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ABSTRACT

This paper p--ents a sunmmary ot the discussions at the- colloqsum

'"Amrican-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~qrence 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-

tion43 of the conference. Two appendices are attachee; Appendix A lists

the papers presented at the colloquium, and Appendix B the attendees,

both participants and obser-vers.

DISCLAIMER

The views and conclusions contained in this report are those of the

authoi-s on what was discussed by the conferees. They should not be

interpreted as necessarily representing-the official policies, either

expressed or iiaplied,. of tle Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency or

the U-13. Govertment.
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,Y7 FOREWORD

The establishment of strzLegic nuclear 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, notably SALT II, the
mutual and balanced force reductio- talks, and the Conference on Security

and Cooperation in Europe highlight the necessity for overcoming the

political, military and economic strains that undergird the sense of

malaise in the Western Alliance.

In an effort to evolve strategic concepts more responsive to the

requirements of the seventies, the Strategic Studies Center of Stanford

Rasearch Institute brought together representatives of leading Wiest

European and American research institutes and other distinguished

Europeans who had lone, concentrated on e unw strategies tot

.... Wetern seurity A colloquium wa held in Juan-leas-Pins, Franc-,

oXn 3-6 May 19734 Ia addition to th-a thirt.y-six participants, foarteen

government obaorvers from Britain, Fratca, Italy, Spain, Wast Gamany,

and the United States listened to the discussioas about which concepts

, vest fit a true and more maningful partnerahip. This remport seeks to

convey the main thomes and Con --Aix1s of the conference and the flavo
-f the actual dialogue; it is nut an in terpretation of the conferenceI. as sea. from the vantage point of the .vrit;'tS or other cx ers of the

Strategic Studies Couter.

The colloqulu was designed to facilitate au Interation of views

betwen U.S. and European researchers. it sought to analyze new ways

for restrueturing the Western illiance, and for realiziag a truo

partuersship etweun thl United States and its Europtst allies. It
enabled the American researchers to gather firsthand data %)a how
prominont West Europeas a"ewed the problems of security znd defellse.

The colloquitu setved as an important research instrument for the

project Natior'.! Security Policy Research .-- 'rt unor Contract

-4,,7 J er ontac



I

{. DAHC15-73-C-O3JQ with. the Advanced Research Projects Agency of the

Ii Department of Defense.

Pi A total of 12 papers were assigned to American and European

researchers. Thiese, papers sarved as a starting point for the discussions
4 at Juan-les-Pins. The listing of the papers can be found in Appendix A

to this report, Participarts and government 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 research Jastitutes to establish a European

Defense Research Institute. This institute will be designed to study and

-A reconend (i) new concepts of European security and defeiae and (2)

modes of trans-Atlantic defense cooperation more responsive to the
.chavging strategic envtronment of the seventies. An organizational meeting

a-i has now bepn scheduled for 29-30 October in Paris. It is anticipated

. that a report of the October conference will be published at a later
date.

Richard . roster
" ir" tor

: . .

iv
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' t  A1MERICAN-ALLIED RELATIONS IN TRANSITION

The Nixon Doctrine explicitly recognizes the changing strategic

environment of American-European relations and the need to evolve a

atrcategy that can endure beyond the challenge of the seventies. The

bilateral and multilateral negotiations uf the Western allies with

the Soviet Union further underscore the urgency for developing a set

of common goals in order to strengthen Western cohiesion. Yet the

dowestic pressures in the United States to reduce defense expenditures

ard the military presence abroa2d, as well as the U.S. acceptance of

4 strategic parity in SALT 1, have deeply affected the European percep-

I tionS Of the- U.S, COwMit~ent to West 1uronean sccurity and dfene
The crisis of confidence in the transatlaitic allianc, given the

P lacy of negotiations %Ath the Soviet Union, niotably SALT I1, the

force reduction talks, and the C'ofernce on Security anid Cooperation

-~~ pbre lpador ovchast rqt ing cotunon Westerni otyjectives- alid a

2corwttrn1 coherent stra-tcy.

In reinmping ti e s r VC ast t potr , he role, ox

y,~xI Wster Euirope neeads to be_, fdeaifiod. Thiere Appears to be adirtn.

hW ovr, ill the porcuptions of theo Uniteod Stat a and its &lltcts of 01he

par Weten ;'ropo should play i the glba or eve -ah6 AtLuAtic Con-

t~.The i sue of Prance's role, =ortev0,r, -continuen to bcdovi~l the
.Qtt Western ,AWli3. If niot .ilIne. swoe4 ally, ~%n&~dotermtint ion to defend

S-Athe- West must nevovthdoas& be hainosse-4 to a Wesntern stratogy. Againsit tid

Qt ~, background the cruc'Ial conAcerns .thatz datniziate the d~alogue at the coa-

Levrne of the Strartegic Studies, Catnter of Staaford ftcsn~arch Z nstitute in'

May 19?3 n't JUaw-les.-AiS, France, wPXre: (1) Anericam a1d Eoputv 4 1. oce pts

I o Euores rle n te llian~ce, (2) Ct evolvo~ent of a grand str-ate gy

that marsalsa all r'. aource§ of the WesteMn zlis aad (3) tricetarl
iii the Alliince. T',ie conferentce brought together d istingRuiihid Strategists und



rsachers from the United States and Westera Europa who had ions con-

centrated on developing new security concepts,

1. The Soviet Challeng

There appeared to be a widespread belief aviong Amarican and European

participants alike that the threat of direct S-oviet armed aggression

t.1 er acutely aware of the progressivel) improving Soviet military

capabilities vi stheWet NoalteEupanaripns

stresedthe stark sup'rlority of Soviet conventional forces in the

Euroeantheater. L. addition, if the weight of the military bal ince
intecentaz 'f Euro;) v~as clearly in favor of MoscoteSrpa ebr

aridthat Soviet capabilities had grown at an even faster rate at the

flank fNATO.

