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ABSTRACT

This paper p~~=sents a summary of the discussions at the colloquium
"Amprican-Allied Relations in Transition," held at Juan-les-Pins, France,
3-6 May 1973. The report seeks to reflect the general tenor as well

as the substantive issues discussed during the colloquium sessions.

The focus of the con.’arence was on the development of new security
concepts that could meet the Soviet challenge. Whenever possible,
distinctions between the views of European and American participants
have been made. The final section consists of the specific recommenda-
tions of the conference. Two appendices are attached; Appendix A lists
the papers presented at the colloquium, and Appendix B the atteadees,
both participants and observers.

DISCLAIMER

The views and conclusions contained in this report are those of the
authors on what was discussed by the conferees. They should not be
iuterpreted as necessarily represanting the official policies, either
expressed or implied, of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agehcy ox
the U.5. Government.
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FOREWORD

The establishment of strztegic nucleay parity between the super-
powers and the changing environment of American-European relations
underscore the need for orchestrating common Western objectives and for
reforging a long-term U.S.-West European partnership. The current
negotiations of the West with the Soviet Union, motably SALT II, the
mutual and balanced force rveductior talks, and the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe highlight the unecessity for overcoming the
political, military and economic styains that undevgird the sense of
malaise In the Western Alliance.

In an effort to evolve strategic concepis moye responsive vo the
requirements of the seventies, the Strategic Studies Centexr of Stanford
Research Institute bDrought togecher representatives of leading West
European and American rasearch imstitutes and other distinguished
Edropeans who had long concentrated on exaviniung new strategies fox
Western security. A c¢olloguium was held in Jumeles-Pinsz, Franece,
on 3-6 May 1973. In addition to tha thivty-six participants, foarteen
geve:ﬁmont observers from Byritain, France, Ttaly, Spaila, West CGerwany,
and the United Staﬁas-listﬁnad to the discussions about which concepis
vest fit a tyue aud mare‘mcaningful’pérﬁner&hip.' This wepoert sceks to-
convey the wmain shemés'agd’eoac‘"aionsrnf the conferance aad the flavox
of the actual dialogue; it £6 not an interpratation of the confersuce
as sean from the bantage point of the weikaxs ox othor wewbers of the

Styategic Studies Center.

The colloquineg was designed te facilitate an interattion-of views
between U.S, and Eurepean rusearchars. It sought te analyze new ways
foyr ragtructuring the Westorn Alllance, and for vealizing 8 trud
paﬁtnefship between tha United States and its Buropesn allies. It
anabled the American rescarchevs to gather fivsthand data un how
proﬁdaunt West Europeans “'ewed the problems of security and defense,

The colloquiva gerved g an impevtant rescarch instrugent for the

project Natlonal Socurity Policy Rescarch Support uuder Contract




DAHCL15~73~C~033Q with. the Advanced Research Projects Agency of the
Department of Defeuse,

A total of 12 papers were assigned to American and European
researchers, These papers sarved as a starting point for the discussions
at Juan-les-Piuns, The listing of the papers can be found in Appendix A
to this report. Participarts and governwment observers who attended the
colloquium are listed in Appendix B to this report.

Out of the conference at Juan-les-Pins plans came for convening a
-meeting of the European regsearch Jastitutes to establish a European
Defense Research Institute. This institute will be designed to study and
recomend (1) new concepts of European security and defense and (2)
wodes of trans-Atlantic defense coaperstion more vesponsive to the
changing strategic environment of the seventles. An organizationsal meeting
has now been scheduleq for 2930 Octeobey in Pavis, ‘Tt is auticipated
that a report of the October conference will be published at a later
-dage.. )

Richard B, Foster
Mye-tor ' o
Strategle Stadiso Cénter
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AMERICAN-ALLIED RELATIONS IN TRANSITION

The Nixon Doctrine explicitly recognizes the changing strategic
environment of American~European relations and the need to evolve a
st rategy that can endure beyond the challenge of the seventies. The
bilateral and multilateral negotiations of the Western allies with
the Soviet Union further underscore the urgency for developing a set
of common goils in order to'strengthen Western cohesion. Yet the
domestic pressures in the United States to reducé defonse expanditures
ard the military presence abroad, as well as the U.S. acceptance of
strateglc parity in SALT I, have deeply affectad the Furopean percep-
tions of the U.S, commitwment to Wesi Huromean sccurity and defense.
The crisis of confldence in the transatlaatic alliance, given the
fwee facy of negotiations with the Soviet Union, notably SALT IX, the
force yeduction talks, and the Conference on Security aud Cooperatien
in Burope, highlights the wneed for veforging a lﬁhgﬁterm U.8.~alliad
?artnexship and for ovchastrating common Westarn objectives and a

- goron coherxant strategy.

In resnaping the Westorn sscuvity and defense posturs, the role of

Wastam Kurope veads to be identified. Thexe appeaxvs to be a divergsace,’
“however, in the pevceptions of the United Scates and its allfes of the

part Wegtom Eﬁtapﬁ should play in the global or even ghe Atlantie con-
take,  The issue of France's role, moyeover, continues to bedovil the _
Wastem allies, If not an intey ated aliy, France's dotersization to dofend
-the West nust nevertheless be hacnossed to p Westemn sgvategy. Agaiust this
background the crucial vonmcerns thet donmlnsted the dialogue at the con-
forence of tho Strategic Studies Conter of Sranford Research Iastitute i
Hay 1973 nt Juan-los-Pins, France, wexe! (1) Aserfcan and Buropean concepts
of Burore's role in the Alliance, (2) the evolvement of a grand strategy
that marshals all r sources of tho Westorn allies, and (Q) France's wile

iu the Alliance. The conference brought together distinguished strategists and




researchers from the United States and Western Europe who had long con-~

centrated on developing new security concepts,

1. The Soviet Chalienge

There appeared to be a widespread belief among &merican and European
participants alike that the threat of direct Sovizt armed aggression
against Western Europe had markedly declimz, At the same time, however,
they were acutely awave of the progressively improving Soviet military
capabilities vis~d-vis the West. Notably the European participants
stressed the stark supsriority of Soviet conventional forces in the
European thester. Ya addition, 1f the weight of the military balince
ig the centay »F Burons wvas clearly in favor of Moscow, tha Buropaean nmembers
warned that Soviet capabilities had growm at an even faster rate at the
flonks 0f NATO, ' '

