democratic opposition grouping in the middle, is that NATO
is evolving gradually, as always, and a substantial American
conventional and nuclear commitment is likely to be a
feature for a long time to come.

The West Germans have more of a division within the
Coupler establishment than do the French or British, as well
as a substantial debate between the establishment and the
Removers of the Green Party and the SPD left wing.
Within the governing coalition, the Christian Democrats
(CDU), including the Defense Minister, tend toward the
French fears, with their sister party the Bavarian Christian
Socialists (CSU) pulling even harder in this direction. Their
coalition partner, the Free Democrats (FDP), including the
long-time Foreign Minister, are far less tense as are the
Couplers in the SPD. The major basis for these divisions is
that, far more than the French and the British, the Germans
are pulled in three directions: by the close Atlantic tie to the
United States, by the European stress emphasized by the
French, and by the Soviet ability to turn the heat up or
down on the eastern border. The Federal Republic’s situa-
tion is complicated by its front-line geography, by its depen-
dence on the strength, particularly the nuclear strength, of
others, and by the existence of a Soviet-dominated country
with the same language and heritage, the German Demo-
cratic Republic. In addition, the residual guilt and suspi-
cions left over from the Nazi era place constraints, now
largely self-imposed, on German military policy.

Perhaps the only valid generalization that can be made about
the smaller member nations—Canada, Scandinavia, the Low
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Countries, southern Europe, and Turkey—is that they differ
from one another. They recognize that their choices, includ-
ing the possibility of simply opting out of NATO (which
might force them to leave the European Economic Commun-
ity as well) are constrained. Given this, most of the smaller
members tend toward the relaxed side of the concerns over
U.S. reliability. In addition, however, they contribute
several specific items to the debate. One is the reminder
that NATO confronts the Warsaw Pact elsewhere than on
the German central front; the “flank” nations, Norway and
Turkey, are the only ones having land borders with the
Soviet Union.! Another reminder is that the Alliance has
severe internal problems unrelated to the Soviets or the
Pact, the strong hostility between Greece and Turkey being
the chief case in point. In addition, although the govern-
ments of the smaller members, except perhaps for Greece,
remain firmly in the Coupler consensus, several of the
nations have Remover contingents strong enough to be taken
into consideration both as potential threats to some of the
national contributions (e.g.,, of conventional forces in key
sectors and of territory for military sites and supply lines)
and as advocates of some military strategies based on static
“defensive defenses,” which might otherwise be ignored.

ISSUES

The eight issue categories into which this report divides the subject
matter of the NATO debate range is a continuum from the almost
completely political to the almost strictly military. The European
Couplers stress the political end, and the issue they treat as central,
that of the American commitment and nuclear coupling, is largely
political—a question of will and willingness. These obviously depend
in some measure on the military factors that would determine the out-
come if the United States were to use its forces to fulfil the commit-
ment.

o The U.S. Commitment to NATO. European analysts and
authorities in the Coupler school believe that it has been the
U.S. commitment in general and the nuclear commitment
specifically that have deterred the threat of Soviet attack and

19The other NATO member bordering directly on the Soviet Union is the United
States, across the Bering Strait.
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continue to do so. Although most of them would prefer to
deemphasize the nuclear aspects, American Maintainers tend to
agree that the ultimate risk of nuclear war plays a central role
in NATO deterrence.

The detailed strategic questions raised under this rubric
include: What are U.S. policies with regard to nuclear deter-
rence of conventional or nuclear attacks in Europe that may
involve American troops but not the American homeland? Are
these policies changing drastically? How do the policies and
stated U.S. commitments fit with other U.S. commitments in
other parts of the world? Particularly in the light of changing
nuclear balances, how willing is the United States and how will-
ing will it be to stand itself hostage against attacks on allies?
And how long will current commitments last, how dependable
are they, and how reliable, particularly in the light of the
idiosyncracies of some recent American commanders-in-chief?
All of these are matters of perceptions and perceptions of per-
ceptions.

In addition to such matters of strategy and high policy,
economic issues play a large role in transatlantic relations. One
of these, burden-sharing within the Alliance, is within the pur-
view of this report. Others, particularly issues of international
trade, are peripheral here even though they may be the real
determinants of the future course of the military alliance.

Closely related to the U.S. commitment is the issue of

e The Europeans’ Commitments to Themselves. Even though
“Europe and (or versus) the United States” is common phrase-
ology, Europe is not a unit, at least not yet. Throughout the
history of the North Atlantic Alliance, but increasingly now,
the possibility has been discussed of a more specifically Euro-
pean role. This classical issue includes two rather different
components: the possibility of a more indigenously European
strategy, perhaps putting more weight than now on British and
French nuclear weapons, and the effort to produce weapons
cooperatively.

A more recent addition to the long-running discussion of a gen-
eral drawing together of the European members of NATO has
concerned the potential for Franco-German military coopera-
tion. Issues that have come into serious discussion include the
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extent to which the interests of both countries dictate that
France’s defensive frontier should be at the Elbe rather than
the Rhine and the implications of such a change for both
French nuclear strategy and French and German conventional
forces.

One political issue is potentially more important than any of the
others, even that of U.S. commitment.

¢ The Soviet Role. It is still widely believed that without NATO,
the Soviets would dominate Europe militarily and politically.
Most military measures are justified in terms of a much more
specific threat, however, a massive Warsaw Pact attack across
the Iron Curtain. Since the end of the Berlin crises of the early
1960s, the likelihood of such an attack has been increasingly
difficult to take seriously. As a result, justifications have had
little to do with real military steps, and this dissonance has dis-
torted the debate. The perceived Soviet threat remains the
raison d’étre for NATO, but because the perception that Soviet
hostility was low and prudent has been constant over many
years, variations in the Alliance and in the debate have
depended more and more on members’ perceptions of one
another. Were this to change—if Gorbachev were to convince
the West that the Soviets are really substantially less hostile
than in the past or, conversely, if the internal turmoil brought
about by Gorbachev were to make Soviet hostility less
prudent—then the USSR might replace the United States as
the central consideration for NATO. In the late 1980s, such
changes are beginning to have a considerable effect on the
current debate,

‘ Closely related is an issue that in the early days of NATO could not
even have been described in a separate paragraph.

o FEastern Europe. At the start of the Alliance, the Soviet bloc
was the Soviet bloc, the USSR and a collection of satellites sub-
dued militarily and tamed by brutality. Yugoslavia broke loose
early but was considered a special case. Western failure to
intervene in East Berlin in 1953, in Hungary in 1956, and in
Czechoslovakia in 1968 definitively demonstrated the
irrelevance of NATO military force; this was the Soviet sphere
of influence, and violating it was assumed to run too great a
risk of starting the big war. The post-Stalin period, however,
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saw the beginning of a phenomenon contemplated earlier by
only a few Western Sovietologists, the gradual if uneven relaxa-
tion of Soviet dominance, to the point where almost all of the
satellites have exhibited some degree of autonomy in domestic
systems or foreign relations. To some extent, loosening of the
Soviet grip has been allowed by NATO noninterference in the
East; once the Soviets understood that we would not actively
abet “disruption” in the satellites, they may have been more
willing to allow small fires without fearing Western contribu-
tions of more fuel. In the specific case most important to the
West and probably to the Soviet Union too, however, that of
East Germany, West German Chancellor Willy Brandt’s Ostpol-
itik initiated a set of policies much more active than before in
encouraging a degree of Communist exchange with the West.
The Federal Republic is literally and figuratively central to
NATO, so that in that case at least, Eastern European issues
assume substantial importance to the Alliance,

The final political issue in the NATO debate is one that has never
dominated the discussion but has occasionally loomed large.

o NATO and the Rest of the World. Throughout the years of the
Alliance it has been understood that the United States has had
continuing security responsibilities in regions of the world other
than Europe. Occasionally other members, notably France and
Britain, have projected military power to other areas. Indeed,
one major change from the beginning to the present has been
the shift from the gradual decolonialization by the older powers
encouraged by the “anti-imperialist” United States, to the more
recent outcries in Europe about U.S. activities in Vietham, Cen-
tral America, and other parts of the Third World. One ques-
tion raised in the debate of the 1970s and continuing strongly
into the 19808 has been the role of the United States and the
rest of NATO in protecting the flow of oil to the industrial
nations from the Middle East. More recently, with the advent
of the Reagan administration, doubts have been expressed as to
whether global anticommunism weakens the American commit-

ment to Europe.

The more military issues include the crucial link between conventional
and nuclear warfare, as well as questions more specifically concerned
with conventional weapons and strategies. Because American Main-
tainers think more in military terms than do the European Couplers,
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the link is as central to them as is the U.S. commitment to the
Couplers.

o The Conventional-Nuclear Link. This is the military side of the
political question about the reliability of the U.S. commitment,
particularly the commitment to use nuclear weapons if neces-
sary. Militarily, the coupling question is that of the “thresh-
old.” At what level of conventional violence, under what condi-
tions of imminent defeat, how, tactically, will the U.S. president
permit or order NATO’s Supreme Commander to use American
nuclear weapons? The before-the-event planning issue here is
that of Deterrence versus Defense: To what extent are conven-
tional forces intended to defend against conventional attack by
the Warsaw Pact, compared with the use of those forces, partic-
ularly American troops, as a “tripwire” for U.S. nuclear
weapons? Some members of the Coupler school suggest that
deterrence is everything; modern conventional defense would be
more traumatic than conventional World War II and would
thus be little preferable to nuclear devastation. These issues are
covered by NATO’s “Flexible Response” doctrine, which
depends on a spectrum of conventional and nuclear responses
to Pact attack. But the doctrine is so flexible and necessarily
vague about what defense will be put up against what aggres-
sion that it permits a full panoply of views in the debate.

o Conventional Weapons. These issues include the size and
deployment of forces, their sustainability over time in battle,
and the quality of the Warsaw Pact armies they will face. They
cover types of weapons and roles of new “Emerging Technolo-
gies.” The issues also emphasize strategies: forward defense,
offensive versus defensive tactics, Follow-On Forces Attack
(FOFA), AirLand battle, “defensive defenses,” and the like,
each one of which has deep roots in NATO history and debates,
and political as well as military dimensions. Much less dis-
cussed is the constraint that has inhibited resolution of each of
these issues throughout the history of the Alliance—the
budgetary constraint of who’s to pay. Another underlying issue
is whether a conventional war fought on NATO territory
(mainly West German) would be much less destructive than a
tactical nuclear war.

QNN

One additional issue that falls under the Conventional weapons
rubric is the defense of NATO’s flanks—Norway and Turkey,
which border on the Soviet Union; and Greece, which has a
common boundary with Bulgaria. NATO defense plans for
these areas are primarily conventional; indeed, Norway has
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explicitly eschewed the presence of nuclear weapons on its terri-
tory. For the most part, however, the flanks are ignored in
NATO dialogue, except by the flank nations themselves.

Finally, on one set of issues, political and military considerations are
not only well-mixed, as they are in all of the categories, but also almost
equally balanced.

s Arms Control and Disarmament. On one side of the national
and international debates on arms control and disarmament in
Europe is the contention that mutual East-West arms reduc-
tions will in themselves assist in maintaining peace and Euro-
pean stability. On the other side are considerations of the
effects of various measures on the military balance between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact, the effects of changes in this bal-
ance on the chances of Soviet attack, and the political shadow
of such an attack. The common NATO belief in overwhelming
Warsaw Pact conventional superiority has raised questions

. about any form of nuclear arms control that might sacrifice the
Alliance’s capability to deter a conventional attack or oppose it
with nuclear weapons. More recently, however, the possibility
of using conventional controls to improve the balance has come
into the debate.

THEMES

Cutting across the schools of thought and the specific issues are
several themes brought out by the analysis and referred to throughout
the discussion. They are presented here to help tie together the poten-
tial 32 boxes created by four schools and eight issue categories.!!

e Changes always appear radical when you are in the midst of
them. This theme begins with the next section on the history
i of the Alliance. NATO has frequently appeared to be changing
: drastically and, more often than not, alarmingly. Most of the
{ time such changes have turned out to be routine.
; e Views on Alliance policy are based on members’ perceptions of
the Soviet Union and of each other. This has already been dis-
cussed and will recur.

IlThe issue categories are not used in the discussions of the two minor schools, the
Removers and the Withdrawers, so the actual number of boxes is somewhat smaller.
The whole thing remains very complicated, however.
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o Interests and perceptions differ among members of the Alliance,

and, in particular, between the European members and the
United States. That interests differ is obvious; the paramount
interest in self-preservation differs according to whose self is
being preserved. In large measure, different perceptions are
based on these different interests. One crucial transatlantic
difference is not interest-based, but stems from historically dif-
ferent worldviews: Europeans tend to treat the world in general
and the Soviet threat in particular as being political; Americans
think much more in military terms.

Some positions in the debate are taken in order to reconcile other
debaters. The report terms this “resonance.” All of the
member nations and most of the debaters value the Alliance
highly and fear its erosion stemming from the disaffection of
others. Thus positions are often based neither on national
interests nor on considered views of the common interest, but
on a desire to reconcile the assumed interests or perceptions of
Alliance partners. Frequently this is constructive; the metaphor
of marriage has been used. Sometimes, however, fear-based
resonance leads to a crescendo of misunderstanding and self-
fulfilling prophecies. The metaphor may apply here too.

Fading fears, over the last 25 years, of direct Soviet military
attack have accentuated intra-Alliance differences, political con-
siderations, the role of perceptions, and negative resonances.
Hence the functioning of NATO as a “subjective alliance” and
the substitution of fear of “Finlandization” for fear of military
aggression. Were the East-West border characterized by
massed forces on high alert, life would be simpler but a lot more
dangerous.

Potentially major changes in the Soviet Union are inducing
potentially major changes in the Alliance. These changes, par-
ticularly those in Soviet external policy most relevant to the
West, are perceived as being far more radical than those of the
preceding quarter century. If they were seen as militarily
threatening, they might recreate the dominance of military over
political considerations in the Alliance. Because they are
apparently moving in the opposite direction, they are more
likely to affect the political structure of NATQ. Political
changes, however, should fall far short of either ending the Alli-
ance or starting it in a radically new direction, This is what
the Epilog is about.
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II. HISTORY

I can recall, from the early days of NATO, an air force
colonel who kept on his desk a rubber stamp that said: “In
this perilous moment in the history of the alliance....” He
used that stamp with great frequency.