111f 11tility Of$ Soviet radiitai-y forcea, however, %,-,4 largely -seen ill
an idiroe maden s th iutrument tu back up Sovie pltica

Seticveal Terepeate 'CUiiate s1.trcth~Adihn&h Sv6t goals

a $ad ;it'rato4 bjectsskived (Rota Rin ra ttn -An

which~~ vce tratr poula, Ii wouldIho ailiay ano cwbonicQ can
COU ie ondl L t4 rtha' k 'if !cro towlar into arCol

cOf t~i- d iu cotalitttvd r

enduarIng, goods sl WhIchl 01V control of Euwiole to-aturc pnicnty

Codn~vto hoSvtObjective of Flind aie.o Vesitenr

Euope was thet Political =.aae ineckxotFnntc~ uropcasi

p roc. 4rit y nuw-ithntatding, the individu-Al Iupcnnatixnsl yore bctset

'.thpM4-ai tic Crsis The_ grn~ut p~lralysls Of~ pi liticiA will

2



in the West European nations appeared to many participants the most

U ominous development. Some felt that particularly Scandinavia, where the 1
will to cooperate in Western defeuse was least developed, constituted

Western Europe's weakest link.

Few saw any real progress toward the harmonization of European
political and military policies. Prospects for European unity that

transcended the economic dimension appeared even more remote to most
European participaints. So did, therefore, -.he possibility that W-tstern

Europe would be able to assert political influence commensurate with Its

population, size or economic strength. Yet a concerted effort in the

Jpolitical and military realmt was clearly seen as a prerequisite forJ t oping with a Soviet campaign of political coercion and bldishmen:. in

light of the parochial focus of many of the young-c genleration and thei

I neutralist bias; thie future offered little optimism about the prospct
of Western cohesioni and Luropean solidarity. Several participants;

pointed to the radicalization or thQ. universities, niotably ini WestI .Ger ay. still, a fev- dis-cusOMIts exprcesepd ai dIfferent viexw iand a rgutd

1that the Kuropiean Cozinwwity ojffe~red the pote ntinl for protaoting. politicalI ~~~And alitary cuvlinboratlon amoug its Vr,,,nbbor$. OnI 'Lila .,hvee,

Most spe!akers Coflt that th~e Political inertia of the Weat ~rpe

uationsu al1 th tw lt~ for~ tInc 4vi

crato gloen .eni rc'azett in. t64lich tieSoviet objectiv. of Fintandire-t ion

~ *If there wsCloarly a O~nFenu n theo niflure ot the S0viet

111 t icoPoll-, icon of th a~vicot millcairy th re ft,

I ha ws~ ! ~ ~ua e~os oll thte neeld to cv" z3 Iroad cv Alral I
-~ stateg. Suh a 4 t rit gry Auld beyonld purtily tzi ar cosira

tionn and h ars tm e r.s t.Axy 34~ 'uAth pot3xtkak, andZfX;5

tekm~oica. esnzcxsof the. lio,%t. But beyond O general acceptice

of 0.e uorgency to dcaeleop auchi a s trAtegy, there, wias no agitcent oii

A

OW p xlt i-ei; tndlferul o.vott o th kaypl~ivi 4

i eiatr id-, te M..ai cnmccmolCltso :tc t aoy



This divarqgence derived partly from the different national perspective-a

of the conference participants, and partly from their differeut concepts

of the roles of the United States and Western Europe in the Western

Alliance.

&i American participant ;rarned that the inability of the eet. to

identify acceptable terms 1'or the new transatl.antic relationship
'A

portended dangers for the East-West negotiations on security and

economic questions. There was an incongruence, from his vantage point,

between European desires to see t1- Juited States continue shouldering

p - the major burde in the military arena, and European readintess to
compete unfairly with their Atlantic partner in the economic realm.

A second American participant explained that the very essence of

the Nixon o:~ was the need to establish strategic stability in

order to prevent nuclear war. In the current U.S. concept political

and military stability in Europe was to be the cornerstone of the

em~erging global order. But this implied that the interests of the

European natJ.'-ns, both East and West, aud the interests of the United

States and the Soviet Union would have to be accommnodated in some type

of a negotiated solution. At the same time, this led to a fundamental

~ I dilona in U.S. policy- on the one hand, WashIngton sought to

I 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

cotiu ~ xtn isnularubrla vr Western Europa in a partner-

Contrary to their American courzerpaits, the European speakers

harbored doubts over the U.S. coumitment to the security and defense

of Western Europe. Their man'or ally, in their view, apparently soughc

to limit its European ties. The American retreat was partly refleete

in the portents of U.S. roop withdrawals either in a unilateral

fashiou or through a negotiated formula at the force reduction talks.

