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Foreword

Patricia S. Schroeder

on its fortieth birthday. There are more sacred cows grazing in our

federal budget than in all of India, and one of the biggest is NATO.

NATO grazes on a wonderful green pasture, and I cannot blame our allies
for liking it. If I were in their place, I would like it too. If, for example, the
Canadians were to move 350,000 troops down here to protect us and spend
$160 billion a year for our defense, we would not object either. Likewise, we
would not be at all eager to share some of the expense with them. From the
perspective of U.S. national interests, however, it does not make sense for us
to continue to assume the majority of the cost of defending the European
allies.

I am very frustrated about this issue. For the past year, I have chaired the
defense burden-sharing panel of the House Armed Services Committee. The
panel has examined the military efforts of our allies, compared their contribu-
tions to ours, and discussed the future of the alliance. The reaction in Wash-
ington to our inquiries has been that we were asking the right questions but
our timing is off: “Now is not the time; this is not the day; this is not the year.”
We have also been told that the United States cannot act unilaterally. More-
over, should the United States reduce troops in Europe, the Europeans will
no longer believe we are committed to their defense. A good example of that
thinking was recently displayed by Secretary of State James Baker. One of his
first actions was to tour the NATO countries and tell them not to worry, that
the United States was going to stay in Europe.

As an American, I am offended by that attitude. The reason this century
has been known as the “American century” is the creative leadership that we
have had. We have not allowed ourselves to be bound up in nostalgia. We
have always considered what we ought to do to position ourselves for the
future. We stopped thinking in that way about ten years ago, and we will be
in trouble if we do not get back to our traditions. The argument that the Euro-
peans will feel totally undefended if the United States withdraws even a small
number of troops is an insult to American history. Twice in this century, the

I am delighted that the Cato Institute is taking a hard look at NATO
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United States came to the defense of Europe. At neither time did we have a
single soldier stationed in Europe when the conflict began. Now that we are
much more globally connected, it is absurd to argue that the United States
would ignore a serious threat to Europe, that we would consider a threat to
Europe as a threat to ourselves only if numerous American soldiers already
stationed on the Continent were killed.

The second argument for retaining our current troop commitment is that
without U.S. troops on the Continent, the Europeans will not “stand firm to
stem the tide of communism.” That assertion is equally unconvincing. Is there
a German who does not understand what communism is all about? Germans
live in a divided country, and they have seen their relatives try to escape from
East Germany. If the Western Europeans were sold on communism, they
would have capitulated long ago. The Europeans are raging capitalists. They
are looking toward 1992 when they will create a unified economic market.
It is not the case that should we bring home even one soldier, the Europeans
will invite in the Soviet Union. The Europeans see major differences between
the Soviet Union and the United States. Just as it demeans us to say we will
not assist the Europeans unless our own soldiers are endangered, it demeans
the Europeans for us to suggest that Europe will meekly surrender. Let us
treat both sides with more respect.

To our great credit, we have never regarded NATO as an American
empire. We have always treated it as an alliance, though we have borne the
majority of the cost. Whenever we have made suggestions to them, the allies
have felt perfectly free to say no. When we asked them to get involved in the
war in Southeast Asia, they refused. When we asked them to get involved in
the Persian Gulf, they refused. We asked them if they would help us out in
the fight against terrorism, and they refused. If NATO had been an American
empire, we would not have asked, nor would we have been refused. I chal-
lenge those who argue otherwise to cite even one instance in which our allies
let us lead them where they did not want to go. They have always followed
their own best interests.

Dwight D. Eisenhower was the last U.S. president who really understood
the purpose of the alliance. Having been the commander of the allied forces
in Europe during World War II, he should have known what NATO was cre-
ated to do. Eisenhower clearly stated that the United States was not going to
maintain a military presence in Europe in perpetuity. We were there to help
the Europeans get back on their feet. He would be appalled to see how the
nature of the U.S. commitment to NATO has changed.

There is nothing radical about asking a country to make whatever effort
is necessary to protect its own borders. It is one thing for the United States
to assist allies that are impoverished and cannot protect their borders, but it
is hard to justify such assistance for prosperous allies capable of providing for
their own defense.
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When we look at the situation from the American perspective and from
the perspective of the next century, it is important to realize that our military
allies are also our trading competitors. While militarily it’s “rumps together,
horns out” against the enemy, on the trading plane we are going head to head
with the Europeans. When engaged in head-to-head competition, it helps to
have an even playing field. The playing field is not even if one of the compet-
ing nations is spending far more money for defense than the others. The allies
know that and will not volunteer to pay more. If one competitor pays for the
whole group, the others will be able to use their unspent resources to advan-
tage against that competitor in the course of their competition.

We have tolerated this unjust situation in the name of “the Soviet threat.”
Our debt in the last eight years has increased by over $1 trillion, largely due
to a massive military buildup to meet the Soviet threat. In terms of the per-
centage of gross national product, our allies were paying for more of their
defense in 1980 than they are today. We have accumulated more debt in order
to subsidize their defense. It is time to talk not just about the Soviet threat but
about the threat of the debt. What effect will that debt have on our ability
to compete in the international economic arena as the twenty-first century
approaches?

There are other troublesome issues as well. One of them is the question
of our overseas military bases. The Department of Defense (DOD) could close
down any base abroad at any time because these bases have no congressional
constituency. DOD, however, has not closed down a single overseas base in
the past eight years except in places where the United States has been evicted.

In fact, the DOD will pay anything to keep overseas bases open. When
allies such as Portugal, Greece, Turkey, and the Philippines demand more
money, our response has been to ask them how much more. In fact, a signifi-
cant part of our foreign aid is now disguised payments for base rights.

Another example of the bases problem occurred when Spain kicked out
the 401st Tactical Fighter Wing. The 401st was in Spain to protect the
southern flank of NATO, not to protect Florida. But where were our allies
during the Spanish negotiations? Our European allies did not remind the
Spaniards that they were part of the NATO partnership and should therefore
bear some responsibility. Instead, the allies quietly watched us get kicked out.

It will cost a fortune to transfer the 401st to Italy. Having decided to
move the planes to Italy, now we must decide what to do with the head-
quarters of the 16th Air Force in Spain if the planes are not there. The NATO
allies have taken the position that moving the 16th Air Force headquarters is
an American problem. Because the Spanish want to keep the headquarters,
the allies refuse to pay any of the expense of moving it.

We are going to incur enormous costs when the 401st moves to Italy.
Why should American taxpayers have to pay for all of that? This example can
be replicated all over the world, and it demonstrates the magnitude of money
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we are spending overseas. If the NATO allies do not believe that their security
is seriously threatened, why do they insist on our forces being in Europe? And
if they do believe their security is threatened, they should be willing to bear
a fair share of the costs.

Another situation illustrates the problem of the burden-sharing issue in
Europe. Congressman Andy Ireland (Florida), the ranking Republican on the
burden-sharing panel, and I have sponsored a bill that calls for a reduction
of U.S. troops in Europe by the number of people who were sent there to
maintain and operate the INF missiles. Although we have an INF treaty and
the INF missiles were destroyed, the people we sent to take care of the missiles
are still in place. It seems logical to us to bring them home.

The hostility of Washington officialdom to this bill has been overwhelm-
ing. We have been accused of acting unilaterally, though the INF treaty was
negotiated multilaterally and everybody signed off. We have been told that
doing this would be “a terrible signal to our allies.” When we pushed the
withdrawal proposal, proponents of the status quo came up with another
excuse: the Italians do not want to provide base security when the 401st
moves there. DOD then made the ridiculous proposal that the personnel
assigned to the INFs should be transferred to Italy to provide security for the
base.

How did we arrive at such an- unsatisfactory situation in NATO?
American High: The Years of Confidence, 1945-1960 by William L. O’Neill,
a book about the period when Americans were the kings of the planet, offers
some insight. We enjoyed that undisputed dominance and are nostalgic about
it. That kind of sentiment drives NATO partisans to preserve the status quo
at any cost. There is also the influence of institutional perquisites. Officials
find it much more enjoyable to travel to visit the troops in Europe than to see
military bases in the United States. Those and other factors drive the “let’s-
keep-our-presence-over-there-no-matter-what” mentality.

The result of this complacency on the part of the U.S. policymakers is that
we commit over 60 percent of our total defense budget, according to DOD,
to defend Europe. That is a lot of money; it is even more than the amount
of fiscal year 1988’s federal budget deficit. It is important to reassess this
situation.

As we look at the forty-year history of NATO at the end of the 1980s,
these benchmarks should be an occasion for reflection. I speak on many col-
lege campuses and have been thinking about what I would pose to the
students as an end-of-the-decade assignment. Then I came across a passage
in a letter from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Winston Churchill in the mid-1940s.
It said, “Mr. Churchill, I'm a sick man and I want to tell you one thing: how
delightful it has been to share this decade with you.” That letter has prompted
me to ask our young people,* With whom are you glad to share this decade?”
Frequently they say Mikhail Gorbachev. American young people admire Gor-
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bachev so much because he is modernizing global strategy while all we seem
to be doing is modernizing weapons. Gorbachev has realized how the
Japanese have redefined global power; a country can be a global power
without a large military. He had insight to understand that the Soviet Union
could not be that kind of global power under the existing Soviet system and
has started to change it. He may or may not survive. I do not know. It is inter-
esting, though, that our young people have grasped Gorbachev’s vision. Fur-
thermore, they see that our only response to it is more of the same old policy
cliches.