The utility of Soviet nilitary forcs, however, was largely seen in
an indivect fasifon as tho fustrusest to back up Svviet political
fanitidtivas, The deteate climgte notwithstanding, Scviat geals in

Rurupa hﬁd changsd litgle. The Finlandization of Westemm Burope
vemained a fuadagental Sevie ¢ objactive. HKealizing, howevor, Chat a
detente clinzte served Soviet ambitions meva affectively than a cold
var envigunsant, the Soviat Mion would be unlikelr co esbark on an
sgpressive course mud l.ek galvenizing the Wesnt Huropeans iate a con-

gertaed defen, @ buildup.

Several Buropean perticipants stressed that the Sovist Unien
ﬁu?‘ﬁ@d & grand sevatesy which wae devived fron Rugsisn traditien, and
wlrdeh asgneaivatrs political, diplosacic, wilitary and econenmic courses
of actien, avd copniinated all inwtrusents of power tovard Lts moxe

enduriag gosls o which the contrel of Hurvpe featured prominentliy.

Gonsduciive ko the Bovaet objective of Finrandization of Westem
Buropa wag the political swlsise in the Burepean matiogs. Hurepean
prosperity nutvichstanding, the indfvidusl Suropean natiens swere besot

. - ¥

with profound desestic erises.  Thy gradual paralysis of politdcal will




in the West European nations appeared to many participants the most
ominous development. Some felt that parxticularly Scandinavia, where the

will to cooperate in Western defeuse was least developed, constituted

Western Europe's weakest link,

Few saw any real progresg toward the harmonization of European
political and military policies. Prospects for LHuropean unity that
transcended the economic dimensaion appeared even more remote to most
Buropean participsnts.  So did, therafora, “he possibility that Wastem
Europe would be able to assert political influence commensurate with its
population, size or economic strength., Yet a concerted effort in the
political and military realm was clearly seen as a prerequisite for
coping with a Soviet campaign of political coercion and blandishment., In
light of the pavochial focus of wany of the younger generation and thair

neutralist bias, the Future offersd little optinism shout the prospects

of Western cohesion and Buvopean sali&arity. Sevaral participants
pointad to the radlealizatien of the universities, netably in West
Gexmany., Still, o fou discussants expressad a different view and argued
that the Eur@géaﬂ Commumrity offered the potential for promnting politieal
aud military collaboration among its wembers. On the whele, however,
most spedkors felt that tiwe pelicical inartia of the West Eutopgan
nations anl the limited prospacts for Purepes unificatiﬁg'cngbin§ﬂ £
ctaaté an environent in which the Sowviet objeetive ¢f 3 Fiplandization

could come within Moscos's woach.

The Need fox g Grang ¢

3

If thete was <learly & conganses on tha nature of the Soviet

challengs and the polacical Jdimension of the Soviet =militavy threat,

thore was a zlailst expression on the nead to evolve s broad ovarall

strategy. Such a strategy should go bevond puruly wilitary considera-

tione and harmess the silitary as well as the political, cconomie, - and

tochavlogical resouvces of the Hest. But bevond the genersl acceptance
3

of the urgancy to dovelsy such a strategy, there was no agicesent on

o

vconomi ¢ companents of such a strate

the preseription. Participants differed on sowe of the key political
4

logredients and en the military and




This diversence derived partly from the dirfferent national perspectives
of the cunference participants, and partly from their differeunt cencepts
of the roles of the United States and Western Furope in the Western

Alliance.

An American participant warned that the inability of the West to
identify acceptable terms for the new transatiantic relatioaship
portended dangers for the East~West negotiations on securlty and
economic questions. There was an incongruence, from his vantage point,
between Buropean desires to see t Tited States continue shouldering
the major burde  in the military arena, and Furopean regdiness to

compete uafairly with their Atlantic partmer in the ecénomié reaLm.

A second American participant explained that the very essence of
the Nixon doctrine was the need to establish strategic stabiiity in
order to prevent nuclear war. In the current U,3. concept politucal
and military stability in Europe was to be the cornerstone of the
euerging global order. But this implied that the interests of the
European nati-ms, both East and West, and the interests of the United
States and the Soviet Union would have to be accommodated in some type
of a negotiated solution., At the same time, this led to a fundamental
dilemma in U,S. policy: on the one hand, Washington sought to
negotiate with Moscow to reduce the chances of nuclear war; on the other
-hand, the Unitad States would have to retain a strong alliance and
continue .o extend its nuclear umbrella over Western Europe in a partmer-

ship arrangement.

Contrary to their American courcerparts, the European aspaakers
harbored doubts over the U,S, commitment to the security and defense

of Western Lurope. Their major ally, in their view, apparently soughi
to limit ite Furcopean ties. The American retreat was partly reflected
in the portents of U.S. vroop withdrawals either in a unilateral
‘faghiou or through a negotiated formula at the force reduction talks,
Cther sizns of U,S. disengagement could be seen in the dwindling
credibiiicy of the U.S. nuclear guarantee to the defense of Western
Eutope.. While most participants underscored the need for the continued

coupling of the U.§. strateglic nuclear forrnes to the defense of the




furopean continent, few European spokesmen helievad that this linkage
had vemained unimpaizved. The arrival of stracegic nuclea~ parity, the
May 1972 SALT accords as well as Vietaam war fatigue were :he key
developments that had erxoded the eredibility of the U.S. nuclesr pledge.
The discussicn clearly indicated that the United $tates needed to
c¢larify its perception of the rule pf ita strategic nuclear forces in

the Western defense posture.