'titer signs of U.S. disengagement could be seen in the dwindling

VA~'*~~tt~ ~cxvdibiiity of the U.S. nuclear guarantee to the defense of Western

Europa. While most particioants underscored the need for the continued

coupling~ of the U.S. strategic nuclear fo-res to the defense of the

R J-



European cont inenc, fe~i Europe-an spokesmen believed that thia l1inkage

had remained unimpaired. The, arrival of strategic nuclea- parity, the
Hay 1972 SALT accords as well as Vietam w'a ftge wr e

developments that had eroded the credibility of the U.S. nuclear pledge.

nle discussicn clearly inlicated that the United States needed to

clarify its perception of the role of its strategic nuclear forces in

the Western defense posture.

One participant took issue with the requirement to retiin the

coupling of Western Europe's security to that of the United States.

He argued for a two-pillar concept of the Alliance in which Western

I Europe would assume full responsibility for its own defense, including

its nuclear protectiona. Others suggested that Western Europe be

divided into three regional deft-nse groupings., a northern sector of

Scandinavian countries which would be reluctant to Join in a new

cooperative defense effort anyway; a central region of Britain, France,

West Germany, theL Benelux and possibly Italy with a new European-based defense

structure- and a southern Mediterranean flank whera unique political-

()military problems and strategic location argued for establishing an

entity separate from the center. The creation of a southern group,

which depended heaviJ y on naval for("es for its defense, might facilitate

extending the shadow of Western power to protect Western interests in

the Middle East, Persian Gulf ants Indian Ocean regions. Several of the

European conferees sharply disagreed and warned againtst the disruptive

effects which the formation of different groupings would have on the

D Alliance.

3. The Military Dimension of Grand Sta.g

Without necessarily accepting the removal of U.S. nuclear protection

of the European continent, the European participants stressed the need

for devising a new Atlantic partnership in which their countries would

have a greater voice in alliance councils and would take on a greater

share of the defense burden. The various formul'as that were-proposed

6 ~ clearly reflected different nation-al biases. Without necessarily

decoupling the United States from Europe's defense, the majority of

tite Europeans called for strengLheninF the British and French nuclear

forces--either separately or in a joint arrangement--as the core around



wi&b. the. defensae. at Eurept- could be. organized.h. Eur-7ean. strate.ic

deterrent forces, several participants maiutainad, would have. greatex

credibility for Europe than the more powerful nuclear panoply of the-

United States. ThIs was true even in their role. for extended de-teri.ence,

for neither France nor Britain could seriously contemplate- abandoning

West Germaay or Italy to the Soviet Union.

Various participants-Americans as well as Europeans-urged that

* London and Pa-is start collaborating in the nuclear field. This would

not necessarily require, according to most arguments, surrende~r of

national control or a supra-national decision-making organ. One European
conferee reminded his audience that the United States remained a major

Iobstacle to an Anglo-French nuclear entente. The British were prevented
from any nuclear data-sharing by thair agreements with the -Americans.

As long as the United States continued its restrictive interpretation of

the Mael4ahon law, Britaixn remained tied to its obligationa to the United

States. Mreover, 1.nless opinions in Washington changed, the prospeerts

for American asaistaace to the French nuclear program remained actUally

remote.

Seve..al European participants advocated that the Europeans take the
initiative in strengthening the Western defense arrangements. As a first

step, one of the speakers suggested to form, possibly within the frame-

work of the West European Union or perhaps the Eurogroup, a European

standing group which would examine procurement problems, new weapons

9 development and deployment, training, doctrine, and a whole range of

other issues that could pave the way for the creation of a European

defense comand. 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 mtore efficient and rational division-of labor in defense responsibili-

- ties within Wastern Europe.

- -: -Moanwhile, France should be accordad a greater role in the policy-

making process of the Western Alliance on defense'smatters. One dis-

cussant made an eloquent plea for lifting the present quarantine from

~ France in the military realm, without, however$ ins~sting that it

T6



surrender its independence or freedom of maneuver. As several of his

colleagues had advocated, he endorsed nuclear collaboration between

France and Britain., and subsequently coordination with the United States.

The proponents of enhancing British and French strategic capabilities

also emphasized the njeed that London and Paris develop a tactical

nuclear weapons arsenal. Several participants insisted that the entire

range of weapons, from the bullet to the thermonuclear weapon, be

A available to -the Eir -ean allies.

A minorit;, took sharp issue with these idea- and cautioned that

a bilateral or-trilateral nuclear club -in the Western Alliance would

divide the allies more starkly into nuclear and non-nuclear members or

equal and less-equal ones. Nuclear planning should remain the domain of

all members concerned. Special consideration should be given to 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

some 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 ro'

of tactical nuclear weapons if deterrence were to fail, a similar 6plit

emerged as existed on the role of French and British nuclear forces.

Most speakers held that the combination of Soviet superiority in conven-

tional forces and Soviet blitzkrieg tactics 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. As far as the

Soviet perception was concerned, however, there should remai uncertainty

as to the timing mnd circumstances in which the Western allies would

resort to the use of tactical nuclear weapuns.