—James Schlesinger’

In retrospect, the history of NATO has moved along a fairly smooth
curve, even though the retrospective curve may be made up of the
stringing together of what seemed at the time to be recurrent perilous
moments. In its three and a half decades, however, the Alliance has
undergone one substantial change in character, with the change taking
place mostly in the 1960s.

NATO was created to cope with two problems—the potential for
future Soviet aggression in Europe, and the history of past German
aggression. These problems dominated throughout the 1950s; but with
the ending of the Berlin crises in the early 1960s, Europe and the world
began to settle into safer patterns. The Soviet military threat per-
ceived by West Europeans changed from active to latent; German
aggression became a matter of record and memory, but no longer a
menace for the future,

The Berlin Wall solved the problem of population flight for the
Soviets and East Germans and ended the perennial confrontations
around that city; the Cuban missile crisis and the subsequent disap-
pearance of the unpredictable Khrushchev stabilized U.S.-Soviet mili-
tary relations. Later in the decade, the advent of West German Social-
ist Willy Brandt, first as Foreign Minister and then as Chancellor, had
two major effects: His Ostpolitik openings to the East confirmed the
settling down of relations with the Soviets and the East Germans; his
impeccable and active anti-Nazi record finally put to rest most
Western fears of the future reverting to the past. In addition to these
two major changes in the Soviet and the German problems in the
1960s, the American entrapment in Vietnam signalled the shift within
NATO from a reactionary Europe whose decolonization needed prod-
ding by an anti-imperialist United States to something that appeared
to be 180 degrees away.

At the same time, an issue that had been germinal at most in 1951
when the U.S. commitment of troops cemented the military alliance,

YJames Schlesinger, “An American Perspective,” speech reprinted in the Congressional
Record, June 20, 1984, p. $7749.
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the connection between conventional defense and nuclear deterrence,
grew, by the late 1950s and the 1960s, to become the dominant ques-
tion in the NATO debate. The building of the British and French
nuclear deterrents in the same period, and the 1966 departure of
France from NATO’s military structure, were based in large measure
on the issue of the nuclear threshold and U.S. commitment.

By the 1970s, then, NATO had changed from an Alliance about the
Soviet Union of the present and the Germany of the past to an organi-
zation that was operationally much more concerned with itself and the
specific needs of its individual members although still based on the per-
ceived need to counter the Soviet military threat and its political
consequences. It had become the “subjective” alliance. The key issue
toward which the NATO debate was oriented became, as it remains
today, the certainty or uncertainty of the American commitment and
how the United States and the other nations cope with this less-than-
perfect guarantor of West European security.

The next portion of this brief history provides a quick chronology of
the NATO past and relevant surrounding events, not as a substitute
for the excellent histories that have been written,2 but as an impres-
sionistic reminder of the way we were, in order to lay out the back-
ground for the development of the major NATO issues over the period.
The division of the chronology into decades is, of course, arbitrary, but
it does apportion the history into digestible segments.

THE 1950s: INITIATION

Within NATO, the organization, put together in the late 1940s as a
somewhat symbolic response to Soviet pressures, became a military
alliance with the commitment of American troops in 1951, in substan-
tial measure as a response to fears created by the North Korean inva-
sion of South Korea. The recognition that West German troops would
be needed for defense of the West led to the creation of the European
Defense Community (EDC), intended to create a European army that
would include German soldiers under the command of others; but the
1954 failure of the French to ratify EDC put West German forces
directly into NATO. The 1952 Lisbon conference set forth conven-
tional force goals so high (96 active and reserve divisions) as to be far
out of the reach of NATO wills and budgets, and the recognition of
this unreality led to a belief in overwhelming Soviet conventional
superiority as a permanent matter. As a result, nuclear deterrence of

;
i
i
|

2See, for example, Alfred Grosser, The Western Alliance, New York, Vintage Books,
1982.
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Soviet aggression in Europe became the central emphasis of the Alli-
ance. In 1954, the MC 14-2 plan put into NATO doctrine the concept
of (American) massive retaliation, but British and French unwilling-
ness to bet their existence on the American commitment led to the
start of the two independent deterrents.

Among the member nations, the strong leaders were Eisenhower (and
John Foster Dulles) and Adenauer. The British shifted between the
two majer parties and the French drifted. American nuclear strategy
consisted of massive retaliation; and the United States, after finishing
the Korean War, was economically comfortable if frequently mildly
depressed. Boosted by the Marshall Plan, European economies
recovered rapidly led by the German economic miracle; by the end of
the decade Germany was able to make a major military contribution to
the Alliance. In 1957, the Treaty of Rome initiated the European
Economic Community (EEC), the Common Market, but without Brit-
ain. Within several NATQO nations, notably France and Italy, Com-
munist parties were large and considered a real threat.

The Soviet Union moved from Stalin through Malenkov to Khrush-
chev, who, while more personable and less ominous than Stalin, proved
to be just as hostile in different ways. Although the Russians agreed to
a peace treaty permitting a free Austria, the suppression of the Hun-
garian revolt in 1956 confirmed both the willingness of the Soviets
after Stalin to preserve their East European hold and the unwillingness
of the West to intrude into the Soviet sphere of influence. The initia-
tion of the Warsaw Pact formalized the Soviets’ multinational response
to NATO multinationalism, but no doubts were allowed about who was
in absolute control of the Pact. The launching of Sputnik in 1957
demonstrated to the West that it could not depend on technology to
outrace the Soviets militarily.

Outside of Europe and North America the major relevant trend was
the rush of the nations of West Europe to decolonize their possessions
and contract their spheres of influence. Frequently this was voluntary,
as it had been for the British in India in the 1940s, but Dienbienphu
and Suez illustrated some less willing withdrawals.

THE 1960s: REFORMULATION

Within NATO, the decade of change began with the Soviet testing of
Western wills as they tried to use military pressures to end the
Western occupation and free status of West Berlin and finally gave up
when the building of the Wall stanched the flow of East German
refugees to the West. Together with other events and the continuation
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of economic growth, the termination of the Berlin crises strengthened
the Federal Republic of Germany, and by the end of the decade it was
a “regular” member of the Alliance, emotionally as well as juridically.
France, however, became much less regular, as de Gaulle in 1966 with-
drew his nation from NATO's integrated military structure, revising
both force plans and lines of communication and pushing Alliance
headquarters from Paris to Brussels. By the end of the decade, the
Alliance had adapted to this partial French withdrawal. American
troops in Europe were increased for the Berlin crises and then
decreased as they were withdrawn for Vietnam; some of Defense Secre-
tary McNamara’s American systems analysts endeavored to show that
NATO could match Soviet conventional capabilities at acceptable
costs. The British nuclear deterrent developed as part of NATO, and
the French Force de Frappe came into being as a more independent
entity; but these did not satisfy the felt needs of the Europeans for a
stronger connection to American strategic forces, certainly not the
needs of the West Germans who were proscribed from owning nuclear
weapons. Various devices attempted to fill these needs, the most
notorious of which was the Multilateral Force (MLF) by which
Polaris-carrying ships would be manned by multinational NATO crews,
although the American president would retain final control of the
nuclear warheads. The scheme collapsed of its own political weight
and implausibility.

Later, in 1967, MC 14-3 replaced the massive retaliation of MC 14-2
with “Flexible Response,” a doctrine that relied for deterrence and
defense on a spectrum of potential replies to various Warsaw Pact
aggressions. Although the specific responses to specific provocations
were not set forth, nuclear responses played an important and explicit
role, including a role in opposition to initial nonnuclear Soviet attacks.
In the same year, the Harmel Doctrine broadened NATO’s role from a
purely military alliance to one that could also search, organizationally,
for disarmament and détente. At the end of 1969, the Alliance was
perhaps no less strong, but it was very different from what it had been
at the beginning of 1960.

Among the member nations, the leadership of the leader nation
began with John Kennedy, who, centrally interested in NATO, played
a major personal role after a false start in his Vienna meeting with
Khrushchev; and after the Cuban missile crisis showed his real
strength. Lyndon Johnson, however, turned his foreign interests
(always secondary to his domestic ones) to Vietnam, as did Robert
McNamara, the strong Secretary of Defense through most of the two
administrations. By nearly monopolizing American attention through
most of the decade, Vietnam worried the other NATO nations both
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because it distracted from Europe and because, having withdrawn from
colonialism themselves, the Europeans disapproved of what they saw as
American neocolonialism. U.S. Senate Majority Leader Mike Mans-
field worried the West Europeans even further by pushing his resolu-
tions to reduce American troop levels in NATO, putting more of the
burden on the now-well-off European members. In the meantime,
McNamara, in spite of his growing preoccupation with Vietnam, did
find the time to put forth two changes in strategic nuclear doctrine,
both highly relevant to NATO deterrence. The first, set forth in his
1962 Ann Arbor speech, moved the United States from Dulles’ massive
retaliation toward a discriminating counterforce strategy; the second,
five years later, qualified the first by restressing the crucial deterrent
nature of the (perhaps inevitable) nuclear risks to cities. The new flex-
ibility on both counts was embedded for NATO in MC 14-3. The dom-
inant figure in European NATO was de Gaulle, who took France on its
almost independent way militarily while keeping Britain off the con-
tinent by keeping it out of the Common Market, but the de Gaulle era
in France ended with the student riots of 1968, as it had begun with
the Algerian riots of 1958. In the Federal Republic of Germany,
meanwhile, the change over the decade was symbolized by the shift of
the Chancellorship from Konrad Adenauer, a strong and strongly anti-
Soviet and anti-Communist leader, through several weak successors to
Willy Brandt, another strong leader who initiated the Ostpolitik rap-
prochement with the Soviets and the East Germans. One facilitating
factor for Ostpolitik was that the internal Communist party was never
serious in the Federal Republic, but by the end of the decade such par-
ties were no longer considered as serious threats to stability even in
Italy and France.

The Soviet Union got rid of Khrushchev after, and in part because
of, the Cuban missile crisis. Even before the Cuban affair, however,
the ending of the Berlin crises with the building of the Wall marked a
step back from the overhanging threat of real military aggression in
Europe. Under Brezhnev, the Soviet Union built its military strength
with multiple-warhead missiles (MIRVs) at the strategic level, and
adventured throughout the world; but after Berlin, it refrained from
hostile gestures across the European curtain. In Eastern Europe, how-
ever, Prague in 1968 reiterated that there had been no change from
Budapest in 1956. Within the Communist world as a whole, the very
major change was the shift from the Soviet-Chinese alliance that many
in the West in the 19508 had thought of as worldwide monolithic Com-
munism, to implacable hostility by the end of the decade. This was
not only strategically important in itself, it presaged similar but lesser
changes in the face of Communis.a in Europe.
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"Outside of Europe and North America, the 19608 saw the end of
European colonialism. More important, Vietnam signalled major
changes in the American relation to the Alliance. Together with the
changes in NATO itself and in the other nations, it meant that by the
end of the decade, U.S. leadership of NATO was much weaker than it
had been at the beginning, thus setting the stage for the difficulties of
the 1970s and the 1980s.

THE 1970s: DOUBTS

Within NATO, the membership structure remained stable and the
threat of Soviet aggression in Europe remained minimal, but the 1970s
were characterized by growing questioning of fundamental tenets, par-
ticularly of the quality of American leadership of the Alliance (or,
perhaps, the basic stability allowed the luxury of such questioning).
The decade started with the SALT and ABM agreements on U.S.-
Soviet strategic arrangements, which, although they were approved of
by the West Europeans, began to throw additional doubts on America’s
ability or willingness to put its own homeland at risk by using nuclear
weapons against the Soviets in response to aggression in Europe.
These doubts increased substantially through the period, as the Soviets
gained effective strategic parity—the ability to put the United States at
about as much risk as the USSR in any nuclear exchange. Politically,
Watergate, the defeat in Vietnam, and the weak presidencies of Gerald
Ford and Jimmy Carter eroded U.S. international as well as domestic
leadership. Carter began his administration by pushing the neutron
bomb on European governments made reluctant by domestic opposi-
tion, and then backing off the bomb. As a result mainly of this and of
worries about strategic parity, Helmut Schmidt, who had succeeded
Brandt as Chancellor after having been his Defense Minister, took a
proposal initiated by NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group to reinstall
American intermediate-range nuclear missiles in Europe, and made it
into a political test for the United States and the Alliance. At the end
of the decade, the Schmidt proposal resulted in the two-track decision:
to install in Germany, Britain, Italy, and the Low Countries the Inter-
mediate Nuclear Force (INF) of Pershing II ballistic missiles and cruise
missiles but (mainly as a bow to peace movement Removers in Europe)
to negotiate with the Soviets over the mutual reduction of INF and the
corresponding SS-20 force, which the Russians had begun to install,

Among the member nations, the United States had a weak
presidency from the beginning of Watergate in 1973 to the end of the
decade, Particularly after the deflation of Nixon, the dominant figure
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in American foreign policy through 1976 was Henry Kissinger, but the
ultimate fiasco in Vietnam together with decade-long economic prob-
lems weakened both foreign and domestic policy. In Germany, without
discontinuing Brandt’s Ostpolitik, Schmidt added an Alliance-oriented
personal military expertise. Giscard d’Estaing was a somewhat char-
ismatic but not strong French leader. The British Labour leadership of
Harold Wilson and James Callaghan remained pro-NATO. For Britain
and for the other European members of the Alliance, the major event
was that the United Kingdom finally committed itself firmly to Europe
by joining the Common Market. For Western Europe as for the
United States, however, the 1970s were filled with bad economic news,
mainly because of the rapid increases in petroleum prices as the OPEC
cartel took hold. In spite of economic sourness, however, the internal
Communist threat, which had decreased in the 1960s, virtually disap-
peared. In Italy and in Spain, which had moved toward NATO after
the post-Franco democratization, Communist parties became “Euro-
communist,” under partial control from Moscow at worst. The French
party became so tame that Francois Mitterand initially included it in
his Socialist government with little distress in NATO.

The Soviet Union remained firmly under the leadership of Brezhnev,
with little internal change. The confrontation with China continued,
exacerbated by the rapprochement between the United States and
China. The European satellites began to differentiate themselves,
within limits, from the Soviet Union and from each other, culminating
in the birth of the Solidarity movement in Poland. Militarily, as
noted, the Soviets achieved effective strategic parity, which, together
with the installation of the S5-20 missiles in Europe, upset NATO con-
siderably. At the end of the decade, the occupation of Afghanistan
poisoned East-West relations, although NATO came to no agreement
on how to treat with it.