One participant took issue with the vequirement to zerain the
coupling of Westem Rurope’s security to that of the United States.
He argued for a two~plllar concept of the Alliance in which Western
Europe would assume full responsibility for its own defemse, including
its nuclear protection. Others suggested that Western Furope be
divided ianto three regional defunse groupings: & northern sector of
Scandinavian courtries which would be reluctant to join in s new
cooperative defen.e effort anyway; a central region of Britain, France,
West Germany, the Bemelux and possibly Italy with a new European-based defeunse
structure; and a southern Mediterrsmean flank where unique political=~
military problems and strategic location argued for establishing an
entity separate from the center. The creation of a southernm group,
which depended heavily on naval forres for its defense, might facilitate
extending the shadow of Western power to protect Western interests in
the Middle East, Persian Gulf anu Indian Ocean reglons, 8Several of the
European conferees sharply disagreed and warned against the disruptive
effects which the formation of differxent groupings would have on the
Alliance. '

3. The Military Dimension of Grand Stralegy

Without necessarily accepting the removal of U.S. nuclear protection
of the European continent, the European participants streseed the nead
for devising a new Atlantic partnership in which their countries would
have a greater volce in alliance councils and would take on a greater
share of the defense burden., The various formullas that were. proposed

clearly reflected different national bilases., Without necessarily

decoupling the United States from Europe's defense, the majority of
tiie Europeans called for strengthening the Beitish and French nuclear

forces—-eilther separately or in a joint ayrrangemeut-—as the core around

5




vhich the defense of Fuxope cculd Be organized. The Eupcoean strategle
deterrent forces, several participants maintained, would have greater
credibility for Furope than the more powerful nuclear pancply of the
United States., This was true.éveu in thedr role for extended determence,
for neither France nor Britain could seriously contemplate abandoning
West Germany or Italy to the Soviet Union,

Various participants——Americans as well as Europeans—~urged that
London and Paris start‘collaﬁorating in the nuclear field. This would
not necessarily require, according to most argumeh{:ss surrender of
\natioual contrel or a supra-national decision-making orgen. One European
conferee reminded his audience that the United States remained a major

- obstacle to an Anglo-French nuclear entente. The British were prevented

from any nuclesr datas-shariog by their agreements with the Americans.

As long as the United States continued its restrictive interpretation of
the MacMahon law, Britain remained tiled to its obligaticns to the United
States., Moreover, ualess opinions in Washington changed, the prospecis
for American asaistance to the French nuclear program remained egually

remote.

Seve.al European pariticipants advocated that the Buropeans take the

" initiative in strengthening the Western defense arrangements. As a first

step, one of the speskers suggested to form, possibly within the frame~
work'ef the West FEuropean Union or perhaps the Eurogroup, a European
standing group which would examine procurement problems, new weapons
development and deployment, training, doctrine, and a whole range of
other issues that could pave the way for the creation of a European
defense command. Once this command would be established, presumably
within the midterm period, the major responsibility for the defense of
Western Europe could be shifted from NATO, Such a structure would permit
a move efficient and rational division'of labor in defense responsibili-
ties within Western Burope. | '

Meanvhile, France should be accorded a greater role in the policy-
making process of the Western Allilance on defense matters. One dig-
cussant made an eloquent plea for lifting the present quarantine from
France in the military realm, without, however, insisting that it

6
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surrender its'independence or fréédom of maneuver. As several of his
colieagues had advocated, he endorsed nuclear collaborstion between
France and Britain, and subscjuently coordimation with the Uaited Statas,
The proponents of ennancing British and French strategic capabilities
also emphasizedAthe need that London and Paris develop & tactical
nuclear weapons arsenal., Several participants insisted that the entire
range of weapons, from the bullet to the thermonuclear weapon, be

available to the Eur~pean allies,

A minoxity took sharp issue with these ideas and cautioned that
a-bilateral or-trilateral nuclear club in the Westem Alliance would
divide the allies more starkly into nuclear and non—auclear members or
equal and less-equal ones. Nuclear plamning should remain the domain of
all members concerned. Specilal consideration should be given te the
views of countries In which the targets were located and where the
warheads were stored or deployed. It was probably not a coincidence that

 gome of the representatives of the smaller powers and West Germany sub~-
scribed to this position. '

In dealing with the issue of tactical nuclear weapons, their

deterrent value was unanimously affirmed. But when it came to the role

" of tactical nuclear weapons if deterrence were to fail, a similar <plit
-emergedras existed on the role of French and Britilsh nuclear forces,
Most speakers held that the comblnation of Soviet superiority in conven-
tional forces and Soviet blitzkrieg tactiecs made the conventional
defense of Western Europe. untenable. Several conferees~-both American
and European--made a case for the early use of tactical nuclear weapons.
To restore confidence in the Alliance, the West Europeans should be
assured that tactical nuclear weapons would be used against Soviet
aggression when the military situation required this. A4s far as the
Soviet perception was concerned, however, there should remain uncertainty
as to the timing and circumstances in which the Western allles would
resort to the use of tactical nuclear weapons,

Rather than as a substitute, tactilcal nuclear weapons were clearly
seen as a complement to the conventional fires, Still the purpose of
‘their employment should not only be to support military operations and