Initially a skeptical response may have made sense. When Gorbachev first
announced that Soviet intentions had changed, our reaction was justifiably
cautious. After all, intentions can change without warning. Indeed when con-
sidering security threats, intentions are irrelevant unless the country in ques-
tion poses a threat in terms of its capability. The Soviet Union has always had
that capability, especially in the military realm. But under Gorbachev, the
Soviet Union has changed its actions, not merely its statements. Soviet troops
have pulled out of Afghanistan. The Soviet Union signed the INF treaty. Gor-
bachev keeps formulating innovative proposals to ease the East-West conflict.
U.S. officials must develop a more creative approach instead of reflexively
clinging to the old institutions, such as NATO, with which we have felt so
comfortable for forty years. It is time to reconsider our alliance strategy.

Although there is no present need for the United States to leave the
alliance, the European members of NATO must become full partners instead
of U.S. dependents. Their combined GNP is larger than ours, and they have
nearly 100 million more people. We must stop telling our allies that they can
just dial 1-800-USA, that we will go anywhere, and will take care of all their
defense needs. In doing so, we have been bankrupting ourselves, while they
have been outtrading us in the global market. If we intend to retain a promi-
nent position in the next century, we must regain our economic competitive-
ness. A reassessment of our NATO commitments is an essential first step in
that process.






Preface

s NATO celebrated its fortieth anniversary in 1989, there was an

abundance of self-satisfied congratulations among alliance partisans

on both sides of the Atlantic. According to the conventional wisdom,
not only had the alliance preserved peace in Europe since 1949, but it had
been responsible for keeping Western Europe out of the clutches of the Soviet
empire. Moreover, transatlantic solidarity had never been stronger than it was
at the end of the 1980s, if one believed the reassuring comments of many
NATO supporters.

Although Western political leaders repeatedly reaffirm the importance of
the alliance, there are mounting signs that such a complacent adherence to the
status quo is unrealistic. Mikhail Gorbachev’s diplomatic initiatives have
shaken long-standing cold war assumptions to their foundations and, in the
process, revealed serious fissures in NATO. The increasingly acrimonious
debate over burden sharing is merely the most visible indication of the under-
lying problems afflicting the alliance. Although NATO has experienced epi-
sodes of disarray before, the perception of a looming Soviet threat always
served to restore unity. This time, that vital solidifying element may no longer
be present.

A growing chorus of NATO critics is making its views known. Such
prominent statesmen as Henry Kissinger, Zbigniew Brzezinski, and Helmut
Schmidt now advocate significant changes in the alliance’s political and mili-
tary arrangements. More radical critics assert that mere reforms are insuffi-
cient and that NATO is an expensive anachronism.

The contributors to this book address the most important questions fac-
ing the alliance on its fortieth anniversary. Is NATO still essential (if it ever
was) to the security of the United States and tne nations of Western Europe?
Are the European allies contributing their fair share to the common defense
effort, or are they free-riding on the U.S. security guarantee? Can the diverg-
ing interests of the United States and its allies be reconciled, or does the pre-
sent discord foreshadow NATO’s dissolution? Does the Soviet Union’s more
conciliatory and sophisticated foreign policy offer an opportunity to end
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Europe’s artificial division into hostile blocs, or is it a ploy designed to lull
the West into a false sense of security? In discussing these and other vital
issues, the authors greatly advance the debate about whether NATO can sur-
vive in a rapidly changing world.

This book is the outgrowth of a Cato Institute conference marking
NATO’s fortieth anniversary in April 1989. I wish to thank Edward H.
Crane, William A. Niskanen, and the other officers of the Cato Institute for
supporting the conference and this book. Their continued encouragement has
been a crucial factor in making both projects a success.

I owe appreciation to Irving Kristol, Tom Bethell, and Karsten Voigt for
their important contributions to the conference. I want to thank my collabo-
rators in this book, who gave a tremendous amount of time and energy to
their assignments and who exhibited an uncompromising insistence on qual-
ity. Paul O’Connell, the editor at Lexington Books, recognized the importance
of this collection and diligently kept the project on schedule. Pat Felder and
other members of the Cato Institute’s word processing staff put in long hours
without complaint to prepare the final manuscript. R. Channing Rouse dili-
gently tracked down elusive citations, sparing various authors painstaking
and time-consuming labor.

Most of all, I owe a great debt of gratitude to my assistant, Rosemary
Fiscarelli. A talented young NATO scholar in her own right, she provided
invaluable help in assessing and editing the chapters. The timely publication
of this book and much of its quality are due to her dedication.



Introduction

ATO—the North Atlantic Treaty Organization—has been the key-

stone of America’s security commitments since its inception four

decades ago, and the alliance is still considered sacrosanct by many
members of the foreign policy establishment. But criticism of NATO is
mounting in both the United States and Western Europe. The Soviet Union’s
more conciliatory and astute foreign policy under Mikhail Gorbachev has
intensified discontent with the alliance as concerned Americans and Euro-
peans wonder whether NATO is relevant in the rapidly changing interna-
tional environment.

American critics note that alliance commitments consume more than 40
percent (some estimates are as high as 60 percent) of the U.S. defense budget
each year, and they question the wisdom of such a continuing financial
hemorrhage when the federal government must grapple with chronic budget
deficits. They also accuse the European allies of free-riding on the U.S. secu-
rity guarantee instead of contributing their fair share to the common defense
effort. Finally, they find the Western Europeans maddeningly insensitive to
U.S. wishes on a host of out-of-area issues, from Middle East policy to the
situation in Central America. These concerns lead a growing number of
American journalists, academics, and policy experts to conclude that
NATO—at least as presently constituted—no longer serves the best interests
of the United States.

The Europeans also have an expanding list of grievances. In addition to
long-standing complaints about U.S. domination of alliance affairs, they find
Washington disturbingly unresponsive to Moscow’s diplomatic initiatives.
The Bush administration’s insistence that NATO deploy a new generation of
short-range nuclear missiles has perplexed and disturbed a sizable segment of
West European, especially West German, public opinion. Concern seems to
be growing on the Continent that U.S. leaders are wedded to the status quo,
thereby missing an unprecedented opportunity to ease East-West tensions and
perhaps even heal the wounds caused by the cold war—especially the artificial
partition of Europe into hostile blocs.
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The contributors to this book have examined the numerous issues that
now trouble NATO. Some of the authors insist that the alliance has served
the West well for forty years and will continue to do so in the coming decades
with relatively minor adjustments. Others contend that fundamental reforms
are imperative if NATO is to survive as a viable entity into the twenty-first
century. Members of a third faction argue that vast changes in global political
conditions have rendered NATO obsolete—an expensive and potentially
dangerous anachronism.

In part 1, three authors explore the causes of NATO’s disunity. Despite
their differing conclusions, they agree that the problems afflicting the alliance
have been building for some time and are largely attributable to crucial
changes in the international system.

Ronald Steel notes in chapter 1 that NATO has frequently been beset by
economic, political, and military problems throughout its history. But the cur-
rent disarray, he contends, is more serious, suggesting the existence of
systemic disorder rather than a passing crisis. In particular, America’s
hegemonic status can no longer be sustained since the Western Europeans
exhibit a growing reluctance to defer to Washington on important policy mat-
ters. Steel argues that NATO is an increasingly irrelevant association—a
military arrangement designed to meet the dangers of another era.

Robert E. Hunter reaches a different conclusion in chapter 2, insisting
that NATO remains indispensable for the protection of Western security
interests. The alliance has preserved peace and freedom in Western Europe for
four decades, Hunter asserts, and it should not be jettisoned casually.
Moreover, NATO has previously displayed a surprising ability to overcome
internal disputes, so its resilience should not be discounted. Even Hunter con-
cedes, though, that preserving NATO does not mean a blind endorsement of
the status quo. Reforms are needed, including taking steps to have the Euro-
pean members play a more vigorous and responsible role.

In the third chapter, I argue that the current tensions within NATO are
the product of competing American and European security agendas that have
existed since the creation of the alliance. The Europeans have sought to link
the United States inextricably to Western Europe’s fate in order to increase
the credibility of deterrence. A large American troop presence on the Conti-
nent to act as a trip wire and a defense strategy that emphasizes a low nuclear
threshold are viewed as tangible manifestations of that linkage, ensuring vir-
tually automatic U.S. involvement in a European war. U.S. officials, con-
versely, have sought to maximize America’s freedom of action and to contain
any conflict if deterrence failed. The perception of a serious Soviet threat
obscured the existence of these fundamentally divergent security interests, and
the NATO members understandably avoided confronting their implications.
But the apparent easing of the Soviet threat is now bringing divisive issues into
the open, a development that bodes ill for the future of the alliance.
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Part II examines the costs and benefits of NATO. Again, there is marked
disagreement among the chapter authors whether the alliance is worthwhile
financially to the United States. There is also a considerable divergence of
views about whether NATO benefits the long-term interests of its European
members.