Outside of Europe and North America, the major phenomenon was
OPEC’s taking control of petroleum markets and prices. The conse-
quent many-fold increase in the world price of oil dominated the
decade economically and was largely responsible for the overall politi-
cal sourness of the period as well. Additionally, the rapid growth of the
Japanese economy presented substantial competitive problems for the
West,

NATO thus entered the 1980s, the “current” period of the debates
analyzed in this report, in a state of some disarray and a mild degree of
psychological as well as economic depression. The politics of depres-
sion led to major political changes in the Western nations. Because
the previous leadership had been to the left, the new leaders were
almost all conservatives: Ronald Reagan coming in for Jimmy Carter

S0 K VSRS S ¢ b 119 A TR et e o= R

DA RSOV W S T




———

- e awa——
[

e

-~
&./

B

in the United States; Margaret Thatcher for James Callaghan in Brit-
ain; and Helmut Kohl for Helmut Schmidt in Germany. The major
exception was France, where the Socialist Frangois Mitterand replaced
Giscard as president, but after a few years Mitterand was forced to
accept the conservative Jacques Chirac as Prime Minister. In the
Soviet Union, Brezhnev was followed by two short-lived successors,
and then came Gorbachev and major change.

In NATO, initial installation of INF commenced over substantial
domestic opposition. The political ability to actually install the INF
missiles was taken as a successful test of NATO’s manhood, a percep-
tion that set the stage for the debate later in the 1980s about nego-
tiated removal of the missiles. The initial basis for the removal nego-
tiations of 1987 was that to mute the internal political opposition in
1981, NATO had offered the Soviets the zero option of removing the
entire INF in return for removal of all Soviet SS-20s, in the sure belief
that Brezhnev would turn it down. He did turn it down, but Gor-
bachev accepted it, throwing the Alliance into disarray. The disarray
had begun, however, when as president of the United States and nomi-
nal leader of the Western Alliance, Ronald Reagan, alone and then in
combination with Gorbachev, went through a series of events—the
“Evil Empire” speech, SDI, the Libyan raid, Reykjavik—that left the
Europeans muttering about unpredictability and lack of consultation.

All this provides the meat for the debate with which this report is
concerned. The remainder of this section briefly takes up the develop-
ment of the eight major issues listed in the last section, as they have
developed through NATO’s history.

At least until Gorbachev, discussion of most of these issues had
changed very little since the Alliance reformulation of the 1960s. Two
of the issues, in fact, changed hardly at all since the early 1950s. The
first of these concerns The Soviet Role. This debate might be charac-
terized, slightly unfairly, as George Kennan versus George Kennan. In
his seminal 1946 paper, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” prepared as
a commentary for Secretary of Defense James Forrestal and then pub-
lished over the nom de plume, “X”, Kennan wrote:

[I]t is clear that the main element of any United States policy toward
the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but firm and
vigorous containment of Russian expansive tendencies.... Soviet
pressure against the free institutions of the Western world is some-
thing that can be contained by the adroit and vigorous application of
counterforce at a series of constantly shifting geographical and politi-
cal points, corresponding to the shifts of Soviet policy, but which
cannot be charmed or talked out of existence.®

3X, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs, July 1947, reprinted in Foreign
Affairs, Spring 1987, pp. 861-862.
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Kennan contends that the Soviet pressure against free institutions he
discussed was not military. “In no way did the Soviet Union appear to
me, at that moment, as a military threat to this country.”* And a care-
ful reading of the “X” paper bears him out; but from the point of view
of the debate, what is more important is that the analysis was widely
interpreted as calling for military containment, and this interpretation
was a major influence on subsequent American policy. It provided the
intellectual backing for the Truman Doctrine, which was used initially
to defend against Soviet-backed incursions in Greece and Turkey, and
for the subsequent extension of the Doctrine to other areas. In
Europe, it formed the basis for the military alliance, particularly after
the Berlin Blockade and then the Korean invasion demonstrated that
Soviet pressure could indeed be explicitly military as well as political.
This interpretation of Kennan’s “containment” concept governs one
Western view of the Soviet Union down through the debates of today;
the opposing view, however, is the one Kennan himself has taken for
many years and takes now:

It is entirely clear to me that Soviet leaders do not want a war with
us and are not planning to initiate one. In particular, I have never
believed that they have seen it in their interests to overrun Western
Europe militarily, or that they would have launched an attack on
that region generally even if the so-called nuclear deterrent had not
existed. But I recognize that the sheer size of their armed forces is a
disquieting factor for many of our allies. . . . For all of these reasons,
there is now indeed a military aspect to the problem of containment
as there was not in 1946; but what needs most to be contained, as I
see it, is not so much the Soviet Union as the weapons race itself.®

In any case, what is important for this report is that these two posi-
tions on containment have governed the two major views of the USSR
incorporated into the NATO arms debate since the start of the
Alliance—from Stalin through Malenkov, Khrushchev, Brezhnev,
Andropov, and Chernenko; through cold war, crisis, blockade, and
détente. It may be that Gorbachev is different enough from his prede-
cessors that the Soviet Union will really change this time; the possibil-
ity has begun to affect the debate.

The second issue that has changed but little is that of Conventional
Weapons. The Lisbon conference of 1952 called for 96 divisions, some
60 of them active, to defend Western Europe conventionally against
overwhelming Soviet troop strength. Neither the wealthy United
States nor the poor nations of Europe were willing to pay for them; the

4George F. Kennan, “Containment Then and Now,” Foreign Affairs, Spring 1987,
p. 886.
SThid., pp. 888~888.
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NATO conventional force has consisted of roughly half those numbers
ever since. Those numbers have long since gone by the board, but
every NATO supreme commander since Lisbon has asked for substan-
tially more than he had, to enable him to fulfil his conventional
defense responsibilities; and many analysts in a position to be more
objective have called for similar increases. But neither the wealthy
United States nor the now-wealthy nations of Europe have been willing
to pay.

The first force goals of the 1950s were not closely linked to the
threshold at which conventional defense would have to be abandoned
in favor of nuclear weapons, but by the early 19608 the connection had
been established, and the issue of The Conventional-Nuclear Link has
remained a constant in the debate ever since. Two statements from
1960-61 apply almost as well in the late 1980s.

From [the Russian] standpoint the problem of successful aggression
in Europe is to find a level and kind of attack large enough to be use-
ful, but small enough to be well below the threshold risking American
nuclear response. . . . It is becoming more and more widely accepted
among critics of NATO that the most important task for the alliance
today is to raise by conventional means the threshold of attack that
the Russians would have to launch in order to be successful.®

and

If NATO is not willing to make the effort required for a conventional
defense, its other option would be to rely more heavily on tactical
nuclear weapons. ... Deterrence would be achieved not by protect-
ing against every contingency, but by confronting the Soviets with
the prospect of a conflict with incalculable consequences.’

The authors of the two statements, both still members in good stand-
ing of the Maintainer school in the current NATO debate, would not
necessarily take the same points of view today, but both would agree
that the issue of the conventional-nuclear link remains central. So
would those in the other schools who might want to treat the link dif-
ferently (the European Couplers) or do away with it entirely (the
American Withdrawers and the European Removers).

Indeed, for the Couplers, the issue is less that of the precise
conventional-nuclear threshold than of the feared attenuation of the
link connecting American strategic nuclear weapons to KEuropean
defense and deterrence—the issue of The U.S. Commitment to NATO,
which for them remains central to the NATO debate. Pierre

SAlbert Wohlstetter, “Nuclear Sharingg NATO and the N+1 Country,” Foreign
Affairs, April 1961, pp. 381-382.
"Henry A. Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice, Harper, New York, 1960, p. 526.
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Lellouche, one of the leading prophets of the end of the American com-
mitment, quotes Francois Mitterand (before Mitterand was elected
president of France) as saying: “The Alliance rests on a fiction:
American intervention in Europe in case of Soviet aggression.”®
Lellouche himself stresses the role of strategic parity in weakening this
commitment:

This new menace of a Soviet counterforce strike (rather than solely
anti-city) has for the moment no more than a limited effect on the
security of the American continent as such. This is because of the
conjectural character of a Soviet surprise attack against American
silos, and the second-strike capacity which the Americans would
retain even after such an attack. In contrast, this menace would
have different consequences for American extended deterrence in
Europe. The risk of seeing its ICBMs preventively destroyed adds to
the already great uncertainty that already weighs on the employment
of stratggic systems by the American president in case of conflict in
Europe.

But (as Lellouche points out) the French expressed almost identical
doubts long before the advent of strategic parity. General Pierre Gal-
lois, the theorist of de Gaulle’s independent deterrent wrote in 1961:

And how believe that the Strategic Air Command would use its
weapons of massive destruction for the sake of a third party, if
America thereby risked, in reprisal, a setback of two centuries from
the extent of the damages suffered! Then what becomes of the
indispensable credibility of the reprisal against aggression?°

The point is not that nothing has changed. Rather, it is that although
much has changed in 25 years, the debate over the crucial issue of the
U.S. commitment has changed very little. The European Couplers
have always been afraid that the American fear of opening the
Pandora’s box of nuclear war might prevent the Americans from using
nuclear weapons in behalf of even their closest allies. The quarter-
century of changes, including the onset of strategic parity, has added
only one more element to the mutual fears and doubts that have
resonated across the Atlantic almost since the beginning of the Alli-
ance.

Four of the issues—The Amerijcan commitment, The conventional-
nuclear link, conventional force levels, and The Soviet role—are thus old
ones, having been debated in much their current form since the

SFrangois Mitterand, interview in Le Monde, July 31, 1980, quoted in Pierre
Lellouche, L'Avenir de la Guerre, Mazarine, Paris, 1985, p. 39.
9Tbid., pp. 68-89.

1%Pierre Gallois, The Balance of Terror, Houghton Mifflin, Boston, 1961, p. 191.

IR N




82

beginning of the Alliance in the 19508 or at least since its reformula-
tion into its present shape in the 1960s. The other four issues are
somewhat newer, at least as they are now discussed.

" Discussions of The Europeans’ Commitments to Themselves might
have moved into their current form in the 1960s, as fears of Germany
past faded in the minds of the other NATO members. But de Gaulle’s
difficulties in reconciling a Europe des Patries with a more unified ver-
sion under distinct French leadership postponed such changes, and the
debate did not really take its current form until the suspicions of the
United States induced by Carter, Reagan, and strategic parity grew
stronger in the late 1970s and the 1980s.

Before and after the Soviet suppression of the Prague spring in
1968, the primary assumption about NATO’s role in Eastern Europe
was that NATO did not have a role in Eastern Europe. Militarily that
remains the case, but from the advent of Ostpolitik through the rise
and fall of Solidarity, it has become increasingly clear that NATO
members and to some degree the organization itself can and want to
play a political role in the differentiating world of what are now seldom
called the “Soviet satellites.” This role has become the subject of a
changing debate.

The issue of NATO and the Rest of the World has taken on many
different shapes, from the American involvement in Vietnam, through
the rise and decline of OPEC, to the terro™®m and Persian Gulf
scenarios of the 1980s.

Arms Control and Disarmament have been debated throughout the
period. In the early 1960s proposals related to Europe took the form of
“disengagement” of NATQ and Warsaw Pact forces in central Europe.
This was not taken very seriously by the American Maintainer and
European Coupler establishment, and it faded. From the mid-1960s to
the mid-1980s, “serious” arms control discussions concerned the stra-
tegic weapons of the two superpowers and eventuated in the ABM
treaty and SALT I and II. So far as European arms control was con-
cerned, the establishment used ongoing negotiations to provide a politi-
cal sop to the Remover peace movement. The second track of NATO’s
1979 INF two-track decision—the offer to negotiate down the levels of
intermediate missiles being installed—and the 1981 offer to zero them
out if the SS-20s were also removed, were offered in the belief that
they were not serious because the Soviets would never agree. When
Gorbachev did agree in 1986, the issue and the debate became very
serious indeed and turned out to have an intimate relationship to the
central issue of the American commitment.

The NATO debate of the late 19808 thus turns on the old issues, in
somewhat but not very new forms. The American commitment
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remains pivotal; the nuclear-conventional link, nuclear weapons issues,
the Europeans’ commitments to themselves, and the arms control-
disarmament debates all depend in greater or lesser degree on under-
standings of what that commitment is and beliefs about what it should
be. The debate over levels of conventional forces is also related to the
commitment issues, but proceeds on even more ancient premises. And
the question of whether Soviet policy toward the West is changing sub-
stantially has become the wild card that may well start all the other
debates off in very new directions.
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III. THE COUPLERS

For Germans and other Europeans whose memory of the
catastrophe of conventional war is still alive and on whose
densely populated territory both pacts would confront each
other with the destructive power of modern armies, the
thought of an ever more probable conventional war is terrify-
ing. To Germans and other Europeans, an ever more prob-
able conventional war is, therefore, no alternative to war
prevention through the current strategy, including the option
of a first use of nuclear weapons.
—Karl Kaiser, Georg Leber, Alois Mertes,
and Franz-Josef Schulze!

For de Gaulle, the fate of the American nuclear guarantee
was sealed. Sooner or later, he predicted, an “equilibrium of
deterrence” would replace American superiority, and this
“equilibrium” would protect only the two superpowers “and
not the other countries of the world, even though they found
themselves tied to one or the other of the two colossal

powers.”
—Pierre Lellouche?

NATO is about Europe, so the Couplers, the mainstream European
School of Thought, provide an appropriate place to begin this survey.
The first of the two quotations, by four Germans, including spokesmen
for both the Christian Democratic (CDU) and Socialist (SPD) parties,
summarizes succinctly the major common European value judgment,
one sometimes forgotten by Americans: Europeans value their own
self-preservation, and their historical experience leads them to fear the
conventional war they have experienced almost as much as the nuclear
war they can imagine.

The European dilemma, however, is based on the belief that the
nuclear threat is needed to deter conventional war. The ultimate
nuclear deterrent for the West is the American strategic force, and, as
Lellouche’s quote from a 1964 de Gaulle press conference illustrates,
West Europeans have been nervous for many years about the reliability
of the commitment of this force to their defense. Issues of
commitment—the commitments of European nations to each other as

1Karl Kaiser, Georg Leber, Alois Mertes, Franz-Joseph Schulze, “Nuclear Weapons
and the Preservation of Peace,” Foreign Affairs, Summer 1982, p. 1164.