3

U

. halt the enemy's thrust. Their use also carried the political aim of

sﬁowing the aggressor allied resolve to defend with all means. For this
reason, as one participant held, their first use should be accompanied
by a political declaration to stress the risk of escalation to the
aggressor,

Some argued that the United States should retain control of the
tactical nuclear weapons available to the Alliance. Others, who also
endorsed .the strengthaning of European strategic nuclear forces,
advocated tﬁat the‘Eﬁropeans, i.e,, presumably the French and British,
acquize as quickly as possible their own tactical nuclear panoply. As
one confereelput it, the West could only deter a war which it was
prepared and able to fight. Several made the case for ueploying more
accurate and cleaner tactical nuclear weapons with smaller yields, The
technology wns in hand and a number of Eurcpean participants pleaded
strongly that che United States, as a minimum, fully inform its allies
about the new weapons' characteristics and, if possible, make the
technology available to its allies, Particularly the politieal leaders

needed to be educated about the capabilities and effects of the wvarious

types of smaller nuclear arms and their political significance.

The Eurcpean conferees displayed a keen interesi in the so-called
minimnukgs, which they defined as relatively clean weapons with yields
of below 50 tons and a CEP of a few feet. The introduction of-éontrollabla
nini-nukes would widen the range of options for the allies. A couple of
speakars went $o far as to propose that the threshold between the mini=

_ nukes and cOnventionalrarms be eliminated; the former should be treated
“as part of the conventional arsenal. The present barrier to their use,

which was primaxily psychological, should therefore be removed, One of

tha participants sharply disagreed, Without necessarily rejecting the

early use of tactical nuclear weapons, he pointed out that his

experience had taught him that no political leader would be prepared

to surrender control over nuclear weapons., The decision to use a

nuclear weapon, mini ox maxi. remained fuudamgntally a political deciQion.

A few of the participants from the smaller NAlo powers were concernad

that their companions were advocating a new strategy .. watned that the




time wag not ripe for reopening the debate on the nuclear strategy of
the Wés£, Accurdigg to-gne conferee, the problems in ﬁés:ern Europe
‘were essentially political and could not be solw#d by changes in tha
miiitary strategy of the West. Moreover, in hia view, -the West
Europeans we.e not interested in the nuclear aud militacy dizenaions aﬁ
the Furopean situativn. The political, psychological, and economic
Eissures in American—ﬁuropean relations needed 1553 be solved Firse.

Other evidence that not eveyry partigipant attached the same importance
to the tactical nuclear component of the Westemn defense posture could be
seen in the suggestion that the West negotiate a "no-firsg-use“:agreement
* with the Soviet Union. It was:pointad 6ut by others that an asword 0ok to- .
be the first one to use nuclear weapons againsi a conventional a¢ gleasion
would effectively neutralize the- tactlical nucleav deterrent and greatly
enhance the political utility of Soviet conventional forces. The Weat
Europeans would be left in the shadow of massive Soviet conventiopal
power, It was probably no surprise that some of the West German
representatives vigorously took exception to this proposal.

If opinions differved vegarding the relative merits of tactical
nuclear weapons, there was a much broadex consensus on the role énd

" need to improve the conventional capabilitics. Conventional forces

Twere still fequired. partly for psychulogical reasons, partly for pur~
‘poses of defense to stop an initial attack, ox if necessacy to be used
in coujunctioQ with the nuclear forces. Neither American nor ruxopoan
conforees, héwever; could contemplate the- poaaibili;y.oi a su&ta;ned

- conventional conflict in Europe. A

Thertnpic'df'advanced military technolopy, including the technology
,fqrrpracisi6n>guided'mﬁnitions or the so-called smart weapons, elicited
~ sharp interest on the part of the Europsan participants, Many folt
thac the precision auiued munitions and otheyr advanced systens,

" ‘guch as vemotely piloted vchicme%, offared nhu promisc pf o reduction
;in cost: and wanpuwcr and at the AN time, mamkudly incraased
~uwllitayy effectiveness. The American governgent was 1epemtwd1y'nnd
'7’strcngly urgad to make thc new gechnologlma availnblﬂ to ies Luiopcan
ellies.
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&éma of the pavticipanta cautioued not to gyexestimate the conse-
quea¢a¢ of modern technology. Techno;ogy could contribute to solving the
sﬁﬁﬁtegig and perhaps even the.political problems, but it provided by

- no meays the full answer. The Soviets, moreover, were bound to accuire

sinilar L&éhnologies and improve their weapons systems and firepower,
tbareEV‘neunralizing at least part of Western progress. Not all

A confereegn%hgred this opinion., If the new technological advancements for

53 ljbdthitacﬁiéél}@uclear weapons and conventional weapons could be incorpo-

: raced in the current capabilities, a situation could be created in which

neither ﬁﬁé’qﬁvi&t Union nor the Western allies would he able to mount

a sustainad- @xfansxve against each other. From this point of view it

did not: mau&er w&ether the Soviets could levelop similar advanced

gystens, bacause a stmlemate at the local 1-~vel could ensue just as a

stand-off- exigted- ah tas strategic level. Ii the West could bring this

situation about, ﬁi --participant maintained, the political as well as
nalitary advantag& which the Soviets now derived from their overwhelming

. conventional cayability would be neutralized,

. in ahart, mast 9Qrticipauts, Americans as well as Buropeans, saw a
gxeat deal of mﬁrxt An the new military technologies and called for
ifmkudying Lheir pouentxnl impact on the Westem defense posture, . Although
" pot avexyone extaﬂ&@d this requirement to cover the tactical nuclear
:atockpila, there wag a general consensus that technologicaL expertise
;should be hdfﬂ%&&ﬁ& Lo wupport the Westexn cause.f

Lo 'ThaAggbnogﬁﬁAﬁﬁméﬁaion of Grand Styatepy

_ Whlle L. p#iméipéi focus 0f»thg:discussiuus wWas on the.éolinital;

' military and teghnological components of grand strategy, the aonfercnca

- voiced roncern that Amsricanadllicd economie relationa today wexe all
:fﬂﬂ iraquent]y sonducted: W\thout regaxd for thelr political and mllitar
impliaaﬁinns. Mﬂmy participaan copmented that policita in sua arwa wera

::likaly co rainfoxma ox Obﬁhﬁubt P Less maﬁa hy chu Alliance &n otiwer

- V?ﬁelda»




There are several economic problem areas that impact on the cohesion
of the Alliance. The most visible area concerns the dispute over

rvestructuring the international trade and monetary arrangements.