Melvyn Krauss in chapter 4 asserts that incentives play a significant role
in determining foreign policy behavior, just as they do in determining
economic behavior. He contends that by taking responsibility for Western
Europe’s security, the United States has removed the needed incentive for the
Europeans to make vigorous defense efforts of their own and to assess the
Soviet threat in a prudent, realistic manner. U.S. policy has thereby turned
prosperous and capable allies into resentful and irresponsible dependents who
are increasingly inclined to adopt a policy of appeasement toward the Soviet
Union. Change the incentives by reducing the level of the U.S. commitment,
Krauss insists, and the Europeans will respond with a more responsible, self-
reliant defense policy.

Josef Joffe emphatically disagrees in chapter § with Krauss’s conclusion
that U.S. disengagement would stimulate a more vigorous European military
effort. Such action, he believes, would strengthen neutralist and pacifist
elements throughout Western Europe, creating pressure for even more accom-
modationist policies toward the Soviet Union. A U.S. withdrawal could also
lead to a revival of the national rivalries that have plagued Europe throughout
its history and have frequently plunged the Continent into war. NATO has
been a good bargain for the United States, Joffe insists, and although the
European members can and should undertake more responsibility for the col-
lective defense effort, it would be a grave mistake for Washington to curtail
its commitments.

David Garnham next examines the European reaction to signs that the
United States has already begun to scale back its NATO role. The response
has generally been one of increased intra-European cooperation rather than
a slide toward Finlandization. That is a gratifying development because Garn-
ham sees mounting domestic pressure—primarily due to fiscal factors—to
reduce the scope and expense of the U.S. military presence in Europe. In his
view, the burden-sharing debate is merely one early manifestation of that
process.

Alan Tonelson in the seventh chapter contends that current NATO
arrangements are a poor economic and security bargain for the United States.
His examination of spending patterns supports the thesis that the European
allies have been free riding or at least “cheap riding” on the U.S. security
guarantee. The Europeans have not lacked the economic resources to make
a more vigorous effort, Tonelson contends; they have simply placed a higher
priority on domestic welfare spending. The willingness of the United States
to bear a disproportionate amount of the collective defense burden when
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Western Europe was still devastated by the effects of World War II was at
least arguably correct, but such a continuing subsidy to prosperous allies
makes little sense from the standpoint of American interests. Indeed, U.S.
trade and budget deficits are at least partly attributable to burdensome NATO
military obligations, according to Tonelson.

Part III of this book deals with the implications of the evolving strategic
environment. There is little doubt that the changes taking place in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe are extremely important and confront NATO with
a fundamentally new set of issues. It is less certain how the United States and
Western Europe should respond to those changes, and the contributors to this
part offer an array of views concerning that vital question.

Jeffrey Record examines in chapter 8 the U.S. troop presence in Europe
and cites evidence of mounting domestic sentiment for a substantial reduc-
tion. He observes that America’s security commitment to Western Europe has
never entailed a specific troop level, and U.S. force levels have in fact varied
widely since the early 1950s. Given that the Soviet threat has apparently
receded, reducing the number of American soldiers stationed on the Continent
may be both strategically and politically permissible, Record concludes.

Jed C. Snyder is cautiously optimistic about the prospects for a partial
U.S. troop withdrawal within the context of NATO and Warsaw Pact con-
ventional force reductions. Recent changes in Moscow’s negotiating position
significantly increase the possibility of that outcome. In chapter 9, Snyder
emphasizes, however, that serious obstacles remain. Moreover, despite the
apparent emergence of a less threatening Soviet foreign policy, NATO must
stay vigilant and avoid steps that might prematurely diminish the deterrent
capability of its conventional forces.

In chapter 10 Paul Bracken also sees improving prospects for the reduc-
tion of NATO and Warsaw Pact forces, as well as a less dominating U.S. role
in the alliance. Moreover, the changing strategic environment in Europe alters
the nature of deterrence, as well as its requirements. Bracken believes that a
continuing U.S. military presence on the Continent is useful for crisis manage-
ment and to facilitate the political changes taking place in Eastern Europe. He
advocates a cautious approach to U.S. disengagement, periodically testing to
see whether further steps are prudent. A gradual U.S. pullback, he insists,
would lower “entrance barriers” for the Western Europeans, encouraging
them to undertake greater defense responsibilities. It would also lower “exit
barriers” for the Soviets, encouraging them to decrease their military presence
in Eastern Europe and their political domination of that region.

William Lind argues in chapter 11 that focusing on such narrow issues as
conventional force levels in Central Europe misses the significance of the
changes occurring in the Soviet bloc, and indeed throughout the international
system. He believes that those changes are sufficiently dramatic to warrant an
entirely new grand strategy for the United States to replace the one that has
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guided U.S. policy since the 1940s. Future threats to U.S. and Western secu-
rity, Lind maintains, are not likely to take place along an East-West axis, nor
are they likely to be the kind of overt military threats that formal alliances and
other aspects of America’s existing grand strategy were designed to meet.

Stanley H. Kober shares Lind’s conclusion that the changes taking place
in the Soviet Union are likely to create an entirely new strategic environment.
He detects increasing signs that Moscow’s domestic political and economic
reforms signify a systematic shift toward Western-style pluralism. If that trend
continues, Kober concludes in chapter 11, it would eliminate any Soviet mili-
tary threat to the democratic West and ultimately erase NATO’s raison d’etre.
He urges U.S. and European leaders to encourage the Soviet reform process
through a variety of innovative proposals to ease East-West tensions, includ-
ing a mutual NATO-Warsaw Pact ban on conscription.

The authors in the final part of the book offer various alternatives to the
status quo. All agree that significant changes are needed, but they diverge con-
siderably about the nature and magnitude of those changes. Indeed, they dis-
agree about the most fundamental question of all—whether NATO can or
should be preserved.

David P. Calleo first argues that although the security of Western Europe
remains important to the United States, some significant reforms in NATO’s
arrangements are imperative. Many of the economic competitiveness prob-
lems confronting the United States are at least partially the result of exces-
sively burdensome alliance commitments, he insists. Calleo urges U.S. policy-
makers to begin devolving some of America’s defense responsibilities to the
European members of NATO. Devolution would include a larger Western
European role in maintaining the alliance’s conventional deterrent and the
appointment of a European general as the commander of NATO forces. The
United States should continue to play an important role in the defense of
Western Europe, Calleo concludes, but it is essential that NATO become far
more of a European-directed enterprise.

Earl C. Ravenal next contends that limited reform proposals will not
prove sufficient. The changing international system renders alliance arrange-
ments such as NATO and the Warsaw Pact increasingly ineffectual and irrele-
vant, in his judgment. Moreover, America’s political and economic systems
will no longer bear the enormous costs and risks of Washington’s NATO
commitments. The convergence of these international and domestic con-
straints, Ravenal insists, will ultimately leave U.S. officials with no alternative
but to adopt a policy of strategic disengagement, severing the bonds that link
the security policies of the United States and Western Europe.

Finally, Christopher Layne examines the implications of Europe’s 1992
unified trade area plan for the United States and the Soviet Union. He believes
that an economically integrated Western Europe would be an embryonic
superpower that could pose problems for both Washington and Moscow. It
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is therefore essential for the United States and the Soviet Union to address
some difficult issues while they still occupy dominant positions within their
respective alliances. In particular, Layne urges the leaders of both super-
powers to conclude an agreement for the mutual disengagement of their mili-
tary forces now stationed in Central Europe. It is equally urgent, he contends,
that steps be taken toward a political settlement that will heal the division of
Europe, ameliorate the troublesome German question, and prevent the politi-
cal ferment taking place in Eastern Europe from leading to turmoil that could
result in a superpower confrontation.

Given the tremendous changes that have taken place—and continue to
take place—in the international system, we should not be surprised that the
viability and relevance of NATO are being called into question on the alli-
ance’s fortieth anniversary. Forty years is a long life span for any alliance,
especially a peacetime one, and it is becoming evident that a reassessment is
long overdue.

In determining whether the alliance serves the interests of either the
United States or Western Europe, it is important to realize that throughout
its existence, NATO has been a security arrangement between a senior part-
ner (the United States) and an assortment of junior partners. The United
States gradually assumed predominant responsibility for the security of West-
ern Europe—at considerable cost and risk to itself—because of three impor-
tant factors.

The first factor was that Western Europe seemed not merely relevant but
vital to America’s well-being. Extensive cultural and ideological ties played a
role in that perception, as did the region’s great economic importance. There
was also the sobering fact that the United States had twice been drawn into
European conflicts during a little more than a single generation. There was,
in short, a significant incentive for the United States to ensure stability in
Europe and to keep the Western European nations in friendly hands.
Although critics as politically diverse as George Kennan and Senator Robert
Taft questioned the need for U.S. membership in a comprehensive security
arrangement—and offered trenchant arguments for less entangling alter-
natives—NATO enjoyed widespread American public support at its
inception.