Rather than as a substitute, tactical 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

., , .,7



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

shaving 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 strenugth'aning of European strategic nuclear forces,

advocated that the Europeans, i.e., presumably the French and British,

acquire as quickly as possible their own tactical nuclear panoply. As

one conferee put 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 wvs in hand and a number of European participants pleaded

strongly tuat the 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 political leadersI needed to be educated about the capabilities and effects of the various

types of smaller nuclear arms and their political significance.

The European conferees displayed a keen intereaL in the so-called

mini-nukes, which they defined as relatively clean weapons with yields

of below 50 tons and a CEP of a few feet. The introduction of controllable

mini-nuItes would widen the range of options for the allies. A couple of
speakers went so far as to propose that the threshold between the mini-
nules and conventional arms be eliminated; the former should be treated

as part of the conventional arsenal. The present barrier to their use,
wlich was primarily psychological, should therefore be removed. One of

the participants sharply disagreed. Without necessarily rejecting the
early use of tactical nuclear weapons, le 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 or maxi, remained fundamantally a political decision.

A few of the participants from the smaller NATO powers were concerned

J) that their companions were .advocating a new strategy ~.warned that the

~8



1. 
Jz-"

time- waw not ripe for reopenJig the- debte-. on the. nalear strategy of

the West. According to-oua conferee, the problens ia Western Europe

were essentially political and could not be solyved by chagea in the

military strategy of the West. Moreover, in his view, -tIe Weist

Europeans we,,e not interested in the uuclear sud military di-aensions ol":

the European situatl iu. The political, psychologcal, and etQnoiic

fissures in American-European relations needed u be solved first,

Other evidence that not every partitcipant attached the pame importance

to the tactical nuclear componeat of the Westelrn defense pstura could :be

seen in the suggestion that the West negotiate a "no-f irst-use" agreement

with the Soviet Udion. It was pointed out by others that an a'Z.Qrd -not t(,

be the first one to use nuclear weapons against a conventional a~gression

would effectively neutralize the-Lactical nuclear: deterrent and greatly

enhance the political utility of Soviet conventional forces. The Wast

Europeauis would be left in the shadow of massive Soviet conventional

power. It was probably xxo surprise that some of the West German

4 representati-ies vigorously took exception to this proposal.

If opinions differed regarding the relative merits of tactical

nuclear weapons, there was a much broader consmteiua on tho role and

need to improva the conventional capahilit~.,os. Conventional forces

were still required, partly for psychological reasons, partly for pur-

aposes of defense to stop an initial attack, or If necessary to be used
in coujunctio~ with the nuclear forces. Neither-Amorican nor Europea

conferees, however, could contemplate the possibility of a sustained

coaventional conflict in Europe.

Ilia topic'of advanced military technology, including the technology

for precision guided munitions or the so-called smrt weapons, elicited.

sharp interest on the part of the European participants, Hany felt

that the. precision guided munitions and othr advanced systems,
such as remotely piloted vehicles, offered the. promaise of a Meduction
In cost arid manpower and,. at the nkama time, miarkedly incraused

wilitary effectiveness. TeAmerican govaltamilt wa paatt dlv -dA

strongly urged to make the now technoleaicts available to its E~uropean



.10w o; the. part$~cpanta caiutioned not to Qyereati44ate'the. conse-
quena- of ' modern technology, Technology could cot.Ltribute to solving the
stvategic and perhaps even the political problems, but it provided by

* .no.meams the full answer. * Ve. Soviets, moreover,, were bound to acqjuire

'smlar todmologies and improve their weapons systems and firepower.
therebv neutralizing at least part of Western progress. Not all
cfe)adea' tjhaed this opinion. If the new technological advancements for

* - Oth tkcttzc~l -nuclear weapons a-ad conventional weapons could be incorpo-
- r~d inthecurrent capabilities, a situation could be rae i hc

* neither thAe .tqwiet Union nor the Western allies would be able to mount
a sustained -OfZeh sive against each other. From this point of View it
did not 'waL.Ler-WheLher the Soviets could :levelop simuilar advanced
systems,* bcecause a s;tzlemate at the local I-vel could ensue just as a

stand-off -exioted-at t~strategic level. Li. the West could bring this
situation about, t6ha- participant maintained, the political as well as

muUitary advantap'-which the Soviets now derived from their overwhelming
conventional cap hility would be neutralized.

-In ahort, ost ' 4ticipauts, Americans as well as Europeaas, saw a
great deal of merit -in the new military technologies and called for

CLdig hi o~nii impact on the Western defense posture. Atho ugh
Aot everyone ex",o tjhs' requirement to covev the tactical nuclear
stockpile, t4-!re wat. a general consensus that technological expertise

*hu4be h trnesed to. support the Western cause.*

4. Ilia =oyet )i~ers ion o f Gran Srtezy

Wb~.let~ --Iuia focus. of tha d 4aeuasion4 waa ou the political,

military and technological componeuts of grand srtgheconfemea

ilications. NWity participants eomented that Policies iii oua ri.wr
likely to duliforiou: or obwtruet pt ,reas 'Made 1by Lik Alliance ill Qtiw

----- .....
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There are several economic problem areas that impact on the cohesion

0of the Al;liance. The most visiole area concerns the dispute ovez

restructuring the international trade and monetary arrangements.