- Some -Amevican participants attributed the trade and monetary disputes
to coﬁflicting U.S. and European perceptions of the nature ot the European
integration effort. The United States saw the European Community s&s
wezlthy and moving progressively toward greater economic unity and strength.
However, the American participants believed that the European governments
rejected this view and insisted on seeing themselves as a group of rather
vulnerable middle-sized states seeking to engineer a very fragile
jntegration process. Consequently, progress ian overcoming the trade and
-monetary obstacles was partly a function of changes in European government
perceptions of the European Communilty and its future evolution., These
American particinants concluded that tire West European nations should
assume the respomsivilities that accompanied increased economic power,

- and should make the key concessions in the pending uegotiations with the

United States.

A quite different view on trade and monetary problems was voiced

by the Buropean participants. Many of them placed the hlame for the
'collapae-of the Brotton Woods eystem on the U,S, refusal to introduce .
“economic austerity measures in the late 1960s. They recalled that France:

anﬁ'othe:VEuropean,c.wntries had warned the-Unitad'Staues ehaarit had to

5‘impbsu;economic:reatraintSy and not pass off to Eupops. the copts .of

domestic inflation. -But Washingtou had regaxded these warnings as un~
friaﬂﬁly enggeations. .

A number of European participants ware particulavly usitical o£

‘the liberal econownic weasures which Preﬁident Nixon had. proposea to remeéy
_&he menetary and trade problous, ThLbG uRasures ware designed tO»reduee
‘gtari££s and nou—carifx barricrs, plovidu fteer access fov American agri-

culturxal goeds in foreign marketﬁ. ind vemove gold from any internatianal

fpayggnta vole. - Thesno paftiuipaugs nggeated that prioxity should go -
4nstead to a new monetsry system with an lutemational curroncy not
~denvadvated iw dollavs., Other Buropoun conferacs added that the cffort

to resolve eurreut eaonowic problems should be cowprehensive and include
thae devclopment of common policies on Lnurgy and multinacioual corporations.
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In his 1973 State of the World Report, President Nixon highlighted
another major economic problem area. He called on the Atlantic Alliance
to seeck this year a lasting solution to the balance of payments diffi-
culties caused by the U.S. military presence in Furope., Statistics
presented at the confarence showed that the U.S. balance of paymenﬁs
deficit on the military account was about $2.2 billion, if allowance is
made for devaluations, Existing offset arrangements reduced this
figure to $1.6 billion, which constituted the uet deficit on the military
balance of payments,

Several American particlpants observed that unless the U.$.~European
economic problems were solved and the deficit on the nilitary aecount
remedied, the U.S. administration, already pressed by Congress, might
feel forced to withdraw American troops from Europe. A numbey ofb
European conferees agreed that the zesolution of the balance of payments
problem was a requisite for persuading the American people that the U.S.
military presence needed to remaiu in Lurope¢ .

Nhile chere was general agreemant that thﬁ Lurapaana should do move :
 te eaae the U.8. burden for the Western defense ¢ “foxt, tha conferass
were divided aver the form that this effort should. takL.~'Gne'Am§xieah '
'.pngticipant pregented his 1dun for an Innerngtional Segus dey Tund, a -

:multilatural cleaving hnuse for detieits on che mxlihazy ace b, :
1chnxal ﬁurapeau uahticipqnn ugga-tkd, nuévnr, that - ahangas in the '

ft:ade and. monetary §ystamb aianﬂ siould ot e suftxcient to ofia at the
acohonic burdon at the U.8, Lroaps iﬁ Suzapc‘ Moreovey, 1E was wishful

:- thiuking o expag& &esaarn Europa to rastiuctuye iC& rvagg ‘and pnymeats
» anpemknta aimply o help the United States” coTrect its balanue of
paymaanq daficin. Bven if the Lutopnan governsents Saw tlils. option g
des ixabla, in vag 131»& to bullLVu that any laga;ug aolutiou could. &L
aehieved du one yaar‘s tiwe, The veal solution lay elsowhere. The

- Usited States should cxnzc*sa greatar ael£~disc;pline aud tiscalf
‘uﬂnatary sc&goasibiiity.._,




The presen:i U.S.~European economic discord came at a time of growing
Soviet activity in world trading and munetary markets. - Increased East-
West trade, technology transfers and freer capits™ flows were recoguized
by the conferees as contributing to a relaxation of intermational
tensions. However, there was a solid consensus urging greater Western
awareness of the potential political as well as economic dangers involved
in expanding East-West economlic relations.

It Was-noted, first, that as a cemtralized econromy the Soviet Unica
-had absolute comntrol over its own market. It could favor ceftain' |
customers aad suppliers over ot;hers,, thereby obtaining significant
bargaining leverage in inmternational economic dealings. If the West
foiled to reach s coiomon polidy or trade and monetary arrangements within
the next few yeavrs, tha Soviét Union could use its ba. aining levevage
Lo aggravate further ‘the lack of cohesion mmng, i:he Westem t.::ading
_ partuexa» -

v " Both Ameri~an and:Eumpem participants wamad'theﬁes: to avoid

- ~bacoming too depenéeut oit the 'Saviet" Union as a market for’ as;ric:ult.ur.ﬁ.