The second factor was the belief that a ruthless, expansionist power posed
a serious threat to that vital region. Stalinist Russia seemed to validate the
worst fears of Western statesmen on that score, and Stalin’s successors did not
materially ease those fears. Indeed, Kremlin policy frequently has been the
glue holding NATO together. The invasions of Hungary in 1956, Czechos-
lovakia in 1968, and Afghanistan in 1979 restored at least a semblance of
NATO unity following periods of marked disarray in the alliance.

The final factor was the realization that a Western Europe still reeling
from the effects of World War II could make only modest efforts to defend
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itself. U.S. leaders were willing to compensate for that deficiency, at least tem-
porarily, by undertaking extensive responsibility to shield Western Europe
from aggression. At the same time, the Western Europeans were willing to
accept a dominant U.S. role in the alliance, given the great disparity in both
military and economic power between the United States and themselves.

Those were the crucial realities at NATO’s birth and for a decade or so
thereafter, but time has greatly altered the nature of all three factors. Western
Europe is still important to the United States, but it has suffered a certain
measure of relative decline. Strategically, the advent of intercontinental bal-
listic missiles reduced the region’s significance as a forward staging area for
the projection of U.S. military power. Economically, the nations of the Pacific
Rim now exceed Western Europe in importance as America’s principal
trading partners.

Furthermore, Western Europe long ago ceased to be a war-ravaged com-
munity incapable of providing for its own defense. That realization has led
to mounting irritation in the United States and an upsurge in debates about
the question of burden sharing. A more subtle but equally important conse-
quence is that the Western Europeans are increasingly reluctant to defer to
U.S. policy preferences on a number of issues. As their economic power has
grown, the Europeans have begun to assert themselves politically and to
define their own set of vital interests.

Both changes have been apparent for some time, but as long as the percep-
tion of an unrelenting Soviet threat continued, the alliance could avoid con-
fronting their implications. Such complacency is no longer possible, however;
Moscow is pursuing a far more subtle and conciliatory policy toward the
West. That shift in Soviet policy is an especially crucial development because
the principal unifying force for any alliance is the existence of a dangerous
adversary common to all the members. Remove that factor, and it becomes
extraordinarily difficult to hold an alliance together. That is precisely the
dilemma NATO faces at the end of the 1980s.

There is a diversity of views contained in this book concerning the current
state of the alliance and prospects for its future. Despite the differing analyses
and policy prescriptions, however, there is widespread agreement that the
status quo is untenable. Profound changes in the alliance are almost certain—
and not merely in the mists of the distant future but in the next few years.
And the direction of those changes is reasonably predictable: toward a less
extensive and dominating role by the United States. The principal areas of
uncertainty are how far the processes of U.S. disengagement and devolution
of security responsibilities to Western Europe will go and whether they will
occur unilaterally or as part of an East-West grand settlement to end the divi-
sion of Europe. The contributions in this book are presented in the hope that
they will act as a catalyst for a badly needed reassessment of NATO on both
sides of the Atlantic.






I
An Alliance under Stress






1
The Superpowers in

the Twilight of NATO

Ronald Steel

absurd, militarily unviable, and politically obsolete. All this is, to some

degree, true. Nonetheless, in 1989 we commemorated—however improb-
able this would seem to NATO’s founders—the fortieth anniversary of an alli-
ance that has survived every proclamation of its inevitable and imminent
demise.

That it has endured so long is remarkable. That it will continue to flour-
ish for even another decade is highly problematic. NATO is in a sense the
victim of its own success. It long ago achieved its original purpose—giving the
West Europeans a sense of security while they rebuilt their war-shattered
economies—and has become a bureaucratized institution worried about sur-
vivability.

It endured so long because the Soviets seemed rigidly hostile, the satellites
locked in their grip, the United States determined to carry the burden of
NATO at whatever cost. It hardly needs to be argued that all of these factors
have been profoundly changed. Today there are new elements in the equa-
tion—economic, military, and political—that have transformed the nature of
the alliance and of East-West relations.

First, there is the problem of economics. Ever since the Vietnam War, the
United States has refused to tax itself to pay for its extensive global commit-
ments, let alone to provide the social benefits for its people that most Euro-
peans take for granted. The problem became critical with the tax cuts and
massive deficits of the Reagan administration. Not long ago the world’s
greatest creditor nation—a position of economic strength on which the alli-
ance was built—it is today the world’s major debtor. Deficits, declining over-
seas markets, and pressing domestic needs have made it far more difficult to
sustain the enormous cost of defending Europe, along with a policy of global
containment against various forms of radicalism and disorder.! What was an
easily manageable burden has now become a serious and even threatening
drain on American resources. The commitment to NATO, which consumes
an estimated 50 percent of the U.S. defense budget, or some $150 billion

I t has been argued that NATO is historically anachronistic, economically
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annually, now has to be justified in terms of competing demands on American
resources and the need to reduce budget deficits.2

In the search for expendable costs, NATO is a prime target. Shrill critics
accuse the Europeans of being free riders and demand that these rich allies
now pay for their own defense. Some of the more agitated demand that the
United States pull its troops home forthwith and let the ungrateful Europeans
fend for themselves.? Complaints echo across the political spectrum; all are
inspired by annoyance with the Europeans, though the litany takes various
forms.

Those on the right are annoyed at the Europeans for criticizing U.S.
policy in places like Vietnam and the Middle East, trading imperviously with
the Soviets, and running prosperous welfare states while the United States
is mired in deficits. It is not so much the actual cost of NATO that seems
to bother them. If it were, they would not have been such fervent defenders
of Reagan’s military budgets, including such multibillion dollar fantasies as
the Strategic Defense Initiative. Rather, they find the Europeans too welfare
statist, too independent, and too rich.

Those on the left are equally critical of NATO but approach the alliance
from a somewhat different perspective. They see NATO Europe, with its
anxieties about being abandoned by the United States in a nuclear crunch, as
an impediment to a great power deal to slash nuclear weapons. To them the
alliance seems more dangerous than it is worth. Also, being liberals, they
believe that billions cut from the NATO budget could then be spent on items
nearer to their hearts, such as schools, medical care, and pollution control.
On both extremes—the resentful right and the romantic left—one can discern
the old temptation of American unilateralism.

A more moderate position is taken by what could be called the burden
sharers. Essentially loyal to NATO as it is, they nonetheless sense which way
the wind is blowing and favor some reforms before the whole house comes
down. Burden sharing is their answer: let the Europeans pay more for their
defense. On the surface they have a point. On average the European allies pay
about half as much for defense as does the United States.* But does this mean
they pay too little—or that the United States pays too much?

The NATO allies spend about as much as they think they need to, and
most of them draft their young men into compulsory service, which the
United States does not do. One reason they spend less is that they have not
seen the Soviets as threatening as Washington does. Another reason is that
Third World radicals do not much bother them, and they see no reason to
spend good money trying to get rid of them. Furthermore, the Europeans are
not asking the United States to spend as much as it does on defense. The U.S.
military budget is guided by factors other than Europe’s welfare: the ability
to intervene militarily anywhere in the world the United States chooses, to buy
the fanciest military hardware, to pay for a volunteer army rather than draft
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conscripts, and to enjoy the privileges that go with being the protector of
Europe and Japan.

Unilateralists, on both the right and the left, like the privileges but not
the cost. They want the United States to enjoy full freedom of action—to dis-
engage from Europe but still run its foreign policy, to defy the Soviets with
impunity or sign separate deals with them—but without paying any political
price for it. They want to shift the bill to the allies, assuming that the Euro-
peans, though deprived of Washington’s largesse, will still allow the United
States to call the tune. They call this equity, but it may be nearer to wishful
thinking.

Aside from the economic dilemma, which is relatively recent, NATO
faces a recurring military one. From its inception, the alliance has rested on
an American nuclear guarantee and an American threat to be the first to use
nuclear weapons. Protection of the European allies, “extended deterrence” in
the jargon, initially rested on the assumption of relative American nuclear
invulnerability. But the growth of Soviet military power and the development
of sophisticated delivery systems for nuclear weapons put both the United
States, and the nuclear guarantee, at theoretical risk. During the Kennedy
administration the threat of massive retaliation gave way to the more compli-
cated strategy of flexible response, or a graduated application of force leading
up to, but not necessarily invoking, nuclear weapons.

The strategy was designed to offer an escape from the spasmodic reliance
on nuclear weapons inherent in massive retaliation, and also, to use a
Kennedy-era phrase, a “wider range of options” in response to various per-
ceived challenges. While it emphasized nuclear superiority over the Soviet
Union and significantly boosted the U.S. missile force, it also premised a con-
ventional buildup to prevent conflicts from escalating to the nuclear level. The
ability to fight “limited wars,” Kennedy told Congress on March 26, 1961,
should be the “primary mission” of U.S. overseas forces.’