Some 'Americau participants attributed the trade and monetary disputes

to~ conflicting U.S. and European perceptions of the nature ot the Europeasn

integration effort. The United States saw the European Community as4 , Vealthy and moving progressively toward greater economic unity and strength.

However, the American participants belteved 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

integration process. Consequently, progress in overcoming the trade arnd

monetary obstacles was partly a function of changes in European government

I perceptions of the European Community and its future evolution. These

American partici-ants concluded that ti:e West European nations should

assume the responsiiuilities that accompanied increaseW economic power,

and should make the key concessions in the pending negotiations with the

United States.

U A quite different view on trade and monetary problems was voiced

A.~i..by the-European participants. 1Mauy of them placed the blame for the

collapoe-of the Bretton Wooda system on the U.S,. refusal to intoduce

economic austerity measures ill tho late 1960a. TheY recalled that lFranceo

and other European (.-utvics had warned the United States that it had to

' ap3s. economic rstrainter avid not pass off to EUop the costs
"~ ''~' ~dowestic iif lation. utWsisonhdrgdethese warnings Us U

jfriendly F'Iseations.

A number of tEurooan participants ware particularly c-ritical of.
the liberal economic masurva which Presideut Nixo hdPooed to rmey

thie monetary aud trade' pobldm6s ieee knures wo-re de-ind to reduce

tariffe and nou ~rift barriers, provide freer aces" frAeicnsr

Owltural gooda in foreigii wrkets, Ind remove gold from any interoatioual

ayus role.. Thwe participaucos uggested thtat priority, ahould go

nLtcd- to a new Wiletary system With all Internatioual crrenicy not

dawmitlated iii dollda. Other L. ropeau confereias added thiat the of fort
$ toresove crrt econmi ob ws should be couiprehoosve aid iAcud

the dov oont of common policies on energy and wultlviatioualX corporatioas.
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b another major economic problem area. He called on the Atlantic Alliance

to seek this year a lasting solution to the balance of payments diffi-
culties caused by 'the U.S. military presence in Europe. Statistics
presented1 at the conference showed that the U.S. balance of payments
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 net deficit on the military

balance of payments.

Several American participants observed that unless the U.S.-European
econmic roblms ere solved and the deficit on the military accoun

remedied, the U.S. administration, already pressed by Congress, liight

-eel forced to withdraw American troops from Europe. A uumber of
European conferees agreed that the resolution of the balance of payments

problem was a requisite for persuading the American people that the U.S.

military presence needed to remain in Europe.

'While there was general agroeent that the Eurojpeaus should. do wwre
()to case the U.S. burden for the West.ora defeaise c "fort, the coliferees-

were divided ovrthe form~ t hi fetsoldOeAec

paricPailt pre"etdtl idea for 49 luten(IatLoia, Security ~d
multilateral cleariug houso for deficita ou Owi wilitaxy. av-,. -4at.
several Euwtopcau Vpitpant . sgU tc4 v r, at. changes in the

-trade wid. wonttary -systebs~ alonea Vould not -be SU~i-iu to.0fset -the
Oconiomic burden of the U.S. t reob ) iu tiuropeo. O ~Oreoojt was 'Viislfu1
thittking %to expect WasterniEurop to teur t rade and pats

cei sipl o ept Unlited &tates')Co3vat its balance of
-. payuxuuq- defiefct. Even if the Burnope aa art -mnts s hs pina

&. ableI it va naiviet balie~ta n atn solutiou could. be

achieviad itt one yearls. time. The. teal solutioll lay Tihee. to

J Iito Stateg Slhonld eWis VC* , ate r aelf-4JiIJin anad fiscal/
Wrtata resonsibliy.L.

Nz
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The present U.S.-European economic discord came at a time, of growing
W Soviet activity in world trading and manetary markets. Increase' East-

4 West trade, technology transfers and freer capita'. flows were recognized

by the conferees as contributing to a relaxation of international

tensions. However, there was a solid consensus urging greater Western

cr4 awareness of the potential political as well as economic dangers involved
in expanding East-West economic relations.

4It was noted, first, that as a centralized economy the Soviet Uuica

had absolute control over its own market. It could favor certain

*<k .1customers aad suppliers over othersr thereby obtaining significant
bargaining leverage in international economic dealings. If the West

Afailed to reach a cormmon policy on trade and monetary arrangements within

th et e eas h Soviet Union could use its u aining leverage
-4 to a,,gravate further the lack of cohesion among the Western trading_

B . oth Azenf ba and Euopean participants wanted the West to avoid

becominig too 4dependett Onl the Soviet Unhion as a =arket for agricultutral
ptdductus aud indUSCrial technology, and as. a. supplicr of enrgy and raw,

A Kmaeralo Schdependoer wight force thea Wast to mak naLa4.terl

- .conc1aos fit atonomi uegotiotions, and boaausc ofT the. ULttges- i h

*international systew, in potitietal/m4ilitary nego-tiations -au 'el. 11W
lif oae'ec h ie west reacht 4a c"uaus oil the economic