- praoducts aud indumndl techiology, and a8 a supplier of snergy ond raw.

V"=tazial~ - Such: uependmzcc mighe, fores the Nust to mako siilatersl
,fc(mcx.ssions in: m.onamm ﬁagut:iatmm, &u& bocause of the lmkag&a tu. r,he .
'imtemacianal svm.em, in pﬁlitié&ilﬁilinmy ue&‘mmuuns a8 wali, The

, § wnfaremﬁ uzgc.d thot the West veach a com. asus on the accnamc

"_' E }dmeusmn of 1.;391:& stwcugy tn,fom cmg,ns_,mg in mm t.xmue.:.u. h&uwﬁea&:

K "ecnmmic, as,::i\rity. o

|

|

;

" Thuve was’ wﬂamenble uiscussiou ol m\at:ht,.x‘ aren that muld R %

w‘xdit:im & New z,;;md @c:‘ategv' liow x:t)uid the Buropean entity Lvaim, ) ‘ |
" and what tmulg be tes lacormational econotie role? Oddly ﬁm:ugh, oua

- growp of paxticipante, wostly Ameriecans, cutestained a more ‘eptimistic

,vievoi smx-'s;ipe‘s w,.um el wosy of the 'rz‘u:fepeﬂn' pm:aicipmﬁ:‘sés had.

Hast. of the' mmuns assf:rmd that the Buropean v&)muaity was a

” ‘A'stmmg, and. vibr:.mt vevnomic mu;. steadlly progressing toward z,tbdtﬂl ‘gconsaie
i_-,i:‘itwmtim, Progress iu tim ceauomic. realn wouxd, Lhey elai::aé, wut:aaliy
- b& crm&atea inw hn.opeam puln&cal aind. da.xens:.. callebomt on, ad msn&.a R

Ay

13




in a larger global role for Europe. They believed that not only should
Europe do more-~for exawple in Western defense and in the r.moval of
trade bavrievs--but Europe could do more in these matters. Having
successfuily achievad many of the original objectives of the Treaty of
- Rome, the proverbial 01d Testament of Kurope, the time had come for a
ved:  .ition of the European Community's international ‘status and
: responsibilities .

A second gyoup of nostly European participants grant:ad that aig-

~alficant =2conomic achievements had been realized, but drew quite
- different conclusions. One participant referred to Jean Rey's famous _
r at:atemant that "Euvope will be made by woney or it will not be made at

211" He cbserved,. hwever. that wh_ile money (und ;he axpectations of
" the. hanéfit:s that iiztegra.t:ioﬁ w’euld bring) helped, it alene could not

- lead ths Eumpuan Conmunity to furttwr integrat:iou in economicy, and to
o col&aharation i pﬁlit:.es and defense, “the wost im;.mt:ant vﬁtiable was
:galitica? wiily at: :hia point, this irsgmdient: was not pr&smt~ | ‘
f-s&smut pei mﬁal will and without an ovemhe}.ming m\temaﬁ thmac m:
- challenge to galvenize. this wiil, the ‘European t.anmunit:y would mot "

' {'_-progmss mm.ix bf.}foz\d tim Cogmxn \!az:mt: z.mga 03: iat;egt*atim.

ST Gue xsumpe&u t:mmx‘.e wamu:i ghat ueme ei tu_ @mpos&d mr Qan
- _‘"'ﬁé*ennmiu paliciea ::eum vitiam. iy dtt;u:u?tb ot the humpean Lsmunity _'
T 0 nehiwe LCOﬂGM\.» mrd mateLaty uuiam._ ?mv ﬁx@l&.. »LV&. val: '

) f—‘m*:ﬁ;msa partic.ipm&s tesentod the ssme.riz,ﬁx\ ém&né timc the Colgson
R ‘sriwltumi Policy and a.ts \m:i hlm .sg.\?}’ ba uaaifi%.ﬁ ta allew mx
- greater aceess for U5, agvir.u* Luul pm&umw; yer those wm the
v.-'uc:st wueu,ta ani\ii’.\tuﬁ{?&us af ghe i.amunity. These {‘.ﬁulﬁfués addnd
'i_ehaﬁ zm} s 5 ;muw t&mﬁ impmw i.umpmn integratioa wouid
pmmt% tlus t::..&icxmml Sovmt obju:tw\, m gru&*u\tiﬂg a E«esc
huz'mem \mmm ‘ a .
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5. Damands of Negotiations

Grand strategy finds its implementation uot only on the battlel eld
or in the chambers of the high priests of finaance and trade. VPe‘r’haps
the wost critical arena where the players meet is at the East-West
negotiations on security and arms control. With SALT I an event of the
past, the key negotiations are SALT II, tha arms reduction talks in
Vienna, and the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Eurape.

An Ameyican particxpant elaborated on his mt:erpretatiea of tha

- U.8. approach to the negotiations, Washington appeared to be puxeuing
& strategy of linkages. Its aim wss to build an intérldcking siructure

of agreements in such a way that gonflict ox obécructiqn in ona 'aéea
would tisk-désafoying the entive structure. The Amevicen gavémmé;xt

k Vappai‘ently hoped to cyxeate a vested intexeéc on Sr;tigsides in mutyal
rastraing.  If the 'ngiets- sﬁught to. voncluda an agrecsent on trade or

technology, thoy would bava to ma;:emu. in other axess, such as fa che

: ; V.ssum.ritv mgou.xcmu:.. The U.5. stystegy of lm&agea ioplied that

1) s:u». ,‘m\zmts cuuld be barg.zine& with, aud {2} ﬁéhﬁ!i*@ the adw;aa;;@
' ml.&ti‘ms? ip betwean the supc.wawers, the D HOY %ra. mui& idéu:i
, Séief;;iw areds m:’ ananexacmx\g

o PRI pa tiuip‘mts mmmu“ conourred’ that che u;mmﬂ: ne;,azigc fong
LY £r usht wi;h siun&u:.‘ The. &misil;z:v uf tha iii‘mm. ™ dctfma 2
LoRon .Jflfiltih) with Taspoct o a0 Gptitwa HATO posturR; a”ui ity :axmwu