The emphasis on limited war was not enthusiastically received by the
European allies. A strategy designed to spare the United States the ravages of
nuclear war seemed, from the perspective of the NATO partners, to increase
the chances of conventional war in Europe. “Flexible response was clearly an
American strategy reflecting American preoccupations,” one thoughtful critic
has written.® The Europeans sought safety in persuading the Soviets that any
assault on Europe would trigger a nuclear war that would engulf the Soviet
Union itself. While they welcome a larger American army in Europe as a sym-
bol of reassurance, they resisted any notion of a conventional war, let alone
a nuclear one, actually fought in Europe. For them the more convincing was
the prospect of escalation to nuclear war, the less likely it was that any conflict
would occur. What they dreaded was the situation Ronald Reagan once
mused about publicly early in his administration: a war between the Soviet
Union and the United States confined to Europe.”
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The military problem is in many respects a political problem, and this
forms the third part of the equation. Extended deterrence is not just about
weapons but about who decides and who takes the risks. Europeans want
reassurance of American fidelity in the form of nuclear weapons, while the
United States is rightly concerned about crises escalating to the nuclear level.
As gestures of reassurance, the United States has, over the years, proposed
various technical fixes, including the ill-fated NATO nuclear navy of the early
1960s, with its polyglot crews, and the Pershing IIs of the early 1980s. In
every case the issue has been one of confidence and reassurance—in other
words, psychological. But the attempted resolution has been in terms of hard-
ware.

The political problem within the alliance has not been addressed directly
in large part because it is so fundamental. For the Europeans, the Pershing
issue was the expression of a political anxiety. They sought reassurance and
some measure of control over U.S. strategy. The INF treaty signed in Wash-
ington in December 1987 resolved some of the military anxieties by securing
the removal of the Soviet $5-20s, along with the U.S. Pershings, but did
nothing to alleviate a European sense of being an instrument of American
diplomacy.

The allies formally welcomed the INF accord, but it also reinforced the
anomaly between political and military power within the alliance. The Euro-
peans would like to secure greater control over American decision making
insofar as the alliance is concerned while pursuing their own political and
economic agenda in Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and elsewhere in the
world. They do not want their military dependency to impede their diplo-
matic independence. They desire all the conveniences of protection by a
powerful ally and none of the inconveniences associated with military depen-
dency. Thus, they complain about American military hegemony but try not
to let it get in their way. Apparently it is not so onerous that they want to do
away with the need for it by providing for their own defense.

It is understandable that they want the benefits of both worlds. Why
should they not? But this is not quite the bargain that they, or the lﬁnited
States, undertook in establishing NATO. That bargain was that the, Euro-
peans would relinquish diplomatic autonomy in return for American military
protection. Nobody ever put this into writing, to be sure, but that was the
bargain. De Gaulle understood this perfectly well, inveighed against it fre-
quently, and pulled France out of NATO’s integrated command because he
wanted to pursue a diplomacy directed from Paris and not from the Potomac.
For this he was pilloried by American officials, who considered him an egoist
and an ingrate, and in a sense he was. But his great crime was in challenging
Washington’s monopoly on alliance diplomacy. He asked to be dealt in on the
decision making, and when his bid was contemptuously refused, he set about
to build a different creation, a Europe that extended not westward but east-
ward, one, in his phrase, “from the Atlantic to the Urals.”
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De Gaulle’s weakness was that he spoke more as a Frenchman than a
European, and France was in no position to substitute for the United States
as Europe’s protector. But that was a quarter-century ago, and today the
balance within the alliance has changed. France is operating as a European,
not a global, power; Western Europe is moving toward full economic inte-
gration in 1992; the Soviet Union is returning to the wider European state
system of which it was once an integral part; and the United States no longer
has the means to fulfill the measure of its global ambitions.

The Atlantic alliance, forged in another era, by its very nature resists
adjustment to these changed conditions. Its tranquillity and even its relevance
are hobbled by the disparity of power between the United States and its Euro-
pean allies, the inequality of risks among the members, the fact that the allies
have no common diplomacy outside the NATO area, the determination of
Washington to maintain political control over the alliance, the unwillingness
of the Europeans to abide by what the Americans believe should be vows of
diplomatic chastity, and the disintegration of the Soviet empire.

Mikhail Gorbachev has compounded, though hardly created, the prob-
lems, and his striking innovations at home and abroad have considerably
loosened the glue of fear holding NATO together. His determined efforts to
liberalize Soviet society, his willingness to withdraw in defeat from Afghan-
istan, his efforts at peacemaking in the Middle East and the Third World, his
scrapping of the S5-20 missiles that gave Europeans such anxiety, his
announcement of unilateral cuts of Soviet forces in Europe, his avowed will-
ingness to reduce missile arsenals drastically and to negotiate political differ-
ences, and his acceptance of political pluralism in Eastern Europe—all this
has had a profound effect on the European public and even on politicians and
diplomats.

To many Europeans the cold war seems to be evolving into something far
more familiar and manageable: a power rivalry between states based on such
factors as balance of power and spheres of influence. The cataclysmic ideolog-
ical conflict for the soul of the world now seems distant and improbable. Few
take seriously the pretensions of communism, or of unregulated capitalism,
for that matter. Everyone worships at the market. The problems facing indus-
trial society are increasingly those of reconciling the demands of the free
market system with social justice and welfare. The Europeans believe, with
some reason, that they have dealt with this task better than the Soviets and
even than the Americans. On both sides of what used to be called the iron cur-
tain, the issue is how to make the market economy produce efficiently while
maintaining an equitable system of distribution.

The Soviet threat has been redefined. For Europeans the task is to prevent
the Soviets from sliding backward from the changes spurred by Gorbachev,
to assist politically and economically the gradual political evolution of Eastern
Europe, and to ensure European prosperity by protecting its economy from
the dangers posed by the refusal of the United States to set its own economic
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house in order. Rather than trying to insulate themselves from a menacing
Soviet Union, Europeans are increasingly engaged in the task of managing the
transition of the Soviet Union from isolation and autarky into honorary mem-
bership in the European state system.

While the United States, like most other nations, faces threats to its
security and well-being, those threats can no longer be defined exclusively, or
even primarily, in terms of the Soviet Union. The United States must restore
its economy to health and make it fully competitive within the world eco-
nomic system, end the trade and budget deficits that cause turmoil at home
and resentment among allies who believe they are obliged to pay much of its
costs, and undertake the immense task of incorporating a demoralized, anti-
social, drug-ridden underclass into the American social compact. In recent
years there has been a sharp shift among Americans in the perception of
threat. The greatest source of danger is no longer seen in Moscow but rather
at home in the realms of education, crime, pollution, and drugs.?

Europe today seems a haven of safety and stability, but its future is
clouded by unresolved issues. Among these is the future of Germany. The
Atlantic alliance was created in large part to protect, and also to contain, the
Germans. NATO, like the European Community of which the Federal
Republic is the key continental member, was predicated on a Germany within
a wider setting, one where it will neither threaten nor dominate its neighbors.
De Gaulle tried to do this in the early 1960s by establishing a special relation-
ship with Bonn, though with only limited success. When the chips were down,
the Germans relied on Washington more than on Paris. But with Germany’s
new self-confidence and Europe’s impressive prosperity, the balance is chang-
ing, and Germany’s European identity is becoming more important to its
younger leaders.

But if the Federal Republic now seeks its partners and its identity in the
European Community, that entity, too, no less than NATO, is built on the
existence of two Germanys. No European can affirm this formally, nor can
any German who seeks a future in politics. Just as West German politicians
must declare that reunification, however distant and even improbable, must
never be ruled out, so must Germany’s NATO partners continually pledge
their allegiance to something they would prefer not to think about.

The unresolved contradiction within the equation is that the Soviets hold
the keys to German unity. Would they be willing to see East and West Ger-
mans reunited? There is every reason to doubt it, despite the highly ambig-
uous offer Stalin made in 1952 in order to block German rearmament. But
this does not prevent the Soviets from tantalizing displays of their German
card. During his triumphant visit to the Federal Republic in June 1989, Gor-
bachev dropped a guarded hint that the wall between the two Berlins could
perhaps come down “once the conditions that generated it disappear.”’
Whether the Soviets would accept the demise of their important East German
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ally, whether the government in East Berlin would allow itself to be dis-
mantled, whether the West Germans would actually welcome the prospect of
absorbing some 17 million ethnic cousins who for two generations have lived
under a radically different social system, and whether Bonn would be willing
to put at risk its place of honor within the European Community structure—all
of these are matters of conjecture.!” Yet the virtual defection of Hungary
from the Soviet bloc, the Soviet acceptance of a noncommunist government
in Poland, the flight of East Germans to the Federal Republic across the Aus-
trian frontier, and the decision of Moscow to placate Bonn at the cost of
antagonizing or even destabilizing the GDR has suddenly brought the issue of
Germany’s reunification to the forefront.