'~ ~~~ <.dmnino rn trategy beforabeu on g in o eeive at-West

Therev was -considerable discuasion 0a another area that would
.. t.. ... .. codition a view grand strategy; How uould theWroeneniyevle

an w a would -e-t ient o caonc rolo? Odl unul. -Ou

- g~rOup of paz ticipants, Um3tly Amecaw CHtrandatatotmsi

viewq 3C Enoe iuture than wacc of tbe riuropeati participoats had*

th-e os of Mrcn a"serted that' the W~r*Npeaa Uomuaicy Was:a

tr nld nooweic poicxi tad defns conbrain ndrsl

tr"9-3LP Ut 4ef13



in a larger global role for Europe. maey believed that not on3y Rhauld
/ . Europe do more-foir example in Western defense and in the z aoval of

4. trade barriers-but Europe could do more in these matters. Raving

successfully achieved many of the original objectives of the Treaty of
Rome, the proverbial Old Testament of Europe, the time had come for a

I IY red,'~ itiou of the European Community's international status and
responsibilities.

.4.. second group of westlyEuropean participants, granted thlat sig--

* t,.n *.nificant, 2onomic achievements had been realized, but draw quite

£ . diffeent conclusions. One'participant referred to Jean Rey'sa faous
s6tatement that "Europe. will be made by toney or it will not be made at

al1." Re obse rved, however, that while money; (..snd the expectations of

7- .the benefits that integration would bring), helped, it alone could not

~.....c.*lead tho Europoan. coiwunity. to further integration in aconozmicg* and to

cof~b~rt~ n nOolities aad defene The most imaportant variable Was

po ia'- wilt; at this'point,* this. ingredienlt was no-roet.
Without political will and without an overwhebdns oxtera. throat or.

oil'- ()i 4i~e~ ta galvasuire VhiS wilt, tite EQL.r eaa CQO~unity would not-

pcve muh eynd th11 GeOaMa4-rket Otago of. itega0 o

Ov Z4 4-olaropcaa cogtt'e wavtw~d that noco of M2u Proposed- Aeur"aal
econmic olices culdvitiat tha Attempts of, tha* £uwpr tnuiy

-- to iahiv aconoaic And. monetary tnOni-I.Fi ey a!le a sv--- i 1
*'.'4'4~' 4 i-topcta- partiApants ire-sented t he Awen emn ha h Cl3

4rkltra Plicy- Wn4 ts 'Varibl layb o~id to -~w fot

~roater -cces fo .. rclurlpoue;yt thoe4- teth
w IC coceeAehIevewlcs .Of re Counity! Thocse coniferees added

thL A r U.S. Vgicy tha itweded EuropeAn intogration would
-ot~ *oaaitlY-.-- Sovtet Objective i. prevanting -. ,09

~rO~~tO he ~'i~L.LU ~14

- uaen ki~
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5. Dmands of Negotiations

Grand strategy finds its implementation uot only on thp battlef ad

or in the chambers of the high priests of finance and trade. Perhaps

the xst 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, the arms reduction talks in

Vienna, and the Helsinki Coaference on Security and Cooperation in

Europe.

An A erica participant elaborated on his interpretation of the

U.S. approach to the negotiations. Washington appeared to be pursuing
a strategy of linkages. Its aim was to build an interlocking structure
of agreemants ipn such a way that conflict or obstructioa in one area

would risk• desroyi the entire structure.. Th- A e i .un governmimt

apparently h.oped to t.xate a vusted in.eret on both sides iu Mtua

Msraitra . U the Soviets A oughtto Co cluda an agreoaent on trade or
w .e.ology, they would hav o cooperate ifl oher ta, as in the

- 2elai. et 'A 01.....
securty not O ta to ns. iT V stsate.y o liukag imnled tha .

V..'-..

~ .&~'4solectiv areas for cookie ratioa.

tie U~rcpna ronerl4Ly -Colcur M. -a t gt~'esa ot iat iAo

"",-'., w"r traf.. Weht ith a nhe , iblty nof t he ~~4llanra t te e,

t on =- ratiegy v4th respe Ct to W1 opeie4l RALO NAtre u itu f At-luru
tostv tacnetdpositio(% left the ste oh sov - i the

'it -Ik't noegotiitionq rathar thmn in .aA Vcstb4xsc~ toru. 1A ii th 1 Egt -

A> tion.tOt, the snvt t nion 1Ad clarly te adv ante

I. .it% sh-ies as! tOw Uited -ta had. CaL- koseum tly a rd-atiwv uniit.,Ld
-lowPat facd an wicwoordiared Wetern u Ali'-a and naurnal nwtiox.

.. J .: .. . .. ."-'. ',-f

'T i uI Sovitt Union would havie awplt opportunity to exploWt the divi-

• . . - ,..- ~ . t .-

tio, of M tS Wivpoaa naio. thea notlo that the
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forming a condominium. The United States in this bilateral relationship
~ .. ~. -".would be prepared to compromise the interests of its allies in its

efforts co reach an agreement with the Soviet Union.