2pjerre Lellouche, L’Avenir de la Guerre, Mazarine, Paris, 1985, p. 47.
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well as that of the United States to Western Europe as a whole—and
of how these commitments might be implemented are central to the
European portion of the debate. Indeed, it is this focus more than any-
thing else that distinguishes the European Couplers from the American
Maintainers.

The eight issue categories are analyzed in four groups:

o Alliance political issues, including the U.S. Commitment to
NATO, the Europeans’ Commitments to Themselves, and the
Rest of the World;

o Military issues: the Conventional-Nuclear Link, and Conven-
tional Weapons;

e The Opponent. the Soviet Union, and Eastern Europe;

o Arms Control, as one output of the East/West interaction.

This section takes up the groups of issues in the above order.
(Because the Americans stress military analysis of NATO issues, the
section on the Maintainers reverses the order of the first two groups.)
The section ends with a summary of Coupler recommendations; in
spite of the broad range of Coupler viewpoints manifested on the issues
of the debate, their common stress on the central role of American
nuclear deterrence in their own preservation ultimately leads them to a
much narrower set of policy recommendations.

ALLIANCE POLITICAL ISSUES

The U.S. Commitment

The French, since de Gaulle, have been the most concerned about
the strength of the American commitment. Lellouche, an Assistant
Director of the Institut Francais des Relations Internationales (IFRI), is
at the forefront of those who contend that de Gaulle was prescient in
his “sooner or later” prediction of the erosion of the American nuclear
commitment. Lellouche believes that the time has come and that
France and the rest of Europe must recognize this and plan accord-
ingly:

General de Gaulle’s defense system which we have inherited was
essentially conceived by him at the beginning of the 1960s. Another
world. A world marked by the incontestable nuclear superiority of
the United States and by an unprecedented economic boom, with
these elements assuring the stability of Germany and of Europe at

the heart of the Atlantic Alliance, and permitting the birth of the
process of European construction.... Nuclear arms technology
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hardly hinted at its first great revolution: intercontinental missiles
had only just appeared, the conquest of space had no more than
begun, and guidance precision was measured in kilometers.

On all of these points, we almost live today on another planet. Not
only has the USSR put an end to American nuclear superiority, but
it has established in Europe an absolute superiority as much nuclear
as in conventional forces, thus creating political instability at the
heart of NATO.3

And, as a result:

The famous American “umbrella,” though it may still retain an
important political value, has lost its strategic significance. Without
doubt, America will fight for Europe—but it will fight with conven-
tionai armies, without risking uncontrollable escalation to the nuclear
level.

Complementing Lellouche’s strategic thinking, Jimmy Goldsmith,
the Anglo-French publisher of the largest French weekly newsmaga-
zine, L’Express, added an analysis of American demographic and
economic change, and then echoed a series of arguments for reduced
commitment that he had heard within the United States. In an article
widely discussed in France, he wrote that:

San Antonio, Texas, is now largely Mexican. Miami is a sort of capi-
tal of Latin America. Los Angeles aspires to become the same for
the Pacific. The European sensibility and heritage is on the decline.
The volume of American commerce with the Pacific region has
exceeded that of commerce with Europe. . ..

The debate is not limited to the left or the right; neither to isolation-
ists nor internationalists. ... The reasons for change are identifi-
able: (1) Americans have the conviction that chronic assistance to
those who do not need it is injurious. ... (2) Americans think that
Europe potentially has all that it needs to defend itself. ... (3) The
softness [toward the Soviets) of European foreign policy is considered
a “polluting” element for American foreign policy. ... (4) When an
alliance is made up of a dominant partner and a number of weaker
ones, the distortions are evident. ... (5) At a time when Europeans
criticize the budget deficit ($221 billion in 1986) and the balance-of-
payments deficit ($140 billion) of the United States, the cost of parti-
cipation in NATO is an argument well-used by partisans of retreat.’

31 ellouche, L’Avenir de la Guerre, pp. 28-29.

‘Ibid., p. 88.

5Jimmy Goldsmith, “Le Levier de la Défense,” L'Express, February 17-March 5, 1987,
pp. 37-38. In his role as Anglo-French financier, Jimmy Goldsmith is Sir James
Goldsmith.
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Lellouche and Goldsmith express a common French view of the ero-
sion of the American commitment, but they express it somewhat more
extremely than many of their countrymen. Francois Heisbourg, an
influential French analyst and official who has become Director of the
International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) in London, for
example, contends in a review of Lellouche’s book that less has
changed than he implies: “That the American guarantee was categori-
cal is not new, and France, in its time, had considered this situation
sufficiently disquieting to create a national deterrent force.”® And
several writers suggest that many of the problems are based more on
the idiosyncracies of the Reagan administration than on any funda-
mental American tendencies.’

In any case, most French analysts and officials agree that either fun-
damental strategic changes or current ideologies will cause the United
States to reduce its commitment to NATO, although a few argue that
American vital interests will continue to support the commitment.®

This discussion began before the suddenly serious U.S.-Soviet nego-
tiations in 1987 over NATO’s nonserious (in 1981) “zero-zero” proposal
to remove all U.S. and Soviet INF missiles from Europe. Zero-zero
caused additional consternation, with worries centering on whether it
was the first step down “the slippery slope” to full denuclearization of
Europe and thus full abrogation of the American commitment. Even
before the 1987 negotiations, these concerns had received a major boost
from the November 1986 Reagan-Gorbachev Reykjavik meeting, where
the President’s failure to consult the allies, and his apparent tendency
to present proposals without having thought them through, added
greatly to West European insecurities. One post-Reykjavik statement,
by French Prime Minister Jacques Chirac to the Western European
Union, shows both the extent of disquietude and the degree to which
official France was willing to put this tactfully on the record. Discuss-
ing potential removal of the intermediate range missiles, Chirac said:

If one could only be grateful for the declared intention of the Soviets
to dismantle most of their $8-20s, one could but hope to avoid the
possibility that the eventual removal of the American missiles would
not begin a weakening of the tie between Europe and the United
States. ... We can never repeat frequently enough that the danger

Frangois Heisbourg, “Réalités et illusions,” Le Monde, 1985.

"See, for example, Pierre Hassner, “L'Europe entre les Btats-Unis et I'Union
Sovietique,” Commentaire, Spring 1986, p. 7.

5For an example of the latter, see Yves Boyer, “The Development of the Strategic
Rationale for United States Forces in Europe,” paper presented to the Conference on
Conventional Forces, jointly sponsored by The RAND Corporation, IFRI, and the Royal
Institute of International Affairs, at Wiston House, England, March 1987.
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to our existence presented by the formidable nuclear, conventional,
and classical arsenal of the East must always be seen in its totality.
Considering the inherent superiority of the Soviet Union in conven-
tional and chemical forces on the European continent, security over
the long term will continue to require the presence in West Europe of
a sufficient number of American nuclear arms.?

In addition to its audible whistling in the dark over continuation of the
American commitment, Chirac’s statement is notable for the continued
public agreement by a French official that, even with its own indepen-
dent nuclear deterrent, France still must count on American weapons
as well. It should also be noted that President Francois Mitterand,
Chirac’s political opponent but resident of the same political home in
the French constitutional “cohabitation,” appeared far more relaxed
about the same matters.!®

The British Couplers,!! although concerned with the same issues,
differ in tone and substance from the French. If the French are
tensely worried about a diminishing U.S. commitment and believe the
diminution to be the result of such objective changes as strategic parity
and changing American ethnicity, the British are fairly relaxed, feeling
that much of the apparent erosion is subjective and should be
approached under the banner of “Come, let us reason together.”

The prevailing British view has been expressed in a series of articles
by Frederick Bonnart, a retired Army officer who edits NATO’s Sixteen
Nations, an unofficial journal published in Brussels. Bonnart is clear
on both the need for maintaining the Alliance in something like its
current state, and the cooperative way in which this should be done:

[H]owever well matched Soviet conventional power in Europe may
be—and at present it is not—there can be no security for Europeans
in the long term without the presence on their continent of sizable
American nuclear and conventional forces.!?

Marriages are for better or for worse, for good or for evil. Alliances
may be a little more flexible. But both stand to gain by a mature

®Jacques Chirac, “Allocution du Premier Ministre devant I'Assemblée de I'U.E.O,"
Paris, December 2, 1986, in Ministére des Affaires Etrangires, Direction des Affaires
Politiques, Questions Politico-Militaires, 2iéme Semestre 1985, Année 1986, pp. 164-165.

108eg for example, Jim Hoagland, “A Horse Race in France,” in the Washington Post,
April 3, 1987, p. A2.

"Politically, this School includes the Conservatives and a few remaining “right-wing”
members of the Labour Party, although mainstream Labour is in the Remover category.
The Liberal-Social Democratic Alliance has also been largely Coupler and has taken offi-
cial positions consistent with this viewpoint, but much of the Liberal segment has stayed
substantially on the Remover side. At this writing, however, with the merging of the two
parts inlt‘o; single party, which some Social Democrats are leaving, the ultimate position
is not clear.

12Frederick Bonnart, “West Europe Ponders Soviet Aims,” International Herald Tvi-
bune, May 8, 1987,
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attitude of each partner toward the other. As in any eooperative
human endeavor, the cost to each should be considered less impor-
tant than the common benefit to both. In a matter of life and death,
it is only that which counts in the end.!?

This is not to say that the British believe that no movement is tak-
ing place. Historian Sir Michael Howard sees substantial change hap-
pening, with more needed, but nothing like an end to NATO or a fun-
damental restructuring that might, for example, shift the Alliance to a
primarily European rather than an Atlantic basis. Howard stresses a
common British theme—that the Alliance has been slow in adapting to
change—quite different from the French idea that the world has begun
to fall down around our ears as the American nuclear commitment
comes into doubt. He suggests that, starting with 1949:

The American presence was wanted in Western Europe, not just in
the negative role of a deterrent to Soviet aggression, but in the posi-
tive role of a reassurance to the West Europeans. . .. There can be
little doubt that since 1949 changes have occurred, both objective and
subjective, on a scale comparable to those between 1815 and 1854, or
1870 and 1914. ... What is needed today is a reversal of that pro-
cess whereby European governments have sought greater security by
demanding an ever greater intensification of the American nuclear
commitment; demands that are as divisive within their own countries
as they are irritating for the people of the United States. Instead we
should be doing all we can to reduce our dependence on American
nuclear weapons by enhancing, so far as is militarily, socially and
economically possible, our capacity to defend ourselves.'*

Howard’s last sentence brings up another central theme in the
transatlantic debate over the U.S..commitment to NATO, that of
burden-sharing. This is not much talked about by the French who,
because they consider their own contribution to NATO to be an
independent one, are reluctant to either criticize the contributions of
others or defend their own. Many in the United States, though
strongly pro-NATO, believe that the Europeans should be bearing
much more of the economic and other weight; and this is much on the
mind of the British. But Foreign Secretary Sir Geoffrey Howe, after
suggesting that sudden unilateral attempts by the United States to
“equalize” burdens could turn out to be quite negative from the Ameri-
can as well as the European standpoint, contends that they are not
badly balanced in any case:

eslsFredenck Bonnart, “Dangers of Divorce,” NATO’s Sixteen Nations, February-March
1

“Michael Howard, “Reassurance and Deterrence: Western Defense in the 1980s,”
Foreign Affairs, Winter 1982-1988, pp. 310-322,
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{The most likely result of withdrawing the American “prop” might
well not be to spur the Europeans to stand on their own two feet and
multiply their own defense efforts. It could be more likely to make
them question whether their own commitments to each other were
still worth the sacrifices involved. It would certainly strengthen the
platform of those (happily a small minority at present) who have
always argued for European neutrality and/or accommodation with
the East. . . .

Overall, the non-U.S. NATO allies do appear to be shouldering
roughly their fair share. (This paragraph will not, I hope, be taken
a8 European special pleading. Every sentence in it is taken from
Defenge Secretary Caspar Weinberger’s report to Congress of March
1984 about the balance of allied contributions.)'s

And finally, many of the British agree with other Europeans that
the problems of the role and commitment of the United States, what-
ever their fundamental basis, have been substantially exacerbated by
the policies and style of the Reagan administration. The British, like
the French and all other West Europeans, were deeply distressed by
President Reagan’s nonconsulting unilateralism at Reykjavik. What-
ever remains of the “special relationship” encourages British writers to
comment more directly and pungently on American politics than do
the French. Even before Reykjavik, David Watt, former Director of
the Royal Institute of International Affairs, wrote:

Let us put our cards on the table. There are two basic views about
President Reagan's foreign policy. One, the Administration’s,
appears to be accepted (if the opinion polls are to be believed) by the
majority of Americans. It is that the United States, after years of
weakness and humiliation, has once again faced the challenge of an
aggressive, expansionist Soviet Union, revived the global economy,
rescued the Western Alliance and generally reasserted true American
leadership in the world. The other view is shared to a greater or
lesser extent by much of the rest of mankind, with the possible
exceptions of the Israelis, the South Africans, President Marcos of
the Philippines and a few right-wing governments in Central and
South America. It is that the Reagan administration has vastly over-
reacted to the Soviet threat, thereby distorting the American (and
hence the world) economy, quickening the arms race, warping its own
judgment about events in the Third World, and further debasing the
language of international intercourse with feverish rhetoric. A sub-
sidiary charge, laid principally by the Europeans, Canadians and
many Latin Americans, but frequently endorsed in the Arab world
and the Far East, is that in a desperate attempt to rediscover “leader-
ship,” the United States under Reagan has reverted to its worst uni-
lateral habits, resenting and ignoring, when it deigns to notice, the

Bgir Geoffrey Howe, “The European Pillar,” Foreign Affairs, Winter 1984-1985,
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independent views and interests of its friends and allies. It is in my
experience almost impossible to convey even to the most experienced
Americalxés how deeply rooted and widely spread the critical view has
become. :

Or; put with perhaps more typical English restraint by an even
stronger pillar of the Establishment, Field Marshall Lord Bramall,
retired Chief of the General Staff:

The question therefore that we should perhaps be asking ourselves is
whether . . . the somewhat erratic content of some of the policies that
sadly have recently been evident across the Atlantic, should somehow
be changing what we do. In general terms, I am sure that the answer
to the . . . question is emphatically no."”

Even after Reykjavik, and even after the reappearance of zero-zero,
not “changing what we do” as a West European response to actual or
potential changes across the Atlantic has been the standard British
response. Over the long run, moves in the direction of self-reliance are
inevitable and desirable, but, as Howard points out, they should be
gradual and constrained.