Whatever Germany’s future, the fact that East Germany is militarily
dependent on Moscow gives the Soviets a special position of influence in
Bonn—one to which the Federal Republic’s friends and allies must be sen-
sitive. For these reasons Germany’s situation within the alliance is unlike that
of any other nation. Its strategic position on the front line between East and
West puts it in a position of danger that is unique. Any war in Europe would
immediately be fought on German soil, however improbable such a war may
currently seem. This is why the Germans are particularly sensitive to NATO’s
nuclear strategy as defined by the United States and why there is such resis-
tance even in the governing conservative party to Washington’s insistence on
modernizing short-range nuclear missiles along the border with East Ger-
many. A current phrase, “the shorter the range, the deader the Germans,”
expresses not only anxieties about nuclear war but the growing insistence in
Bonn that East Germans, on whose territory such weapons are targeted, are
Germans too.!!

Because of its history and geography, Germany is forced to look to the
East as well as to the West. The political evolution of Eastern Europe is no
abstract matter for Germany, as it is for Americans and even for the British
and French. For years Bonn has quietly been pursuing a policy of engaging
East Germany in a network of economic and political deals. Even if reunifi-
cation in the foreseeable future remains unlikely, the two German states are
deeply intertwined and will almost certainly become more so.!? Increasingly
the West Germans are faced with the difficulties of reconciling their Atlantic
and European Community loyalties with their pan-German identity and their
determination to forge closer economic and even political links with Eastern
Europe. Once again, partly as a result of Moscow’s loosened control over the
“satellites”, partly because of Bonn’s great economic power as market and
lender, the once-forgotten concept of Mitteleuropa—a Central European con-
stellation focused on Germany—is now being openly discussed.

What has become known as Genscherism, named after the architect of
Bonn’s foreign policy during the Schmidt and Kohl governments, has elicited
wide support across the political spectrum because it opens German policy



10 « NATO at 40

toward the East while retaining loyalty to Germany’s Atlantic and West Euro-
pean commitments. This policy preaches a restructured Europe with a reduced
American (as well as Soviet) presence, a growing entente with Eastern Europe
and with Moscow, and, through diplomacy and the evolution of NATO, the
construction of the old dream of a Europe open to the Urals.

The dramatic changes in Soviet policy over the past few years both at
home and abroad have virtually dissolved the cement of common danger that
has held NATO together. While the alliance clearly retains utility as an insur-
ance policy and while the Soviets themselves do not want an American with-
drawal from Europe, with all the possibilities of instability that would entail '3
the old structure of NATO cannot hold. If the alliance is not transformed, it
will gradually disintegrate.

Essentially there are three possible courses of action. First, one can try to
maintain the present system with a bit of tidying up around the edges in the
form of more burden sharing by the Europeans. The basic problem with this
approach is that it requires the continued infusion of a significant part of the
U.S. budget into the defense of Europe. For all the reasons cited—the declin-
ing fear of war, the great prosperity of the Europeans, the economic troubles
of the United States, and the increasing unwillingness of the American public
to sustain the NATO burden—the old consensus has been undermined.

A second option is a considerably greater European role within the alli-
ance, or “devolution.” This means a European commander for NATO, a par-
tial U.S. troop withdrawal, and perhaps some form of European nuclear
deterrent. The virtue of such a plan is that it reflects the current economic
balance within the alliance. The notion of two NATO pillars would move
from rhetoric to reality. The major problem with this has been well expressed
by one of NATO’s most trenchant critics who has written that for the United
States, devolution “combines aspects of commitment and decommitment. . . .
We would have participation without authority, risk without control,
involvement without the clear ability to defend, and the exposure without
adequate deterrence.”!*

Creating a self-reliant Europe would eliminate the reason for American
participation in the alliance. Devolution would be the end, not the reform, of
NATO. This would be particularly true if the Europeans developed their own
independent nuclear deterrent completely free from American direction. The
United States would not relinquish the decision over war and peace to a Euro-
pean committee.

In any case, such a European deterrent requires an enormous degree of
political will, along with an overwhelming sense of danger. Both are lacking
in Europe today. So long as the Soviet Union continues along its path of polit-
ical evolution, emphasis will be placed on engagement rather than confronta-
tion with the East. An independent European nuclear deterrent may be an
idea whose time has passed. The movement today is toward far fewer nuclear
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weapons in Europe, not more. It would take a dramatically aggressive change
in Soviet policy to persuade the Europeans either to invest more in NATO or
to believe that security lay in acquiring weapons that could never be used
without destroying Europe itself. Increasingly in the world today, power and
security are defined in terms of economics, not weapons.

One other possibility remains: the transformation of NATO into the
cornerstone of a pan-European state system. NATO would find its apotheosis
through its negotiated demise. Yet this can be done only in a way that protects
the interests of the two superpowers, and indeed under their direction. Wash-
ington and Moscow have common interests to protect. The Americans want a
Europe that will cease to be a drain on the U.S. Treasury yet is not endan-
gered by Soviet pressure. The Soviets want a Europe that will help pull them
out of their economic sinkhole, bail out the bankrupt satellites, while still
allowing them a sphere of influence in an area they have always deemed vital
to their security.

Both superpowers need a settlement in Europe. Their alliances are falter-
ing, and their position, both politically and economically, is becoming
weaker. Their extraordinary forty-year period of hegemony over Europe is
now in its final days and cannot be resuscitated. They remain enormously
powerful militarily, but their ability to use this power to shape the world has
declined dramatically. National power today is measured more and more in
terms of trade and productivity than in instruments of destruction. The key
decisions in this realm are not being made in the Kremlin or the Pentagon but
in such new centers of power as Tokyo, Frankfurt, and Brussels.

But why, it might be asked, should not the West Europeans simply carry
on their own diplomacy with the Soviets over the future of their common
house? The problem is that Europe does not yet exist. It is an ever more
cohesive economic entity but still only a political dream. Who is to speak for
Europe? Who is to carry on such negotiations with Moscow? The West Euro-
peans do not have the political cohesion to back up their diplomacy. They do
not, for that matter, yet have a diplomacy. NATO has been the instrument
of their self-willed abdication from power. The Europeans have allowed the
United States to speak for them because they have not decided who else
should. Washington can represent European interests precisely because the
United States is not a European power. It is a disinterested protector; it does
not favor one European state over another. This is why, to borrow Canning’s
phrase, the new world was called into being to redress the balance of the
old.

It is clear that a restored and self-reliant Europe cannot be attained by the
Europeans themselves but only with the cooperation of the two great powers
that still serve as their guarantors. In this regard NATO becomes important
politically even as its military significance declines. The United States, rather
than accept the continued diminution of its influence within the alliance, has
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the opportunity to use NATO as an instrument to negotiate a settlement with
the Soviets to end the cold war in Europe.

In the twilight of their hegemony, the United States and the Soviet Union
have the opportunity to draw to a close, on terms that protect both their com-
mon interests and European stability, the great confrontation that has divided
the Continent. To dissipate that power is to lose control over the settlement
and also perhaps to lose the stability that the rival alliances have, in their own
way, produced.

Any such settlement must be based on the fact that the cold war alliances
are of declining relevance. As the superpower condominium over Europe
draws to a close, both Washington and Moscow must protect their interests
over a continent that is more populous and richer than either of them. The
partition of Europe is ending with a suddenness that few could have foreseen
and with a momentum that the superpowers cannot control. Although the
United States and the Soviet Union could not keep Europe divided even if they
wanted to, their interests require them to negotiate a withdrawal that ensures
European stability.

What form would such a settlement take? To sketch the outlines, it would
provide for the gradual withdrawal of Soviet and American armies from the
Continent, the removal of their nuclear weapons from Europe, and their
agreement to respect the internal political evolution of the European states.
The Europeans themselves would be forbidden from changing frontiers by
force, acquiring aggressive military arsenals, threatening the security of their
neighbors, and violating the basic rights of their citizens.

Such an arrangement would ease the transition from a bipolar to a multi-
polar world while reducing the dangers inherent in the release of old con-
straints. Such dangers are real. As Soviet power recedes in Eastern Europe,
factionalism and anarchy are reappearing. In the West, the great postwar
political and economic edifices are threatened by special interests and nation-
alistic goals. Thus, it is in everyone’s interest that the cold war end in a settle-
ment at the center rather than in a collapse along the frontiers.

The transition from detente to entente cannot be made by the Europeans
themselves. It requires an accord by the great powers. Because the World War
II settlements raised hopes that could not be fulfilled does not mean that great
powers must never negotiate. Rather, it means that they must know how to
define their interests, how to separate pious hopes from realistic equations of
power, and to recognize that their common interests may now be greater than
it was when the unique but now fading aura of their hegemony divided them.

Notes
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109-13.
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NATO’s Enduring Importance

Robert E. Hunter

here is nothing immutable about NATO. It was created to serve

specific purposes. If and when those purposes—or new and valid

ones—are fulfilled, it can and should cease to exist. Indeed, this forti-
eth anniversary of the NATO treaty is not just a moment symbolizing unpre-
cedented success for a peacetime alliance; it is a time when major changes in
the structure of European security have again become possible and when the
core elements of security must be reexamined if what is important and endur-
ing is to be preserved and adapted to changing times.