>&i'st IThe Soviet goal to create. the image that the superpowers determined
Europe's destiny was evident in Mosco's effort to inject the American
f twrd based systems (ITS) into SALT. The U.S. nuclear capable aircraft
deployed in Europe werwe directly tied to the defense of Western Europa;
to discuss these systems in a bilateral context. would engender profound
concern among thte U. S. allies, Even Lii a multilateral context, at the

.21> -SC-force reduction talks, for example, the deiaeiseo Scud
~~*~*- eaasily be exploited by the Soviets, to cet dirsices withinth

We'tenu Alliance which lacked m-% agreed position ou the FS1S. This split
Wasa-o40lcedc h Jnle-nafnerenc'a itself. One
participant poin~ted out that .the nuclonr c~qiab'lc aircraft could iuvite

Soitpre'em ti~ o adretdisblty i MWeer Posture. A
aec-Sod tadvanca thCea a :;un that the Uily -- eYfl$soudb
ealua40d nIot cutly Itu ten~a of thotr capability to teA:4ch Sovitit terioy

IbC re ftat-er4to pie fo~incrictn rhis-n tn ru
of MWQ What* S4temt C.Wo S Czud Lit. ctrstt Au -4U0% the fl~s

bf le d t. r. detcOfe;tiad 11ot Juat aOoO
ce~ltiU.M~tM e~kei 4~Md&4W vtrewil'txd _w-ctc- of OW

M 0a linik it th4 jt~n d--raoe

Anodr ex 4,oivo'; ue tht thea n~vi*tu teUL4 iavdoubto 4Y t ry

fr 0 . ft's. I -"4Ai ii

-I naia SAPI3 Wud' ov ogfotue tMe

iwvte Of a4 $ovrrAmeca cote ztitr .-vd dcci, .:tt tho tenufoiw bettuen4
th Stieiste*. ' (It itWII1 mid~.l~ F.ut r h~ al-lies.it Iol41&o dfgI-ccivelIv Korec-3o any, mi Mta,-Aa 6upport to t -4enia Aneo-

Yrti ucear 0aAvor, Thie VaIcg4 Statni t-ho-Olno 0. . Ont

PAaacpat, vat 4't a ifsbct avzngcaf AT uNsd it vas
* . ~~~ftot to labor under its co=it-%nt wider theowrlfrjmTzy

Vn tktflC~flp~trticipiAstli vaticd teir Amrican C-Outetparca of
ochr Svie piys S the' ne'gotiatins, such ag the pOs4ibfltY of,

i--.- ... ,PtOPOS"8l for a a-f ltrstus asg'eeucur W14 tOe cratton Of a nAuZclcr
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fre zon in central Europe The maort of t. Euopa cofresfl-

4 ~ wul fr e o i teta seuroe Tmarity of theter Europetan of nfe resfl

States.-

Ii..In the conference at thelsinki. the Soviets were seen as seeking to

4win rccognition of their W1orld War II gains and to ±egalhze the ideolo-

gical division of the European continent. The Soviets hoped to ?rowte

the dis tcgration of the NATO aih ance. They wudpoal rps

>1. ~tistead, if not at Helsinki then in another forum, a security pact for
-g uope.0ich would allow them- a senior votee- i~krn al Idecisions affecting

SEuropean arrangerment..

SIeerl pa4rticipanxta were of thllo Opinion that the ior40 raduettoa

t tcrre it h~ the mast serious risksa for 14stfaiu cohe-sion. The

Vi-erma wvetizxgs i-tre cited as ia lient ezample Qi So.vieL)t cfforts to
instll he s~roptionof a suparpdt4r entctto , NOs E rop-ea 'pareici

Patsexnto#&sed -bvtiia. 4bot th L o~ p )1tt ~ ed

.~. )out th-~t the sovriekat huad r-aepntly 111 rodoadve soo1k 2t oo IS 1.0(1 62 tonkL

.... l-ito 4aater1 Euopte vrittwue tvoC-41ling an~y oi the 0clckr type taku. T~he

lattet' v-wn1 obviouily4 Vv, ued fo LAinn L! oe t ina

rUteha-rt-Orita Svitio qwl vulth-av its f xrces. for Only a fe
.... 1 A~d~dkil~errChisr' iOltd 00-t 4LiidVh %wtt cahihilty .tor

-t ,*te-tra M C .3

Ulim ",a~ t h illde gg Ovarer tre CVttin r
Pte .'Uia 4 lo. s telin re o1~dt Trt 4  tecr~ as

Napollaoucuc reog~lyiC aid, vua th ida ilty of iiat ion.

A few cofetnees* adv~&ned the theait4a Lhat the Sevicto, bfki~t tdth

roArs oa -nticez.Ultt, yore 'enuinoely iu t eres t ea nx~c

42K.04ht Soviet Ohtntb e t the Suvazaa .Iin4 arcv tnain a fuA&antal

gaj trAdizicznl Ob nztive of the soveroment -ioXicv 1'I soviets

-nht 'try to "olVe their tuv--irgee ptroblemt by trykn to becotm a~ Ear
4 £n~ni ~vatand ir pwa wehou abndaanU their efforts t
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Middle- East. In- thiv. respect several partic'iLpants underlined the Soviet

concept of a grand strategy in which all regions of the. globe were.