The German Couplers cover a broader spectrum in their views on
the U.S. commitment than do the French or the British: some German
views resemble the French tension of Lellouche, others the British
calm of Bramall. To be sure, the German Couplers—the governing
coalition of the Christian Democrats (CDU), Bavarian Christian
Socialists (CSU), and Free Democrats (FDP), plus a large portion of
the opposition Social Democrats (SPD)'® —do all agree on the crucial
importance to the Federal Republic of the continued American nuclear
commitment. Opposition was widespread, for example, to the sugges-
tion for No First Use of nuclear weapons by NATO, tentatively put
forth in the early 1980s by the American “Gang of Four” (McGeorge
Bundy, George Kennan, Robert McNamara, and Gerard Smith). The
four Germans quoted at the beginning of this section—Karl Kaiser
(Director of the Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Auswartige Politik or DGAP),
Georg Leber (an SPD Bundestag Deputy and former Defense Minis-
ter), Alois Mertes (a CDU Deputy), and Franz-Josef Schulze (a retired
general and NATO commander)—wrote:

16David Watt, “As a European Saw It,” Foreign Affairs, Fall 1983, p. 521.

"Lord Bramall, House of Lords Official Report, Parliamentary Debates (Hansard),
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 25 March 1987, Columns 194-195.

18How large a portion is unclear on two grounds: First, estimates vary on how many
of the Social Democrats in the Bundestag or elsewhere are “moderates” like several
quoted in this discussion of the Couplers; second, it is not clear how immoderate the “left
wing” is. Virtually the entire SPD remains committed to NATO and to the U.S. com-
mitment to NATO, but how to weigh this against various SPD antinuclear stances is less
well defined than for, say, the British Labour Party.
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The tight and indissoluble coupling of conventional forces and
nuclear weapons on the European continent with the strategic poten-
tial of the United States confronts the Soviet Union with the incal-
culable risk that any military conflict between the two Alliances
could escalate to nuclear war. ... Not only the inhabitants of the
Federal Republic of Germany but also American citizens help bear
the risks, the conventional as well as the nuclear. The indivisibility
of the security of the Alliance as a whole and of its territory creates
the credibility of deterrence.

[T)he proposed no-first-use policy would destroy the confidence of
Europeans and especially of Germans in the European-American
Alliance as a community of risk, and would endanger the strategic
unity of the Alliance and the security of Western Europe.?®

In fact, however, this 1982 statement of principle papered over deep
German worries about the U.S. commitment, which antedate the No-
First-Use proposal let alone Reykjavik, and cracks in the German
Coupler front, which the 1987 zero-zero revival has turned into widen-
ing fissures. In 1981, Uwe Nerlich, Research Director of the major
German defense analyis institute, the Stifftung Wissenschaft und Poli-

tik, expressed great doubts about U.S. policy as it had manifested itself
in the 1970s:

Given the leading role of the United States in Western affairs, the
most distressing aspect of the current political reality is that the
United States no longer propounds a concept of world affairs within
which Western Europe could play roles at all commensurate with its
inner dynamics. In fact, U.S, policies no longer follow any design;
they are guided by crisis behavior as the occasions arise, without suf-
ficient instruments to control the outcomes. . . .

If during the first Nixon term a more complex American approach
put the Soviet Union temporarily on the defensive, the primacy of
American domestic affairs imposed itself again with the end of the
Vietnam war and the climactic events of Watergate. To make
matters worse, the Carter administration painfully demonstrated that

competence is the key element in all relations with the Soviet
Union.?

The invidious comparison between Carter and Nixon might lead
some Americans to believe that this is a right-wing diatribe against
American softness, but Nerlich was no right winger in any conven-
tional sense. Six years later, he was even darker in his views of the
conservative governments that then ruled all the major NATO nations:

19K aiser et al,, “Nuclear Weapons and the Preservation of Peace,” pp. 1159-1162.

2Uwe Nerlich, “Change in Europe: A Secular Trend?” in Daedelus, Journal of the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Winter 1981; pp. 71-83.
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[Tlhe alliance tends to be engaged in a vicious circle: The weaker
the political leaderships, the more security policies are victimized by
domestic policies, which in turn overburdens democracies and often
lowers their quality, and, of course, this exacerbates the need for
political leadership, etc. The INF debate since 1988 is & case in
point. Friedrich Nietzche stated 110 years ago: “Those who aim
publicly at something too large and beyond their capacity will also
lack the capacity to disavow their aims publicly.”*

A part of the 1981 paper was devoted to the contention that “the
only way the Atlantic Alliance can persist is through social democratic
support.”? This was apparently a shot in the civil war to save the soul
of the social democratic SPD for then-Chancellor Helmut Schmidt'’s
strongly pro-NATO, pro-nuclear policies. Schmidt lost the war and the
chancellorship, the SPD lost the government for at least a decade, and
the cracks in the Coupler consensus have become gulfs. Although
many members of the SPD remain Couplers in that they continue to
support NATO—perhaps a majority, depending on the precise line used
to delineate the School—even the moderates differ substantially on
nuclear issues from the CDU and from Nerlich, as will be seen below
in the discussion of German attitudes toward the zero-zero arms con-
trol proposals.

One reason for the SPD civil wars is that the West German
Couplers must keep on looking back over their shoulders at the
Remover peace movement, with its profound distrust of everything
American and nuclear. This is discussed in a 1983 analysis by Chris-
toph Bertram, former Director of IISS, now political editor of Die Zeit
of Hamburg:

While the [German] antimissile movement had acquired an unprece-
dented depth and articulation, it nevertheless remained the manifes-
tation of a minority. The efforts within the SPD to prevent the
party from drifting into opposition to the Atlantic Alliance reflected
this. They were motivated not only by the conviction of the leader-
ship that there was no alternative to NATO, but also by the realiza-
tion that no party opposed to the security link with the United
States would stand a chance with the conservative, security-minded
German electorate.”

In any case, by 1987 the zero-zero negotiations caused, or revealed,
the great gap between the two sides of what had once been the German

Ywe Nerlich, “Conventional Arms Control in Europe: The Objectives,” in James
Thomson and Uwe Nerlich (eds.), Conventional Arms Control and the Future of Europe,
Westview Press, Boulder, 1988,

Z22Nerlich, “Change in Furope: A Secular Trend?” p. 81.
lgs?Chr(i;zt:ph Bertram, “Europe and America in 1983,” Foreign Affairs, Winter-Spring
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Coupler consensus. Both sides remained committed to NATO, to
dependence on the United States of the Alliance in general and the
Federal Republic in particular, and to the crucial role of the American
nuclear deterrent. But whether to endorse zero-zero, what would hap-
pen if and when it was adopted, and what to do next were all subjects
of major contention. On a political level, the issue divided the govern-
ment coalition, with FDP Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher
favoring the zeroing out of all intermediate-range missiles; and CDU
Chancellor Helmut Kohl, who strongly opposed the removal of the
500-1000 kilometer-range weapons (the Short-Range Intermediate
Nuclear Force, or SRINF), being dragged into acquiescence by
Genscher and by American pressure. This will be discussed in the
arms control section below.

With regard to its effect on coupling, however, the anti-zero-zero
view is expressed analytically by Nerlich, who contends that the with-
drawal of American INF missiles would so weaken the link with the
United States that European deterrence would have to depend on
French and British nuclear weapons:

The zero option—a treaty agreement not to deploy U.S.
intermediate-range weapons in Western Europe for some quid pro
quo—raises fundamental questions about the maintenance of
NATO’s deterrence strategy and for the foreseeable future can in no
way be justified on strategic grounds. However, were such an agree-
ment, a treaty of whatever kind resulting in a withdrawal of the
American INF, nevertheless to come about, then the French and
Britiszl: nuclear forces would have to acquire completely new func-
tions.

But Gert Krell, the Director of the Peace Research Institute of
Frankfurt (which, in spite of its name, is not part of the antinuclear
peace movement), believes that the effects of zero-zero on the U.S.
commitment have been vastly overblown:

It is very difficult to understand that there should still be resistance
against this package in the West.... The objections are... not
credible. They sound schizophrenic when raised by French leaders
who complain about what they see as decoupling by the United
States, but who hold on to France’s own and long-standing decou-
pling from the defense of Europe. ... Coupling the United States to
Europe through nuclear escalation linkage is not a question of
hardware but of deterrence politics and metaphysics. Security
through extended deterrence cannot be enforced by the deployment
of nuclear weapons—of which there will be an abundance even after

#Uwe Nerlich, “La force de dissuasion nucléaire frangaise et la securité de la RFA,”
in Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 187. The volume was published simultaneously in German;
this and other quotations here are translated from the French version.
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LRINF withdrawal on European soil or in the adjoining waters.
More important are the political unity of the alliance and the pres-
ence of U.S. troops.?

Being fully dependent on the United States nuclear deterrent, the
Germans on both sides of these issues may just have thought about
them more thoroughly and more pragmatically than the philosophers
in the other major European members of NATO.

The Europeans’ Commitments to Themselves

It has been abundantly clear since the beginning of the Alliance that
no other member than the United States had any individual capability
to stand up to Soviet military power. The independent nuclear forces
of France and Britain might enable those two nations to keep the
Soviets on the proper side of the Rhine and the Channel by mounting
essentially suicidal threats behind the deterrence of “the strong by the
weak,” in the phrase used by the French. But implementation of the
threats would be a fatal remedy for a fatal disease, and for that reason
use of the independent nuclear forces for national purposes was uncer-
tain; pledges for Alliance purposes were even more uncertain in the
case of Britain, unmade in the case of France. These deterrents were
thus of little comfort to the rest of NATO, particularly to the Federal
Republic of Germany, the only large European nation bordering on the
Iron Curtain.

It has been equally clear since at least the 1960s when Western
Europe became economically strong that if the nations to the west of
the Elbe became a unity instead of a loose confederation, they could
command enough economic and military power to deter the Soviets,
defend against them and probably, if need be, defeat them.

Western Europe remains confederal at best, which Americans fre-
quently ignore when thinking in terms of “the European contribution.”
In recent years, however, European uncertainties about the U.S. com-
mitment, American prods to share more of the burden, and economic
incentives to produce more weapons in Europe have combined to bring
various steps toward defense unity into consideration. Discussions
have had two foci: the broad one of a West European “alliance within
the Alliance,” or at least more of a common contribution and strategy;
and the narrower possibility of a specifically Franco-German arrange-
ment at the center.

BGert Krell, “Reykjavik and After,” Peace Research Institute, Frankfurt, April 1987,
mimeographed, pp. 13-14.
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For the Germans and the French, it is this central arrangement that
dominates the debate, even though few of either nationality would
dissent from the longer-run objective set forth by Peter Schmidt of the
Stifftung Wissenschaft und Politik: “the renewed interest of France in
cooperating more closely with the Federal Republic of Germany could
be used as a ‘moving force’ to improve the state of European integra-
tion.”?® More recently, in 1987 after zero-zero turned serious, French
analyst Jean d’Aubach set forth a far-reaching conclusion of the line of
thought that begins with fear of U.S. abandonment:

The probability of a diminution of the American commitment in
Europe is not negligible. . .. This is the reason why Europe has no
alternative solutions in the next three decades: it must possess
nuclear weapons to guarantee its security. . . . It seems that the “jux-
taposigilon" of the French and British capabilities could reach this
result.

Few French or British—or Germans—would go that far, however.
On the other side (and somewhat earlier) former Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt grambled:

On balance, I have come to think that General De Gaulle was right
in his belief that the British are not really prepared to cast their lot
with the rest of the European nations. ... The British will join the
club only if they cannot prevent it from being successful. (If this
sounds harsh, I apologize to the British.)?

Such harshness would command less than a consensus in Germany or
France.

In any case, what is more important than the specific view of Brit-
ain is the fact that that view is not very important in the debate, nor is
d’Aubach’s Franco-British nuclear melding: Most German and French
debaters are intense about their own relationship, vague about its
extension to “Europe” as a general entity, and don’t think any more
than do Americans about the other specific nations making up this
general entity.

Virtually all the debaters hope for a stronger Franco-German rela-
tionship as a reinforcement of their mutual defense. Lellouche puts it
strongly:

26peter Schmidt, “Europeanization of Defense: Prospects of Consensus?” The RAND
Corporation, P-7042, December 7, 1984, p. 34.

%Jean d’Aubach, “To Gather Europe for its Defense,” Commentaire, Spring 1987
{trans. Michel Klem), pp. 1-9.

ZHelmut Schmidt, A Grand Strategy for the West, Yale University Press, New Haven,
1985, pp. 52-63.
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{O]ur defense—of our survival as well as our liberties—begins on the
Elbe and not on the Rhine. . .. But in that case, let us be clear with
ourselves, with Germany, and with the adversary. The only way to
transmit this signal consists of redep%fng our forces, mossing them
no longer on the Rhine, but on the Elbe.

This is particularly important to Lellouche because of his fears that a
weakened American commitment will leave the Franco-German alli-
ance as the mainstay of French defense. A secondary reason for
French interest in strengthening the linkage between the two nations is
that, as Helmut Schmidt puts it: “in the long run the Germans will
remain on the Western side only if the French help them and bind
‘ them to the West.”?® This thought could be expressed more tactfully by
Schmidt than by a French writer about Germany.
The hope has not been father to the relationship, however. The
Germans and the French had been trying for many years. In the
1970s, Schmidt, as Chancellor, became so disgusted with President
‘i Carter’s eccentricity (see Nerlich’s comments above) that he tried to
: substitute a German-French core for American leadership of the Alli-
ance. The concept faded when Giscard was replaced by Mitterand and
Schmidt by Kohl; but in 1984, he urged it on these two successors:
!

Cooperation began to decline during the administration of President
Carter. He confronted his European allies with surprising “lonely”
decisions, taken without consultation. The situation was not eased
when he made a number of subsequent corrections, since some of
these were put into effect just as surprisingly. ... [The] vacuum in
transatlantic leadership was filled in considerable degree by the close
cooperation on foreign and economic policy between Giscard
d'Estaing and the German Chancellor [Schmidt]. With Giscard’s
departure in the spring of 1981 and the accession to office a few
months earlier of Ronald Reagan, the situation worsened again. . . .

Valery Giscard and [ had it in mind to establish a considerably closer

link between, on the one hand, France’s nuclear power and its con-

ventional army and, on the other, conventional German military
: forces and German economic power. This goal today is a task for
{ Mitterand and Kohl.%!