Creating an Alliance

The signing of the North Atlantic Treaty on April 4, 1949, was the culmina-
tion of a process of reinvolving the United States in the fate of the European
Continent. There was as yet no military confrontation. Rather, America’s
new allies in Western Europe were mainly seeking a U.S. political commit-
ment to underpin economic recovery in Europe that, if successful, would pro-
vide a greater capacity for West European states to resist threats to their
domestic freedoms and political independence. The treaty was seen, at least
by West European governments, not as a prelude to military confrontation
but as added insurance to make the Marshall Plan work. The West European
allies placed less emphasis than did the United States on the potential role of
Soviet forces in shaping their future. Security was not essentially about
military guarantees; at heart, it was about gaining a greater sense of certainty
about the future of political developments.!

Indeed, the “O” in NATO was added only after the beginning of the
Korean War, when it appeared that the Soviet Union, acting through North
Korea, was prepared to apply military force to achieve expansionist political
goals. Allied Command Europe was thus created, becoming active two days
shy of two years after the North Atlantic Treaty was signed. Even then, it was
some time before allied forces began to be prepared to respond to an attack
from the East.
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In this process, the emerging political division of Europe was militarized.
To this day, it cannot be stated with confidence that, save for this act, there
would have been aggression by the Soviet Union—just as the opposite propo-
sition cannot be proved. But it was clear that emerging military confrontation
created a much higher degree of certainty about security in Europe than there
had been before. Deployed military forces were much more tangible than
political disputes or economic challenge. And the addition of West Germany
to NATO, plus East Germany to the Soviet alliance system, underscored the
added certainty in calculations about European security that was represented
by the division of Germany.

East-West relations in Europe became politically frozen in cold war. Yet
for all the anxieties and fears that this entailed, the militarization of East-West
conflict in Europe did provide a basis for predicting behavior on each side,
for measuring it with some accuracy, and for understanding the limits of
action and ambition. Militarization also imposed a logic of its own—
analogous to that pertaining to deterrence of nuclear war—which exerts its
demands to this day. This logic helped to ensure that American power would
not be withdrawn after economic reconstruction was completed.

The goals of the alliance—then as now—have been quite simple: to pre-
vent repetition of experience during the interwar period (although this time
the potential aggressor proved to be the Soviet Union rather than Germany),
to provide a secure political climate within which allied states could pursue
their economic activities, to preserve the independence of each of the allies
(and the freedoms of peoples in those that were democracies), to counter
domestic political movements subservient to Moscow, and to contain the
expansion of Soviet influence, regardless of the means that Moscow might
employ. And at least in part, these goals were to be accomplished by involving
U.S. power, in various aspects, for the benefit of Western Europe and the
United States.

The Current Agenda

The logic of military confrontation has imposed severe requirements. Calcula-
tions of threat from the East have focused on capabilities rather than inten-
tions; the context has been military, not political. Potential for Soviet-
Warsaw Pact aggression has had to be measured in terms of the relative size
of forces, character of equipment, dispositions, training and maneuvers, and
what could be gleaned of Soviet doctrine. By the same token, the doctrine
adopted by Western military forces has had to present a credible capacity to
contain, by one means or another, any form of Warsaw Pact aggression.
Efforts required to meet the demands imposed by the logic of military
confrontation have been clustered around two major considerations: gaining
significant conventional force capabilities to retard (but not defeat) a Warsaw
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Pact attack, especially in Central Europe, and to engage, and then make credi-
ble, the great equalizer represented by U.S. nuclear weapons. The alliance has
always had more difficulty in dealing with the latter set of considerations, in
major part because of two factors: none of the allies has been prepared to
commit the material and human resources needed to guarantee that Warsaw
Pact aggression could be defeated at the conventional level, and several of the
allies, especially West Germany, have not been prepared to accept the
possibility that a major war could be contained short of the initiation of
nuclear hostilities.

Over the years, the reliance of NATO doctrine on the potential engage-
ment of U.S. nuclear weapons has provoked a repetitive series of two basic
difficulties. One has been recurrent opposition to nuclear weapons on the part
of major sections of West European public opinion. The other has related to
the difficulty of proving that the United States would use nuclear weapons on
Europe’s behalf, where that act could lead to America’s destruction. In the
latest full-blown political crisis over this issue during the early 1980s, the
alliance underwent the torturous process of agreeing to deploy Pershing II
ballistic missiles and ground-launched cruise missiles in Europe as a means of
trying to “prove the unprovable” about U.S. steadfastness. And in 1989, some
of the same basic issues were involved in the question whether Lance short-
range nuclear missiles based in Europe should be modernized or bargained
away.

In terms of the logic of military confrontation in Europe, therefore, the
current agenda for European security is simple to describe. NATO needs to
maintain robust conventional defenses, relative to the perceived Warsaw Pact
military threat (“capabilities”), and it needs to retain in its doctrine a connec-
tion to the U.S. nuclear arsenal that is sufficiently credible both to deter the
Soviet Union (long considered by most Western analysts to be relatively
straightforward) and to reassure the West European allies (historically
believed to be much more difficult). The former set of requirements can be
achieved in one of two ways, or through some combination thereof:

1. By sustaining high levels of allied defense spending, adopting the use of
high-technology weaponry, promoting rationalization, standardization,
and interoperability, encouraging intra-alliance defense industry cooper-
ation to improve the efficiency of resource use, and adopting doctrines
and redeploying forces to maximize military effectiveness.

2. By gaining reductions in the Warsaw Pact threat, through either
negotiated agreements or unilateral actions, such as a follow-on to those
cuts now promised by the Soviet Union.

[ssues relating to the role of the U.S. nuclear arsenal are more complex.
In theory, if the Warsaw Pact conventional threat were reduced, the need for
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a U.S. nuclear guarantee would decline. But it is not easy to define the point
at which this guarantee could be dispensed with. Furthermore, despite
theoretical arguments about limited use of nuclear weapons, this engagement
of the U.S. nuclear arsenal is in reality an either-or proposition: either NATO
doctrine is based on the possibility that the United States would risk its own
nuclear destruction, or it is not.2

So long as the potential use of nuclear weapons remains part of NATO
doctrine, the logic of military confrontation argues either for making the U.S.
guarantee as credible as possible or for finding a substitute. This logic lies
behind the push to modernize Lance. There are two purposes involved in this
effort, however. One is to increase the chances that the Warsaw Pact will be
deterred from attacking Western Europe through NATO’s retention of this
particular rung in the ladder of escalation. Far more important is the role that
short-range nuclear forces can play in reassuring the allies of U.S. stead-
fastness, fundamentally a matter of the psychology of European allies.? Yet
from the perspective of the United States, even without Lance or a successor,
it would retain the capacity to destroy the same targets and demonstrate its
nuclear commitment with weapons based elsewhere.

Extending these arguments, from a purely technical point of view,
negotiating away land-based nuclear missiles based in Europe would not pre-
vent fulfilling requirements of NATO doctrine. Politically, however, svch an
agreement—perhaps even the convening of East-West negotiations under the
wrong circumstances—could be seen (erroneously) as removing nuclear
weapons from NATO doctrine, with consequent uncertainties, risks, and
apprehensions within the alliance.

Nor has there been anything inherently wrong in strategic logic with
substituting a British or French nuclear deterrent in Europe for that of the
United States. In terms of threatening escalation from conventional combat,
either could suit perfectly well; indeed, either could help to ensure that the
United States did not withdraw from engagement in European security, even
if it formally rejected any linkage to its nuclear arsenal.* Yet the U.S. nuclear
arsenal has always seemed to be a more credible deterrent than that of Great
Britain and France, especially when related to the security of other states.
Also, complications would attend the extension of a European nuclear um-
brella over West Germany, with the risk of violating the almost universally
accepted taboo against a German role in controlling nuclear weapons. The
perceived greater reliability of the United States as a nuclear guarantor re-
mains politically persuasive in Western Europe so long as the United States
retains its essential political commitment to European security.

The Added Agenda

Security, however, entails more than defense and deterrence—the logic of
military confrontation. That has been evident, for example, in the parallel
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development of West European integration through functional institutions, in
the need for NATO to issue the Harmel report (1967), which held out hope
for the success of détente in reducing tensions and ameliorating conflict, and
in the increasing importance of prosecuting arms control—not just to promote
military stability but to gain domestic political support for maintaining ade-
quate military forces.® Indeed, adopting a two-track approach of arms con-
trol negotiations as a condition of deployments has become essential not just
to make possible the modernization of nuclear weapons but also to sustain
efforts in conventional arms.