' Lo arvive at a wmhr:ed ;suut.aa idt the $s3ues te ba Svalv‘ £ the

‘é.asvkmt m.gotmnmn rathix than in o uhst»&fetﬁt fovws, In ths Easg-~

: &v a5t mgatietioas, hm.\.ws, the Sovist Union had eleasrly the %Jvam:agm ‘
1z d4id woy have the wots problew of having to fuab. 2 CORSEnius 2Mony
ity sllicy as the Unived Staces aad. Consequently & relgtivnedy unified
. Wazsaw 'i’émz: faced on wmé&zt&ina;:ed E’aswm ;ﬁlian-cé and neutyal m;:iamx

_ m Seviet Uniow would have asgle opportunivy to explofy tha divie
-gigns in the Wostern Alliances For oee thing, in order to split the

. taited States fm:a its maies; the LaSR «wugiat t}«s encourage in the percep~
¢ioh of the West Buropean mations. the AOEL ton that the supexpovers vers '
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e forming a condominium. The United States in this bilateral relationship
would be prepared to compromise the interasts of its allies in its
efforts Lo veach an agreement with the Soviet Union.

The Soviet goal to creste the image that the superpowars determined
furope's destiny was évident in Mpscow's effort to inject the American
forward based systems (FRS) into SALT. The U.S, nuclear capable aircraft
deployed in Europe weye directly tied to the defense of Westexn FEurope}
tb discuss these gystems in a bilateral context would engernder profouad
concern amony the U.S. allies. Even L a multilataral coutext, at the
force reduction talks, for example, tha delicate issue of TBS could

asily be>exploitaé by the Soviets to cyoate divisivoness within the
Western Alliance which lacked an agrsed position on the FBS., This splig
was also reflected at the JuanwlesﬁPinﬁ ;oaﬁer;acs itself, One '
' partigipant pointed out that the nucledr capable air;zaft conld invita
Soviet preepption and creat§u instability {n the ks&tsrn pasture, &
second advancad the a sument that the urilicy of tha FBE should be
émalu ited net only in terns ui thﬂtr wapabiliey to veagh Soviaet cv~vita 7
Vﬂyél 7: 'Xha aizersfe alse sezvtd T gerﬁgr@ Interdiction mlsai@ﬂw in areas east
| Bf JATO Hh@t& Suviet u?ﬁﬁ“a could be aoqcunztdﬁéu- As sueh'tha'Fﬁs |
Sulfilied tha ralb af "iﬁfﬂﬁﬁrﬁxékt dovereant" gad not guss oue ol
‘escalativa, - lﬂﬂﬁﬁkf Lanr»rge agsasd an& strassid Li% fxagzign @t the
(Fﬁé-gs & link in the cﬁaiﬁ o devavrence.

- Another explosive fssue that the Soviets weuld vodonbradly tey
'ne Dress 4t SALT I was as agaéf& ko pr rohibic the transfaer of teghnalogy
for agfans v nuclear systens.  again, this would serwe €g enforoe the

iage of a Ssvist-Amoricasn rondominiva sad dag, . the tensions betveen
the United States and it Britteh and Fresich allies. It would

aiso of fectively foveclose any Asarican support ko a paaeatialiahgie—
Frinch nuclear endeavor, The Enétcé Stutee, id the opinicn of ouns
pareieipant, vasg at.a cistinct dizadvantage in SALY becsuse it vas
forced to labor under its comaitoent wider the Now-~Proliferation Treaty.

Ths Buvoptsn participanty vawsed chaty Awerfcan wountorparts of
gctnr Soviet pleys in the wegotistions, such as the possibility of
proposals for a au~£irs;*usc aprectont and the cvestion of a auvclear
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free zone in central Surope. The majority of the European conferees felt--

and thelr American colleagues agreed——that either possibility would leave
Western Europe at the mercy of superior Soviet conventicnal forces and
would decouple the security of Western Euyope from that of the Ucited
States. '

In the conferance at Helsinki the Soviets were seen as seeking to
vin récognition of their World War II gains and to iegslize tha ideolo-
gical divisicn of the Suropean continent. The Soviets hoped to promete.
the disintegration of the NATC alliance. They wonld probably propose
- instead, if_nat at Helsinki then in avother forum, a security paet for
Kuvope which would allow them a senfor votcs in all decisions affecting

Eugopaan arvangements,

Sevezal pavticipants were of the opinion that the fores pedection
talks ecarried with them the mast servious riske foy Westom cohiesion. The
Vieons meetinls were ¢ited as a salient exampla of Sovier efforts to

instill che perception of’a'suéerpawer antente. MHose Buropean particis~

- pants exprebsed skerticlss asbout the force veduction talks. They peiwted

oug that che Soviete had pecently fu rvodeced some 1200 e 1300 162 tanks
inte Eastem Burope without gucalling any of the older type tanks. The

Jarter would ebvivusly be uged for Bargaining purptses at Vionna, .

 Purthermove, the Sovier fufon weuld withdvaw {os forces ¥or ounly a few

ﬁngé&gé kilometovs; this would not dieinish Sevist gapability For

endangering the segurity of Wostern Durvepd oy for exeriing nili-swy

W

testuyen all along the line Fron Maland to Turkey., Usagraphy, as
Kapoloon reportedly once sald, vas thoe Jestiny of natloms.