-

At about the same time, he made all this much more concrete in a
Bundestag speech, where he proposed 18 German and 12 French divi-
sions, under French command, with some financial support for the
French effort coming from Germany. French-born Harvard Professor

ZLellouche, p. 281. i
3 elmut Schmidt, A Grand Strategy for the West, p. 56. i

31Helmut Schmidt, “Saving the Western Alliance,” New York Review of Books, May i
i 31, 1984, pp. 26-27. ‘
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Stanley Hoffman reported that “The speech was barely discussed in
France.”%? :

In fact, starting in 1982, two years before the Schmidt proposal,
Chancellor Kohl and President Mitterand had begun a formal attempt
to move their two nations’ security structures and strategies closer
together. It did not work well; Pierre Hassner evaluated the results of
this effort, much more modest than Schmidt’s proposal, in a terse
phrase: “Never so much talk, never so little progress.”3

The summary statement of a joint volume sponsored by the German
and French institutes, DGAP and IFRI, illustrates the problems and
the issues in this, or any, substantial Franco-German defense arrange-
ment, as seen from both sides. As put by the editors, Lellouche and
Karl Kaiser:

Four years after the “new start” in cooperation in the realm of secu-
rity, it must be conceded that the Franco-German defense partner-
ship is still a long way from achieving real substance. . . .

From the French side, the dominant impression is that the major
French initiatives toward the Federal Republic, in principles, in polit-
ical platforms, and more concretely in technological, military, and
space policy, have paid hardly any return. . ..

From the German side, the same impression of frustration dominates.
In spite of the positive movement seen by the French, the feeling of
distrust and deception lives on, reinforced by French defense con-
cepts still viewed as nationalistic. . . . While France has taken a sub-
stantial step to fill German needs for consultation on French tactical
nuclear weapons ... it is clear that rather than tending toward
greater cooperation on nuclear matters, forward movement has come
up against a barrier created by the convergence of psychological pres-
sures (on both sides), and by military considerations concerning the
conditions for employing French forces and tactical nuclear weapons,
as well aaf the political fallout of Soviet-American arms control nego-
tiations.

Why these frustrations? Perhaps the general answer is that put by
Dominique Moisi of IFRI: “France and West Germany have deeply

32Gtanley Hoffman, “The U.S. and Western Europe: Wait and Worry,” Foreign
Affairs, Spring 1984, p. 647.

33pjerre Hassner, “La Cooperation Franco-Allemande: Achille Immobile & Grand
Pas?” in Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 171.

Karl Kaiser and Pierre Lellouche, “Synthéses et Recommendations,” in Kaiser and
Lellouche (eds.), pp. 311-312. Their volume, Le Couple Franco-Allemand et la Défense de
L’Europe, provides an excellent binational multivoiced treatment of the history and pos-
sibilities of Franco-German defense cooperation.




49

different visions of the world. France at heart is a status quo power;
West Germany belongs to the revisionist camp.”®

The more specific answers are based on this asymmetry. What the
Germans want from the French is basic but unachievable at least for
now; without it the partnership is likely to progress only incrementally.
What the French want from the Germans is less basic and more
achievable; but because the French needs are themselves marginal,
their effects, if achieved, are also likely to be incremental at most.

What the Germans want from the French, as summarized by CDU
Bundestag Deputy Markus Berger, is that:

We must assume in common—and, in the interests of the Federal
Republic, as long in advance as possible and under the best possible
conditions—a tight joining of Alliance contingents for a forward
defense [of Germany’s Eastern border].

France must participate there with all its forces. Any distinction
between a zone protected and defended by the global power of
France, the French homeland for example, and a strategic rampart
defended by conventional forces, where France will participate only
on its own decision and with selected contingents, is in the interests
neither of the Germans nor of French security.3

French Prime Minister Chirac, however, maintains the distinction
between the inner and outer zones, taking the French commitment to
the Federal Republic as far as it can be taken in words alone, but mak-
ing clear that it does consist largely of words:

[I)f the survival of the nation rests at the frontiers of our land, its
security rests at the frontiers of its neighbors.

But

Crisis situations for which we must prepare so that deterrence
remains strong are, in truth, largely unpredictable. That is why
France attaches so much importance to conserving her freedom of
action—to avoid the deterioration of her forces in automatic engage-
ments for which they are badly adapted.’”

More recently, Chirac told the West Germans that if they are
attacked by the Soviets, France will come to their aid “immediately

¥Dominique Moisi, “As the Pillars of Postwar Stability Shake, Europe Looks for
Shelter,” International Herald Tribune, April 4, 1987, p. 4.

3%Markus Berger, “La Force de Dissuasion Frangaise et la Securité de la République
Federale d’Allemagne,” in Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 198.

3 Jacques Chirac, Discours du Premier Ministre Devant UInstitut des Hautes Etudes de
Defense Nationale, September 12, 19868, mimeographed, pp. 13-14.
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and without reservation,”® which is a stronger statement but still
leaves French forces under French command and retains the decision
to use nuclear weapons for the president of France, as President Mit-
terand pointed out at the same time. One French battalion has joined
a new Franco-German brigade, but that is far short of the 12 French
divisions contemplated by Schmidt, or of the French redeployment
desired by Lellouche. (And even the mild step-up of symbolism
marked by the Chirac statement and the brigade have caused visible
upsets to other member nations, particularly Italy, one more obstacle
to real movement.)

In any case, conserving freedom of action by maintaining the
independence of the French deterrent and by keeping out of NATO’s
integrated command structure is nearly unanimous among the French.
The Germans and the French are both realistic nations: They under-
stand that this is essentially unchangeable, that it is inconsistent with
the German goals as outlined by Berger, and that these facts put a
severe constraint on strengthening the Franco-German coupling.

A strong German central premise puts an equally binding constraint
on the coupling, and it is equally well recognized by the French: the
need of the Federal Republic for mainentance of the full NATO and
the full American connection. As put by Lothar Ruehl, a Minister of
State in the Ministry of Defense:

It must be impossible for the Warsaw Pact to mount an attack that
will allow it to isolate German forces and to seize German territory
without immediately engaging the entire Alliance, and, in particular,

American and British forces.... The allied defense within the
NATO framework thus has the absolute priority over all other mili-
tary cooperation.®®

This emphasis on the Alliance as a whole and the United States in
particular is why Nerlich can write: “The French nuclear force
remains for the Federal Republic a second-order question.”*®

Although the German-American tie constrains Franco-German pos-
sibilities, it is well understood by the French who recognize that they
too depend in part on the American strategic deterrent. Several other
German-imposed constraints that annoy the French, while by no
means trivial, are less central. One is based on the fact that since
Willy Brandt the Federal Republic has been looking East toward the
German Democratic Republic. Benoit d’Aboville of the French Foreign

3Quoted in the Boston Globe, December 23, 1987, p. 9.

39 othar Ruehl, “1982: La Rélance de la Cooperation Franco-Allemande,” in Kaiser
and Lellouche, p. 38. Italics added.

“Nerlich, “La Force de Dissuasion Nucléaire Francaise,” pp. 175-176.
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Office mentions that “for a large fraction of French opinion, it is the
Germans who, in the name of Ostpolitik, insist on the pursuit of
dangerous chimeras.”*!

The most basic French complaint about the Germans is more
economic than political. It concerns German cooperation in coproduc-
tion of weapons. Heisbourg is generally upbeat about Franco-German
cooperation in weapons production, but his title, “Cooperation in
Matters of Armaments: Nothing is Ever Achieved,” reveals certain
doubts,*? and in another piece published about the same time (1986)
his exhortation for the future exhibits some signs of pessimism:

There is little time for Europeans to put their act together, both in
terms of organization and of funding, if they wish to be true partners
in developing the combat systems of the 1990s—this is especially true
for West Germany. Even though the Federal Republic’s military
R&D funding has increased by close to 30 percent in 1985, it will
take several years for Bonn to catch up with the French or the Brit-
ish in this realm.*

The summation of the Franco-German debate over the Europeans’
Commitments to Themselves is that it is positive and limited. The
flirtation warms and cools but, as is inherent in a flirtation, it is essen-
tially symbolic; both sides understand that it remains far from a con-
summation. In the same 1987 issue of L’Express in which Jimmy
Goldsmith mentioned his doubts about the American commitment,
staff writer Jérome Dumoulin started off an enthusiastic article about
the future of the Paris-Bonn defense arrangement by quoting the
next-to-last sentence in Kaiser and Lellouche’s summary of their
Franco-German volume: “The hour has come to make the great leap
toward tying together the destiny of the two lands.”* What he does
not quote is the next sentence—the very last of the book—*“It remains
to be seen if the occasion will be seized.”*

The British, properly enough, do not write about the special
Franco-German relationship; they certainly do not seem to fear it.
Rather, unlike the Germans and the French, they devote some

“Benoit d’Aboville, “La France, la RFA et le Contrble des armements: des Mal-
tendus a la Cooperation,” in Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 248.

“Frangois Heisbourg, “Cooperation en Matiére d’Armements: Rien n’est Jamais
Acquis,” in Kaiser and Lellouche, pp. 117-130.

“Frnnqou Heisbourg, “Conventional Defense: Europe’s Constraint’s and Opportuni-
ties,” in Andrew Pierre (ed.), The Conventional Defense of Europe: New Technologies and
New Strategies, Council on Foreign Relations, New York, 19886, p. 99.

“Jérome Dumoulin, “Paris-Bonn: ce que démandent les Allemands,” L’Express,
February 17-March 5, 1987, p. 39.

4Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 325.
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attention to the more general and abstract concept of a broader Euro-
pean military alliance within (or in the limit as a substitute for) the
North Atlantic Alliance.

One motivation, existent although far less ubiquitous in Britain than
among continental writers, is fear of American withdrawal, particularly
after Reykjavik. Lord Gladwyn, as Sir Gladwyn Jebb, a long-time
high-level British diplomat, exhibits a perceptible sense of panic about:

retreat as it were, into Fortress America. . . . In such distressing cir-
cumstances, short of having arrived at a credible form of European
political unity, there is every reason to suppose that Western Euro-
pean governments would be found willing and able to enter into some
arrangements which would leave the Soviet Union in a position to
exercise a sort of hegemony over the whole Continent. ... There are
elements in Germany which might favour such a solution. Indeed we
should probably dismiss the classic German Drang nach Osten as
they call it, at our peril. The only way to eliminate this danger is for
us to favour the genuine embodiment of Western Germany in an
operative European political union which, at the moment and unlike
the French, we seem as a government to be far from favoring.

Most British officials and analysts take the American aberrations of
the mid-1980s more in stride, as being transitory. British interest in
greater unity on defense is longer run and lower key. Hedley Bull, an
Australian turned Oxford Professor, had an early-1980s vision of the
need for greater West European defense unity that was taken as a pos-
sibly appropriate direction for the long run; it still is by many Britons:

There are three reasons why the countries of Western Europe should
explore a Europeanist approach to their security. First, the old for-
mulas of North Atlantic unity do not adequately recognize the differ-
ences of interest, both real and perceived, that divide the United
States from its European partners,... Second, the policies advo-
cated by the [European peace movement], while they are based partly
on a correct perception of the differences of interest between the
United States and Western Europe, would expose the latter to Soviet
domination. ... A third reason why Western Europe should explore
this new course relates to what may be called its dignity. ... [It] is
demeaning that the rich and prosperous democracies of Western
Europe in the 1980s . . . should fail to provide the resources for their
own security and prefer to live as parasites on a transatlantic protec-
tor increasingly restless in this role. . . .

[A] Europeanist policy is not viable unless the nations of Western
Europe can develop some appropriate form of unity. This is the
greatest uncertainty of all. ... The object should be a West Euro-
pean military alliance—an alliance within an alliance, preserving the

“6Lord Gladwyn, House of Lords Official Report, Parliatnentary Debates (Hansard),
Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, London, 25 March 1887, columns 190-191.
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wider structure of NATO. There might ultimately be a European
alliance without NATOQ.Y

For other Britons, however, more pragmatically oriented toward the
short run, such an alliance, within or instead of NATO, is more of a
fantasy than a vision of the future. As put by Bonnart, a few years
after Bull’s piece:

When the [European Community] has overcome the problems of the
common agricultural policy, the integration of new members, Irish
neutrality, growing unemployment, industrial stagnation, and a few
others, it might well, in the next century, be ready to tackle its own
common defense. ... Before such an EC defense could be created,
however, the [NATO] alliance would likely disintegrate rapidly, with
its members falling like ripe plums, one after the other, under the
domimg.ion of the one superpower then left on the Eurasian con-
tinent.

Bonnart is more typical of the British than is Bull. The most seri-
ous part of the debate over the Europeans’ commitments to themselves
takes place on the continent and concerns the Franco-German connec-
tion. And unless the American commitment goes as sour as Lellouche
predicts, both the French and the Germans recognize that progress is
likely to be slow.

The Rest of the World

The debate over the appropriate relationship of the Alliance to the
“rest of the world”—the two-thirds of the earth’s population living
south of the Mediterranean, the Caucasus, Siberia, and the Rio
Grande—has undergone a sharp reversal since the beginning of the
Alliance. In the early 1950s, the French, Portuguese, and Belgian
empires were still close to their pre-World War Il sweeps; so was the
British, except that it had lost the jewel in the crown and the raison
d’étre for the rest, India; and the Dutch alone had shed their imperium,
the Dutch East Indies having become Indonesia. Before the Vietnam
war—the American Vietnam war of the 1960s, not the French war of
the 1950s—the NATO debate consisted in large measure of anti-
imperialist nagging from west of the Atlantic, and the debate within
the United States centered on the question of how much risk we should
take of weakening NATO in the name of anticolonialism. In 1959, for
example, former Secretary of State Dean Acheson wrote:

4"Hedley Bull, “European Self-Reliance and the Reform of NATO,” Foreign Affairs,
Spring 19883, p. 875-882.

$SPrederick Bonnart, “NATO Is an Alliance that Should Not Be Disbanded,” Interna-
tional Herald Tribune, September 24, 19886, p. 4.
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The most important objective today ...is to hold together those
sources of strength we possess. These sources are North America
and Western Europe . . . This . . . immediately draws the usual objec-
tions: “But you will throw in your lot with the colonial empires. . . .”
If we would approach life from the point of view of formal moralistic
rules, this caveat may be interesting. But if we approach our prob-
lem from the point of view of solving it, then these considerations are
not at all important.*

The combination in the 1960s of European shedding of most of the
remnants of empire and American fiasco in Vietnam reversed the
direction of moralizing and condescension. By 1987, Frenchman
Jimmy Goldsmith could be as understanding of American interests in
the Third World as Acheson had been of European interests 28 years
earlier.