One of the-conferees expressed concern that the arms reduction

talks could lead to a system of arms control that would vitiate or

deigtr9y .tha Western Alliance If restrictions on inovemenmt, use-, and

logiatical support of forces were negotiated. If the Western allies
at Vienna would accept limitations ou the re-intro's4ction of equipment.
and forces, oh the, mintetiauce and allocation of equipment, bn deployment
of weapons and troops, and on loagistical support, the entire. internal

defenze arrangements of the Alliance and its constituent members would
become su.bject'to -n international -agreement, an agreement whieL the

SSoviets helped to decide.

These types of discussions served to illuminate. why some of the

part...cipants repeatedly emphasized the need- Lor the Westera allies to

artieulate, their comimon political objectives and to identify a common

~2~f-4 trategy that ro3.kted the military components to the political and

other apects Tvidead, ths ma~Zn thema of the conference was clearly the
Inoeceity to Orchatktrate all elemauts of strategy and to develop a global

prsipective. uthi need to coun-ar somehow the trend away. from interna-

tional concernsanfl. allied collaboration was voiced many times at the
co~nce table.* I" wao re-ognized that this was largely a matter

of. reviving national will --their tiiau designing new or stronger

wilitary stiutrs Tao a werely reflected a concept of national

purpos-o. and shared ~l~e.goals,, To the extent that the conferees dwelt

political use of railttary eapabilit-izo and on the political implicatiouz

of wilitary srategy' aad tacties, In osaee, a m ajor leso of the

confereaco was tbamesage LaaL the Uhited States and its allies not
botiow eugrosted. -in 'searchiu& for narrow technical and military

the Cohesiof the Vestein Alliaaco. 1

"A '. '



:6. Racomenda~ ons,

In conclusion., at'the end oif the three-day- neatngs) a number of

recoumendations were made. The suggestions for p--acti~al steps in. thpe
..eAar future -wera the following :

(1) West European research institutes-should use the momentum

generated by -his coaference and take the initiitive ir

defens e research collaboration..

(2) The European research institutes should engage in research

aimed at-Improving the present strategy and doctrine and at

-defining the role and-.the relationship of the strategic

nuclear-forces,, the tactical nuclear-ftrces-and the

canventional forcee.

(3) In order to keep the momentum of this conference going, the

following steps were planned:

(a) The Strategic Studies Center, Stanford Research
Insttit~e, would issue a summary of this meeting to

~ a all the participants.

(b) CGeneral Beaufre recopmended the convening of an
October 1973 meeting *in France of the European
research institutes to define areas of-agreement
and cooperation for European defense research.
Hovever, the'-projected October iaeeting should not
preclude~ the convening of smaller meetings between
individual inStitutes in the interim.

(c) At the October meeting, these West UEuropean research
institutes would explore the problems of the current
East-West negotiations (SALT 11, NBFR and CSCE).

(4). West European research institutes should consult with each

other in order-to establish, as soon as possible, a European

Defensee kesearch Institute. The plans for the European

LtDfause Research-Institute should be discussed at the October

meeting. General Beaufre requested that tbose who had

studied the possibility o:F establishing such an institute

sand him thair sugstious at their ear.1ist possible con-

The conference has, been scheduled to, Octoer 29 and 30, 1973 in Paris.
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Appendix A

TITLES OF PAPERS PRESENTED AT THE CONPERENCE*

"The Nixon Doctrine: An Emerging U.S. Policy"

Mr. Richard B. Foster
Director
Strate gic Studies Center
Stanford Research Institute

"U.S.-European-Economic Issues in the East-West Politico-Military Context"

Dr. K. R. Danielian
President
International Economic Policy Association

"A Strategy for the West: An American View"
Dr. Wrnfred Joshua
Assistant Director

'; ~ Strategic Studies Center
"TheAmercanApprachStanford Research Institute

"th Amricn Aprochto Negotiations"

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

"America, Russia and Euiope in the Light of the Nixon Doctrine"
Dr. Richard Pipes
Director
The Uussiati Research Center
Harvard University

."h Soviet Union and Western Europe"

Professor Leopold Labedt
Editor

"Malaise in Europe: Diagnosis and Prognosis"

Mr. Walter Laqueur
Director
Institute of Contemporary History

and Wiener Library

*The titles of the paperfs presented at the confereacee differ slightly

from the titles as listed in teconference program,
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"A German View of Western Security and Defense"

General J. A. Graf Kielinansegg (Retired)
Chairman of the Council of the Research Institute

for Defeuse and International Affairs

"European-American Cooperation"
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"National Committee for Nuclear''Energy Strategic-Studies Center
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Arlington VirginiaIf? Dr. Frank R. Barnett
President Prt.. sor John Erl ckson

S 4National St!rategy Information Center Univers~ty oft Edinburgh
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Strategic Studies
General Charles HI. Yloesteel II1, USA. RibnM, Italy
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K-Senior Ad gory Consultant Mr. Richard. B. Iote

;ct'?2Y 4..Strategic Studies CenterDieo
- -' ~Stanf-ord Research Institute Strategic Studies c antepar
*<.Adlington, Virginia :Stanfored Rasearch, loatitute

Dr. Alvin.J. Cottrel&ntn:Vrii
Drector of Research Colonel. Michel Gadtr (Retired)

Center for Strategic And International Ins0titut Fo i dEuo
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