T & few cenferces sdvancad the thesis that the Seviets, baset witk
feavs of a twe-front conflict, vord genuinely intevested in reducing

their forces in Surope. 3 of che participaats, howvever, expisined

that Sovier dowinavce ovar the Purasian land ares remdfned 3 fundsmantal

snd traditisnsl sbinctive of the govemnsment in Hoscow. Tae Soviets
right €ry to solve thelr twe-{rout problea by trying to become a Fav
Hasgorn uaval asd afr povar withsut abaandoning their efforts to

achiave a posttion of superioxity o Buropw, aad For Lot aztter, in tha
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Middle East. In this respect seweral partic;gants underlined the boviet
concept of a-grand strategy. in which sll regions of the glohe were. .
interrelated.

One of the conferees exprassed concern that the arms reduction

taiks could lead to a system of ams coutrol rhat would vitlate or
de&trcﬁu;he-Wéstern Alliance if restrictions on movement, use, and
" logistical support of forces were negotiated, If the Western allies
at Vienna would accept limitations on the re-introsuction of equipment
1an& foreces, on the maintetiance and allocation of equipnent, on depioyment
of weapons én&“txobps,,aud:bn>1agistical support, the entire internal -
defenze arraugemenﬁé of the Alliance and its constituent members would
become subject to an internaticnal agreement, an agreement which the
Soviets helped to Gecide.

These types of discussiens served to illuminate why some of the
pari.cipants vepeatedly emphasizad'tha need zor the Westem allies to
articulate thair cﬂﬁmon political objectives and to identify a common
strategy that velited the military components to the political and
othgr aspecks. Indéed;\thﬁ main theme of the conference was clearly the
neceasity to aieh@&tt&ta.all_elemants of strategy and to develop a global
'éetapactive.‘ Tau veed to counter somahow the trend away from interna-
tianaj Cﬁﬁtufﬂﬁ aud allied collaboration was voiced many times at tha
canieranca~taﬁle. 1 was ye~ognized chat this was largely a matter
af. reviviﬂh national will wather théu;designing new or strengefr
Anﬁuitary strubturva. Thae labtter merelv reflected a concept of naticnal

" purpose and shared allde. goals, Yo the extent that the confereas dwelt

"”‘Oﬁ«tha ulxivary ingredientS“of collaboration, tha faéﬁs waérén'the

.palitical usé of wilitary capabiliti;s and on the political implications
of military strategy and tacties, In eaaence, 8 mnjor lesson of the
conference wus the massage taab Lhc United States and its allies nct
”b§P&Aﬂ eugwoss;a_in searohing xox narYOW technical and wilitary
fovsulas at Eha ﬁegetiaLions lost che ‘political imp!icacions cumpromiaa
the - uohesiun of the wbatern A&lianas.




" Recommendagions

&)

2)

(&)

'Thetﬁuropean'reaearch'institutes'shguld engage in research o
-aimed a;-improving.the present strategy and doctrine and at - C e
‘defining the role and the relationship of the strategic '

nuclear forces, the tactical nuclear fcrees and the’

)

iIu cbnclusibn, at the end of the three~day mestings, a number of
’recommendatioﬁs were made. The suggesiions for p*actiﬁal steps in the
- near: future were the fullowing.

WEst-European‘research institutasvshbuld use the momentum

‘generated by :his conference and take the initiative in ce i

defense research collaboratiom, .

conventional forces.

'Ié order to keep the momentum of this conference going,.the

-ﬁollowing steps were planned:

(ﬂ) The Strategic Studies Center, Stanford Resesrch

 Institste, would issue a summary -of this meeting to
,all the participants,

General Beaufre recommended the convening of an

- fctober 1973 meeting * in France of the European

~ ressarch institutes to define areas of agreement
and cooperation for European defense research,

. Howevar, the prejected October meeting should not

preclude the convening of smaller meetings between

individual institutes in the iaterim,

(e) A the October meeting, these West Buropean research
institutes would explore the problems of the current
Bast-West negotiations {SALT II, MBFR and CSCE).

Weat Euvopean reeearch institutes should consult with each

~other in order to Lstablish as soon as possible, a European
‘Defense Research Inatxtute. The plans for the European

Defenrse Research Institute should be discussed at the Octobex

'maetihg. Generéi Eéaufre~raquesﬁed that tbose who had

studied the possibility of gstablishing such an institute
send hin thasr suggaations at thelr earidzst possible con~-

venisnce‘

The conference has. been scheduled for Octeber 29 and 30, 1973 in Paris.
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Appendix A .
TITLES OF PAPERS PRESENTED AT THE CONFERENCE®

- "The Nizon Doctrine: An Emerging U.S. Policy"

Mr. Richard B. Foster
Director

Strategic Studies Center
Stanford Research Institute

"y,$,-European Economic Issues in the East-West Politico~Military Context"

Dr. N. R. Danlelian
President
International Ecomomic Policy Association

"A Strategy for the West: An American View"

Dr. Wynfred Joshua
Assistant Director
Strategic Studies Center
Stanford Research Ianstitute

"The American Approach to Negotiations

Mr. Walter F. Hahn
Associate Director for Research
Foreign Policy Research Irstitute

"America, Ruseia and Ewrope in the Light of the Nixon Doctrine"

Dr. Richard Pipes

Director

The Russian Research Center
Harvard University

UThe Soviet Union and Western Europe"

Professor Leopold Labedsz
Editor
"Survey™

"Malaige in Europa: Diagnosis and Prognosis"

Mr. Walter Laqueur

Director

Ingtitute of Contemporary History
and Wiener Library

* The titles of the papeus presented at the conference differ slightly
from the titles as ilsted in the conference program.
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