In fact, the question of NATO’s role outside of Europe—and, even
more important, the American role as it affected the commitment to
the Alliance—while on such occasions as the American bombing of
Libya it may have weighed more heavily on public opinion on both
sides of the Atantic than it did on officials and analysts—was a serious
one. Like other issues south of the Mediterranean, however, it did not
preoccupy most West European officials and analysts.

Peter Stratmann of the Stifftung Wissenschaft und Politik does take
the issue up in order to caution that it ought not misdirect NATO:

Many statements made by defense and foreign-policy experts in the
current Western and, in particular, American, debate on strategy
convey that Soviet strategy may have undergone a significant
change. ... [T]he focus of Soviet political ambitions and strategic
preoccupation has shifted to third-world regions outside the NATO
area.... Many analysts are so fascinated by the challenge to
“prepare for the unexpected” in the Third World that they tend to
neglect or deemphasize the all-too-familiar “eurocentric” scenarios of
“Soviet aggression against NATO.” The indisputable fact that the
Soviet Union continues to accord priority to the enhancement of its
offensive capabilities directed against NATO has apparently had lit-
tle effect on their views.*

And Former Chancellor Schmidt picks up another common Euro-
pean strand, that the United States oversimplifies and knows not what
it does in the Third World. To the south:

———

49Dean G. Acheson, “The Premises of American Policy,” Orbis, Fall 1959.

%0Peter Stratmann, “NATO Doctrine and National Operational Priorities: The Cen-
tral Front and the Flanks: Part II,” in International Institute for Strategic Studies,
Adelphi Paper 207, pp. 35-42.
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West Europeans have a clear interest in peaceful solutions in Central
America. If the problems cannot be solved peacefully, then, in the
European perception, the danger might arise that the traditionally
good and close relations between Europe and Latin America might be
jeopardized. The credibility of the United States as the Western
leader might also be damaged in the eyes of a considerable part of
the West European public, and this would add a strain to the
European-America relationship.’!

To the east—the Middle East:

In my view there is no chance that the West, or the United States,
can bring about a “solution” for this troubled region that could possi-
bly bring about a stabilized peace. The truth is that no one in the
world can defend the Persian Gulf oil. ... The best we can do is to
try frc;;n time to time to shift our weight a little bit to one side or the
other.

The questions of the appropriate Third World role of the Alliance
and of the United States within or outside the Alliance have continued
unsolved and indeed not even completely defined. In themselves, they
remain an abrasive rather than a major determinant of European
NATO policies or of the European side of the NATO debate; but they
provide another indicator of European fears of American desertion, or
at least distraction. The prevailing view is Stratmann’s—keep your eye
on the center ring of the circus—but European Couplers are aware that
events in the Third World or American reaction to those events could
pull the action into the outer rings, particularly in the Middle East,
and that European or American public opinion could focus there no
matter what is going on in the center.

MILITARY ISSUES

The Conventional-Nuclear Link

The conventional-nuclear link represents the military side of the
issue of the U.S. commitment. The political question discussed above
was: How strong is the American commitment to use nuclear weapons
if necessary? The military question is: How will the commitment be
implemented if necessary? European positions on the conventional-
nuclear link, unlike positions on the more political aspects of the
debate, do not fit easily into national categories. The major disagree-
ment on the link is the one between Europe and the United States, and

S1H. Schmidt, A Grand Strategy for the West, p. 83.
521bid., pp. 98-95.
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even that is more a distinction in ways of thinking about the issue
than in recommended solutions.

The European-American difference can be described in the terminol-
ogy of operations analysis as a question involving two variables: The
European Couplers want to maximize one variable subject to con-
straints imposed by the other; the American Maintainers consider the
second the variable to be maximized, the other as the constraint.

¢ The West Europeans want a strategy that will maintain the
credibility of the link between any potential conventional war
on their continent and the American nuclear weapons that are
counted on to deter the war’s outbreak in the first place. The
constraint is that the link to American nuclear forces cannot be
so automatic as to scare the Americans away from the initial
engagement.

e The Americans want a strategy that will avoid invoking nuclear
weapons. The constraint is that this must be done without
breaking the link completely, so that the nuclear deterrent to
Soviet aggression in Europe will remain credible enough to do
its job.

The two major American schools in the strategic nuclear debate con-
tain those who, like Albert Wohlstetter, stress the controiled use of
nuclear weapons for deterrence, damage limitation, and warfighting;
and those who think it likely that such control will fail and that deter-
rence is, in McGeorge Bundy’s term, “existential,” depending on the
uncertainties associated with the very existence of nuclear weapons.3
Parallel to the American nuclear-control school are those Europeans
who recognize the distinction between conventional and nuclear
weapons and the importance of the threshold between the two, but
espouse a carefully conceived strategy including controlled nuclear use
as a potential defense and hence as a deterrent. Stratmann argues:

Given the comprehensive nature of the Soviet military challenge, it is
unfortunate that the Western debate on force development programs
has been based on a purported dichotomy between conventional and
nuclear options. What is required in my view is a more complemen-
tary, integrated approach rather than the sweeping rejection of the
utility of nuclear weapons which is in fashion now. Of course, in
order to reduce NATO’s current dependence on early employment of
nuclear weapons stronger conventional capabilities are mandatory.
But the availability of capable nuclear forces can significantly con-
tribute to the stability of conventional defense.5*

533¢e Levine, The Strategic Nuclear Debate.
54K .-Peter Stratmann, “The Conventional Balance of Forces in Central Europe,” in
Netherlands Institute of International Relations, Clingendael, Conventional Balance in

[pere

et

s ol AR ki e PN 7

a4 b < o S By

PO

- i

o in e g ane




L

AN

§7

And Lellouche adds an argument for the doctrine closest to the hearts
of the American nuclear controllers, targeting of nuclear strikes on the
enemy’s military forces rather than trying to deter him by threatening
his cities.5®

This contrasts with Norwegian Johan Holst’s view of NATO deter-
rence, which draws on Bundy'’s existentialism:

The need to preserve a system of conventional denial and residual
nuclear deterrence in Europe . .. does not imply the elimination of
nuclear weapons, only a strengthening of the presumption against
inevitable use. As long as nuclear weapons exist and are deployed in
survivable and controllable fashion, no aggressor could have high
confidence that he could push ‘his conventional advantage with
impunity. The residual capacity for nuclear response provides a kind
of existential deterrence.’

From a similar point of view, SPD Bundestag Deputy Karsten Voigt
echoes the American arms controllers’ doubts about the deterrent util-
ity of controlled counterforce strategies: “So long as it is even faintly
conceivable that a threat of selective nuclear strikes could lead to a
major nuclear war and thus to mutual destruction, the threat itself [of
a controlled response]—by rational standards—is not credible.”

The European debate has many layers. NATO's “Flexible
Response” doctrine, official Alliance policy since 1967, is summarized
succinctly by the German foursome whose statement about Europeans’
indifference between conventional and nuclear war waged on their ter-
ritory headed up this section:

The strategy of flexible response attempts to counter any attack by
the adversary—no matter what the level—in such a way that the
aggressor can have no hope of advantage or success by triggering a
military conflict, be it conventional or nuclear. The tight and indis-
soluble coupling of conventional forces and nuclear weapons on the
European continent with the strategic potential of the United States
confronts the Soviet Union with the incalculable risk that any mili-
tary conflict between the two Alliances could escalate to nuclear war.

Europe: Problems, Strategies and Technologies, Zoetermeer, The Netherlands, May
11-13, 1984, p. 13.

5L ellouche, pp. 259-260. Atypically among Europeans, Lellouche’s nuclear concept
is close to that of the Americans of the Wohlstetter achool, who contend that their
opponents favor counter-city targeting. Americans of the Bundy school deny this, assert-
ing that the threat to the cities is an existential fact of life, not a preferred policy. See
Levine, The Strategic Nuclear Debate.

%Holst, “Denial and Punishment: Straddling the Horns of NATO’s Dilemma,” p. 69.

57Karsten D. Voigt, “Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A German Social Democrat’s Per-
spective,” in Pierre, 1984, p. 113.
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The primary function of nuclear weapons is deterrence in order to
prevent aggression and blackmail.®®

But of course the simple military statement covers a host of political
as well as military subtleties.”® Flexible Response was as much a
response to the allies’ inability to agree on a precise strategy as it was
to the Soviet threat as such. Voigt points out that:

The contradictions and conflicting interests inherent in the strategy
of flexible response have never been fully discussed. They have been
covered over by a NATO doctrine that views the resulting strategic
ambiguity as an added factor of risk and thus an additional element
of deterrence against the Warsaw Pact. But this is of dubious value
for Alliance politics: it presents the Soviet Union with the opportun-
ity to exploit unresolved conflicts of interest among the Atlantic
allies thereby causing considerable strain in the Alliance.®

The Kaiser-Leber-Mertes-Schulze statement and that of Voigt
exemplify the pattern of European discussions of the conventional-
nuclear link: Explicit agreement is expressed in military terms cen-
tered on the Flexible Response doctrine; the explicit agreement, how-
ever, papers over implicit political disagreements that can frequently be
detected around the edges.

The central example is the question of the threshold at which NATO
might make the choice to turn to nuclear weapons in order to avoid
defeat at the conventional level. In the writings of recent years at
least, it is difficult to find disagreement with the 1983 expression of
French diplomat Francois de Rose, that: “The key task is to create the
capabilities that can lift from the Alliance, in the event of a crisis, the
incubus of early resort to nuclear weapons in order to avert certain
defeat on the conventional battlefield.”6!

NATO Information Director Wilfried Hoffmann, however, expresses
doubts about too high as well as too low a threshold:

If NATO were to have too few conventional forces, the East could
come to the conclusion that the West no longer seriously contem-
plated a military defense because its failure to take steps to avoid an

58K aiser et al., p. 1159.

580ne such subtlety apparently lies in international semantics. The ordinary render-
ing in French of “Flexible Response” is “Riposte Graduée.” The primary English-
language meaning of graduée is, not surprisingly, “graduated,” but this is not synonymous
with “flexible.” Graduation seems to imply, for example, always starting at a low level of
violence, which is not necessarily implicit in flexibility. None of this seems to be com-
mented on in the literature, however.

%%Voigt, 1984, pp. 101-102,

1Frangois de Rose, “NATO’s Perils—and Opportunities,” Strategic Review, Fall 1983,
p. 23.




early recourse to nuclear weapons could be seen as a reluctance to
undertake any kind of self-defence, by either nuclear or conventional
means, If however, NATO were to build up its conventional forces
beyond a certain limit, the East could conclude that the West was in
fact deterred by its own nuclear weapons, and at least secretly no
longer relied on them.%

More frequent is an agnostic but conservative position, “Why
Change?” as expressed, for example, by Heisbourg’s statement that
“one could conclude that NATO’s. present force posture in Europe is
reasonably satisfactory because it provides a relatively cost-effective
mix of nuclear weapons (for deterrence) and conventional forces (des-
tined to lend credibility to the threat of nuclear deterrence and to deal
with limited contingencies).”®3

Former French Prime Minister Raymond Barre, while advocating a
high threshold, brings up another key point in European doubts about
the concrete steps needed to raise it—the cost:

West Europeans should aim to raise their overall defence capability
and strengthen their immediate capacity for resistance. This con-
cerns the whole of the Alliance and, in particular, my own country.
It is difficult for a medium-size power such as France, as Britain well
realizes, to do everything: simultaneously to maintain a nuclear
deterrent at the best level possible, to keep conventional defence
forces capable of acting alongside our allies on the European con-
tinent, to secure civil defence, and to maintain the forces needed to
honour commitments outside Europe. And yet, this must be done!®

As Americans have discovered in other contexts, however, exclama-
tion points provide no clear solution to budgetary problems. Kaiser,
Leber, Mertes, and Schulze run into a similar dilemma: “an energetic
attempt to reduce the dependence on an early first use of nuclear
weapons must be undertaken. ... In sum, we consider efforts to raise
the nuclear threshold by a strengthening of conventional options to be
urgently necessary,”® but earlier in the same article, “We believe that
the authors [of the No First Use proposal] considerably underestimate
the political and financial difficulties which stand in the way of estab-
lishing a conventional balance by increased armament by the West.”®

®?Wilfried Hoffman, “Is NATO’ Defence Policy Facing a Crisis?” NATO Review,
August 1984, p. 7.

S3Frangois Heisbourg, “Europe at the Turn of the Millenium: Decline or Rebirth?”
Washington Quarterly, Winter 1987, pp. 48-49.

64Raymond Barre, “Foundations for European Security and Cooperation,” Survival,
July/August 1987, p. 288. N

%Kaiser et al., pp. 1169-1170.

%6Ihid., p. 1163




The No First Use proposal marks a conceptual upper bound on the
threshold: Never use nuclear weapons unless the Warsaw Pact uses
them first. As discussed in the section on the Maintainers, few Ameri-
cans take No First Use literally as a current policy proposal. (The ini-
tiating article by the American “Gang of Four” proposes discussion of
the concept, aimed at possible future implementation.) For many West
Europeans, however, it is taken more seriously, as a threat. In addition
to their fears about its effect on the American commitment, the Ger-
man four who answered the Americans expressed a broad West Euro-
pean consensus in regard to the effects of a No First Use doctrine on
the Russians and on the Alliance. Were the doctrine adopted by
NATO:

Even in the case of a large-scale conventional attack upon the entire
European NATO territory, the Soviet Union could be certain that its
own land would remain a sanctuary as long as it did not itself resort
to nuclear weapons.... [Thus] the proposed no-first-use policy
would destroy the confidence of Europeans and especially of Ger-
mans in the European-American Alliance as a community of risk,
and would endanger the strategic unity of the Alliance and the secu-
rity of Western Europe.®

Their manifesto opposing No First Use is not a right wing or militarist
document; Leber is an SPD deputy; and Voigt, a sometime SPD
spokesman on defense policy, advocates no more than “a Western
defense strategy capable of renouncing the early use of nuclear
weapons,”® thus avoiding endorsement of No First Use in all cases.
This is not to say that the entire SPD would accept Voigt’s implicit
residual First Use strategy; but those members who remain in the
Coupler consensus rather than heing part of the more radical Remover
school (not only No First Use, but No Nuclear Weapons) do not com-
pletely disown first use.

Indeed, it is difficult to find a current West European endorsement
of No First Use, except by the Removers. Within the Coupler con-
sensus, Holst has consistently advocated a high nuclear threshold, and
in 1983 he came close to an endorsement of No First Use: “An NFU
pledge [by NATO] could contribute to stability provided both sides
take steps to reduce the vuinerability of their nuclear postures in
Europe and to withdraw weapons that are likely to exert pressures for

#'bid., p. 1162,

85Karsten D. Voigt, “Strategic Policy Options and the Implications for Arms Control,
Stability and East-West Relations,” in International Institute for Strategic Studies, Adel-
phi Papers 206, London, Spring 1986, p. 39.
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early and massive use.”® But by 1986, shortly before he became
Defense Minister of Norway,” he qualified it a bit more: “The margi-
nal arms-control benefits of a no-first-use doctrine—as compared to a
doctrine of no early use—must be considered in relation to possible
marginal costs in terms of deterrence and Alliance cohesion.””* And, as
Defense Minister, he has taken a step farther back, although
Norwegian policy is strongly antinuclear. In describing this policy,
which eschews nuclear weapons for Norway or in Norway, he nonethe-
less makes it clear that:

NATO’s strategy neither prescribes nor rules out the use of nuclear
weapons. Norway places emphasis on developing a credible conven-
tional defence system which would transfer to her opponent the bur-
den [that] consideration of the possible employment of nuclear
weapons would represent. Such employment is deterred by the
Alliance’s capacity to retaliate.’

The Couplers’ approach to the Conventional-Nuclear Link is further
illuminated by their attitude toward INF. The zero-zero negotiations
leading to the removal of INF will be taken up under the Arms Control
heading. The discussions about initial installation, before the zero-zero
proposal was taken seriously, however, throw light on the European
primacy of political thinking over military, particularly the role of INF
in maintaining the U.S. commitment, for this strategic issue as else-
where.

A military justification for INF is very difficult to find in European
writings. University of London Professor Lawrence Freedman comes
closest:

[The] location of the new NATO missiles dispels any Soviet illusion
about containing the consequences of a nuclear strike in Central
and Western Europe and as such performs a valuable function.
There really does seem to be some substance to the idea that the
physical presence of U.S. weapons on European soil not only pro-

®Holst, “Moving Toward No First Use in Practice,” 1983, p. 194.

In several places throughout, this report uses the phrase “officials and analysts” to
describe the participants in the arms debate. Holst is one of the few individuals describ-
able as an “official and analyst.” American Under Secretary of Defense Fred Iklé is
another, as is his predecessor in office Robert Komer, and House Armed Services Com-
mittee Chairman Les Aspin.

"Holst, “Denial and Punishment: Straddling the Horns of NATO’s Dilemma,” in
International Institute for Strategic Studies, Adelphi Papers 206, p. 69.

"Holst, “Security and Low Tension in the Northern Regions,” lecture at a seminar
arranged by the Advisory Council on Arms Control and Disarmament of the Norwegian
Government, Bodo, 12 June 1986, p. 3.
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vides reassurance to the Europeans but also significantly affects
Soviet calculations.™

This argument, however, is not based on the utility of the missiles for
carrying out some military mission better than other weapons; it is
rather that they strengthen U.S. coupling to NATO deterrence. As put
by Freedman: “LRTNF modernization was thus requested by West
Europeans to increase the risk to the United States.”™

And the official German position on INF installation, as presented
by Ruehl, makes clear several national political imperatives in addition
to the demands of coupling:

The government of the Federal Republic of Germany focused on
three demands regarding TNF [Theater Nuclear Force] moderniza-
tion: 1) the emphasis of the TNF structure may not be placed on
tactical nuclear weapons and tactical options; 2) the modernization
may not effect massive additions to long-range delivery systems; 3)
the Federal Republic of Germany may not occupy a special position
in Europe. The first two demands together produced the third.
However, this third demand, the central demand of TNF policy, as
determined by strategic-operational as well as psychological factors,
surpassed in its breadth the combined effects of the first two: It has
as its goal the distribution of the burden within the Alliance and in
particular among the NATO partners on the European mainland:
The burden of LRTNF deployment should not rest on German soil.”

The Germans still fear becoming the Teutonic knights facing the Slavs,
alone on the eastern marches.

Unlike INF, President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
proposal for an American Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) system, was on
its face an American rather than a European issue, but for Europeans
it has raised similar threshold questions. West Europeans oppose SDI
in part for economic reasons because they believe that it will give
American research and development a boost that Europe cannot
match. On the strategic side, many European analysts, like many
Americans, have doubts about the feasibility of SDI as much more
than a partial defense against missiles; nonetheless, they must take a
potential strong ABM capability seriously, just in case.

Freedman, for example, is concerned with the effects on the Alliance
of the shift toward American withdrawal that SDI seems to signal:

"Lawrence D. Freedman, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Symbols, Strategy and
Force Structure,” in Pierre (ed.), p. 63.

ML awrence D. Freedman, The Price of Peace: Living With the Nuclear Dilemma,
Firethorn Press, London, 1986, p. 65.

"Lothar Ruehl, Mittelstreckenwaffen in Europa: Ihre Bedeutung in Strategie, Rus-
tungkontrolle und Bundnispolitik, Nomos Verlagsgesselschaft, Baden-Baden, 1987, p. 180.
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Governments, which have spent much of the 1980s trying to reassure
their voters that nuclear deterrence not only worked effectively in
preserving the peace but could endure for many decades, have been
irritated to find the President echoing the claims of the anti-nuclear
movement that nuclear deterrence is immoral and unstable. ... To
the West European governments, the President’s rhetoric could be
viewed as an indication of a desire to release the United States from
risks attendant on its nuclear commitments. If the “technical” fix of
SDI failed, was not the logical next step to withdraw from the com-
mitments?’®

This summarizes succinctly the Couplers’ political-strategic fears
about SDI. The West European opposition to the ABM system
invokes a tighter consensus than do most threshold issues, uniting
debaters across the range, from such low-threshold writers as Heis-
bourg to such high-threshold advocates as Holst and Voigt.

One final question in regard to linkage between conventional and
nuclear warfare, although of concern to West Europeans in general, is
primarily French. American nuclear weapons are not the only ones
that might be invoked by combat in Europe; French and British
weapons are also of direct concern. The concern is primarily French
(the British, linked as they are into the NATO military structure, are
less involved in separate strategic calculations), but the effect of
independent deterrence on NATOQ strategy must also be considered,
because escalation by NATO to nuclear levels will not necessarily be
differentiated nationally by the Soviets.

French doctrine sounds quite similar to the low-threshold version of
NATO-wide Flexible Response. According to General Frangois Valen-
tin:

It would not be correct to think that the French concept proceeds
with a sort of insane willfullness to “climb” to the nuclear level; it is
rather a question of not dissipating the concept of deterrence by let-
ting the aggressor believe that he can obtain his objectives by con-
ducting conventional operations without risk of escalation because
the West would not dare to be the first to explode nuclear weapons.
The French believe that No First Use and, equally, No Early Use,
give premiums for aggression: in the latter case, too late a response,
once the enemy has achieved multiple breakthroughs and his troops
have poured into Western Europe, would cumulate nuclear on top of
conventional destruction.”

Some French writers disagree. Ambassador de Rose, for example,
writes that “The whole benefit of [NATO] conventional upgrading

"®Freedman, The Price of Peace, p. 262.

T'Frangois Valentin, “Cooperation Franco-Allemande dans le Domaine des Forces
Classiques,” in Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 155.
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might be jeopardized if French forces had to resort early to their
nuclear arms,”™ and he favors No Early Use. One current problem is
that the short range of the French tactical missile, Pluton, means that
it must be integrated into otherwise conventional military units, but
this may be solved in the future when the greater range of the oncom-
ing Hades missile will at least make it possible to regroup nuclear
weapons into their own formations.”

Nonetheless, the official French version of their own Flexible
Response does not stress the conventional-nuclear distinction. And
this greatly worries the Germans, who fear not only the direct effect on
themselves of independent French control of their tactical nuclear
weapons, but also the effects on the allied armies defending German
s0il. As put by German General Schulze, former NATO Central Euro-
pean commander:

[Flor the possible employment of French tactical nuclear weapons to
support a counteroffensive by French units, preservation of the
interests of a state which is “directly concerned” is not an issue that
involves German security interests alone.... American, Belgian,
British, German, and Canadian troops would all be “directly con-
cerned.” It is thus not a question of coordination with the Germans
alone, but of coordination with the Central European command.®

The European Couplers do not all think in the same way. But they
all think about the security of NATO Europe, against the military
threat of conventional or nuclear war as well as against the political
threat of Soviet constraints on their liberties, and that distinguishes
them from the American Maintainers.

Conventional Weapons

German fears of being abandoned are exacerbated by the knowledge
that the Federal Republic is a narrow country running north and
south; an even partly successful attack from the east could capture
most of the German population and economy in short order. As a
result, NATO’s commitment has always been to the forward defense of
West Germany—the Warsaw Pact cannot be allowed any substantial
penetration—which greatly complicates the already difficult problem of
conventional defense of this long border.

®Frangois de Rose, “Inflexible Response,” Foreign Affairs, Fall 1982, p. 148.

™See, for example, Francois Heisbourg, “Europe, USA et Option ‘Double Zero,”
interview in Liberation, April 17, 1987, p. 4.

%Franz-Joseph Schulze, “La Necessité d’'une Réaction de Défense Immédiate et Com-
mune,” in Kaiser and Lellouche, p. 165.
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The debate over the appropriate level of conventional capabilities for
NATO is the oldest in the Alliance. It began with the setting forth of
the Lisbon force goals in 1952, and with the subsequent ignoring of the
goals, and it has changed little since.

The United States wants greater conventional capabilities for
NATO, and has since the beginning. Americans also reach a consensus
on wanting a greater European contribution to these capabilities.
Many Europeans have agreed, at least in principle; but others have
disagreed, some on the principle and some on the burden of such
increases in conventional capabilities. In addition, most Europeans
express doubts about the hopes held by many Americans that new high
technology weapons will help restore the conventional balance, and
about new “deep” strategies based in part on new technology. In this
case, however, many Americans share the doubts as well.

The agreement in principle makes the European-American
(Coupler-Maintainer) differences less clearcut here than on other
issues. This section first takes up the nature of the Coupler side of
this agreement, then the doubts and qualifications with which the
Europeans condition it. The debate on principle is followed by a dis-
cussion of pragmatics: Where do the conventional capabilities of the
Alliance actually stand? Then: What can be done to improve capabili-
ties, technologically and strategically? Virtually all of these segments
of the debate concern the Central Front; the section ends, however,
with the much thinner debate over the conventional defense of
NATOQ’s flanks. :

West European agreement to the need for improved conventional
capabilities is not a national matter. Briton Jonathan Alford, until his
death Deputy Director of IISS:

(Tlhree factors lead to the conclusion that NATO in general and
NATO Europe in particular must contribute more at the conven-
tional level. The first derives from the change in the Soviet-
American nuclear relationship. If the nuclear component of Western
deterrence is generally acknowledged to have become less credible
and if deterrence in Europe is the sum of nuclear risk and conven-
tional denial, it is necessary to improve NATQ’s conventional ability
to deny the Warsaw Pact all possible conventional objectives.
Second, the Warsaw Pact in general and the Soviet Union in particu-
lar have shown no sign of reducing the rate of increase of their
investment in conventional forces, reflected less in quantitative than
in qualitative terms. Third, the United States, by assuming a wider
conventional security burden outside Europe, tends to shift a some-
what greater security load onto European shoulders.®

81Jonathan Alford, “Perspectives on Strategy,” in Steinbruner and Sigal, p. 104.
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German General Wolfgang Altenburg, Chairman of the NATO Military
Committee:

Because the use of nuclear weapons could lead to utter destruction,
we need a greater conventional capability in Allied Command Europe
in oxger to buy time and become less reliant upon nuclear retalia-
tion.

Ambassador de Rose, who also suggests specific roles for his nation in
the conventional buildup:

A buildup of NATO’s conventional forces would therefore be a dou-
ble action move: it would remedy one of our weaknesses and increase
one of the Soviet Union’s.

For if the Alliance, or rather the integrated forces under SACEUR
[Supreme Allied Commander, Europe], are to upgrade their strength,
it would be of considerable importance, if French forces are to play
their role of general reserve, that they be able to hold on in conven-
tional operations as long as those fighting alongside them....
Equally important would be the role that France would have to
assume in the logistic field. If the Western conventional posture is
to provide for a greater capacity to stem a Warsaw Pact offensive,
full use of French territory, facilities, lines of communication, etc.,
would be required.®

Even in principle, however, Europeans are far from unanimity on a
conventional buildup. Ambassador de Rose (who is retired from the
active French diplomatic corps) may favor the buildup, but French
Prime Minister Chirac puts conventional forces in an explictly second-
ary position:

To guarantee nuclear deterrence, the keystone to our system of secu-
rity, is the first mission of our defense. ... But nuclear deterrence is
not everything. For many responses, France must use conventional

forces—when tensions or even conflicts menace our interests or those
of our friends.®

And, going beyond principle to pragmatics, Dutch analyst Jan-Geert
Siccama suggests that technological progress means that the number of
civilian casualties in any future conventional war in Europe would
dwarf the 23 million of World War II. He lists as reasons the urban-
ization and suburbanization of Western Europe; the proliferation of

82Wolfgang Altenburg, “Adapting Security Partnerships to Contemporary Require-
ments,” in Managing Entry into the 218t Century, Atlantic Institute for International
Affairs, Paris, 1988, p. 20.

8de Rose, “Inflexible Response,” pp. 142-148.

8Chirac, “Discours devant I'Assemblée Nationale—Développements touchant la
Défense,” in Ministire des Affaires Etrangdres, 1986, p. 29.
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poison-producing chemical factories and depositories; and the central-
ization of the supplies of electricity, water, and other public services.%

Some European advocates of greater dependence on conventional
defense assert that the conventional balance is not really as bad as is
frequently pictured. The contention that NATO is almost able to
defend against Warsaw Pact aggression has a long history, almost as
long as the Lisbon-and-thereafter fear that the Alliance was nowhere
near able. An entry on the optimistic side co