With a new insistence, security in Europe has been moving beyond calcu-
lations of military balance and management of recurring defense problems to
the exploration of political issues that have so far proved intractable. Several
factors explain this change, including the policies of Soviet president Mikhail
S. Gorbachev, fading memories of past conflict and instability, and competing
demands for economic resources. But perhaps most significant, the effort to
fulfill the logic of military confrontation has succeeded in the way that, politi-
cally, matters most. There has developed a deep sense of confidence in West-
ern Europe that the process of containing Soviet power has worked to reduce
the chances not just of war but of successful Soviet efforts to alter the internal
character of Western states.® Virtually no qualified observer in Western
Europe, civilian or military, believes there is more than a remote risk of war.
This is not prelude to Soviet political encroachment, however. Notably, even
with “Gorby-mania” in Western Europe, the term self-Finlandization has
passed from discussion within the alliance.

Regarding the new agenda, the fulfillment of the logic of military confron-
tation has also been an essential backdrop to efforts to reduce conventional
forces. For several reasons, talks in Vienna on Conventional Forces in Europe
(CFE) hold out greater promise than did the old talks on Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions. Gorbachev has promised some unilateral force cuts and has
accepted the principle of asymmetrical force reductions; the Warsaw Pact
proposal first tabled in March 1989 was quite close to NATO’s (including
provisions for limiting the most threatening weapons); and there are economic
pressures in both East and West to scale back military spending.” Most criti-
cal is confidence that East-West political stability in Europe has been
achieved. Thus discussion can take place between the two sides about the
terms in which the military element of stability is expressed, without the pro-
cess itself seeming to hold out a serious risk of producing a new instability.
Of course, it is possible, even probable, that European parliaments and per-
haps even the U.S. government will make preemptive reductions in military
spending and attendant force commitments to NATO defense. It is also possi-
ble that the Soviets, either in response or because of other developments,
including turmoil in Eastern Europe, will revert to aggressive behavior. These
possibilities pose significant challenges to Western leadership. Nevertheless,
the risk of a recrudescence of intense militarized confrontation is today far
smaller than at any other time during the past several decades.
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This gradual working through the possibilities in the military aspects of
European security is not the only key development. Equally important, it is
also contributing to a gradual return to first principles: a renewed awareness
of NATO’s basic purposes (peace, independence, prosperity, freedom) and of
many political issues regarding European security that were in play at a time
when the overriding need to establish greater certainty in East-West relations
in Europe froze them in place.

This renewed importance for the political dimensions of security also sug-
gests that even greater emphasis needs to be put on the East-West negotiating
track of security and political relations that parallels the force reduction
aspects of the CFE talks. Indeed, in terms of creating a sound political basis
for ending East-West confrontation and creating a new basis for security in
Europe, the series of negotiations and conferences that are collectively refer-
red to as the Helsinki process is a critical complement to efforts to reduce the
role of military forces. All elements play an important role, including security-
and confidence-building measures, commercial relations, flow of informa-
tion, and a congeries of human rights issues. Because the evolution of political
interests, concerns, and relations will largely determine the shape of any
future security system in Europe, political aspects of the process of change
must be accorded high priority from the outset.

What is happening is no less than a renewal of debate about whether
Europe needs to be divided. This debate, of course, begs the question whether
an undivided Europe is a natural state. Indeed, in the terms in which the con-
cept has been expressed for the past four decades, it is without precedent in
the modern world. Nevertheless, two factors are primarily responsible for
making this issue more important than it has been for nearly forty years: the
incipient reduction of political rigidities imposed by military confrontation
and concern that the requirements of preserving the existing framework—
significant levels of military spending, a large and modern nuclear arsenal,
and a doctrine that implicitly embraces the possibility of mutual mass
destruction—could themselves erode the West’s confidence in lasting security.
As a result, the time has come when some basic propositions regarding Euro-
pean security must be reexamined.

Criteria for Judgment

There must, however, be caution before leaping to the judgment that NATO
can, in the relatively near future, be dispensed with or that the United States
can divest itself of responsibilities for helping to preserve European security.
The case for retaining the NATO framework and U.S. engagement, at least
until there is a better means of providing for European security, mirrors the
conditions for change. If a critical function of a militarized division of the
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Continent has been to provide a high degree of certainty about European
security, then any alternative must provide at least as much.

It is difficult now to detail the precise terms of an alternative structure of
European security, but it is possible to discuss the problems that any radical
change would entail. Some are already evident from negotiations on conven-
tional forces; these include the lack of strategic depth in Western Europe,
especially if any part of the Federal Republic of Germany were denied to
NATO forces, immutable Soviet advantages over the United States regarding
proximity to Central Europe, and consequently the West’s greater dependence
on nuclear weapons.

There are also several important longer-range considerations, beyond the
technicalities of preserving and then transforming the arms balance. Three
can illustrate the thought and effort required: evolution in Eastern Europe,
the relationship between West European developments and ending the divi-
sion of Europe, and the continuing relevance of U.S. power and presence.

Eastern Europe

Operating from the premise that no basic change in patterns of European
security can or should take place without providing for a high degree of cer-
tainty, it is clear that the division of Europe cannot be ended so long as there
is doubt about developments in Eastern Europe.

Politically, the cold war began as much over the future of these countries
as over anything else. For the last several decades, implicit in the policies of
NATO states has been the belief that the Soviet Union has and will insist on
retaining primacy in Eastern Europe because of two propositions. First, the
Soviet Union will not tolerate any interference with its capacity to protect
itself from attack from the West, and to ensure this ability it will maintain a
glacis in which its own troops will be stationed. Second, it will insist on pre-
serving the leading role of communist parties in all satellite states, if need be
through military force—that is, the so-called Brezhnev doctrine of 1968.

With efforts to export perestroika to some East European countries, there
has been increasing speculation in the West that basic Soviet policy toward
Eastern Europe is changing. At the United Nations in December 1988, Gor-
bachev did use a formulation that seemed to be a partial repudiation of the
Brezhnev doctrine.® It is now at least conceivable that promised Soviet force
cuts in Eastern Europe, plus other major reductions that could come as a
result of a CFE agreement, could begin to erode the Soviet Union’s capacity
to impose its will on East European states, as much by signaling a lessening
of intent as by causing a lessening of ability to act. Even before Gorbachev,
the Soviets elected to deal with Solidarity through an “internal invasion” of
Poland.

If there were a decisive change in Soviet policy toward Eastern Europe,
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it could even become possible to take a bolder approach than that set forth
in the so-called Sonnenfeldt doctrine of 1976: the proposition that, in order
to foster change in East-West confrontation, the West would have to accept
an “organic relationship” between the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact
allies.?

The risks associated with change in Eastern Europe must also be recog-
nized. Whatever the Soviets now say to Westerners about their security preoc-
cupations, a major transformation in one or more East European states could
still provoke intervention. And such transformation—spontaneous, uncon-
trolled, creating major uncertainties—cannot be ruled out. During the next
several years, Eastern Europe could prove to be, from the point of view of
East-West concerns, the most dangerous part of the world. Thus even if the
West does not admit to a Soviet—-East European “organic relationship,” it
must develop its policies and approaches with an adequate appreciation of the
legitimacy of Soviet security concerns, just as it demands that of the Soviets
in the West.

In short, ending the division of the Continent, along with the stabilizing
role of the two military blocs, cannot occur until there is a revolution in East-
ern Europe. This must consist of several parts: internal changes in both eco-
nomics and politics that reach a level of organic stability (that is, stability gen-
erated by the nature and operation of society rather than by military force),
a willingness by the Soviet Union to tolerate, and to feel secure with, these
changes, and a set of relations between states of Eastern and Western Europe
that do not pose threats to regional stability or the Soviet Union’s confidence
in its security. These criteria may add up to a demand for democracy; cer-
tainly they represent the need for an unprecedented change in Soviet attitudes
and behavior—far beyond, say, current Soviet encouragement for West Ger-
man economic involvement in Eastern Europe; and they will need to apply
fully to all East European states that are part of the so-called Northern Tier
(Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Hungary).

In addition, for change in Eastern Europe to permit a new security envi-
ronment that is at least as stable as today’s, there must be both political will
and means to deal effectively with intraregional difficulties that are likely to
become increasingly intense with the abatement of East-West military con-
frontation. There would be little promise for ending the division of the Conti-
nent if that would mean war between Hungary and Rumania over Tran-
sylvania or a restoration of the Balkans to its role as the precipitator of
broader conflict. Here, too, there must be a working through of political and
economic transformation before the evolution of Eastern Europe can meet the
minimum requirements of altering security arrangements in Europe.

This will be one of NATO’s major preoccupations during the next several
years. Various allies are already significantly involved in Eastern Europe, the
Federal Republic is demonstrating particularly intense interest, and there is



NATO’s Enduring Importance « 23

a growing debate within the alliance about the proper course to follow: in
brief, whether and on what terms to support East European economies,
whether and if so how to discriminate among these countries, how to manage
Western credit exposure and the export of high technology, and what oppor-
tunities to pursue (and limits to respect) concerning both internal and regional
political developments.

For the foreseeable future, the process of change in Eastern Europe is less
likely to be disruptive or to have a deleterious impact on a wider compass of
East-West relations and security concerns in Europe if it takes place within
the context of today’s blocs. This does not mean that NATO should become
the manager for all the allies” activities toward Eastern Europe. But because
of the collective impact on the West if changing Eastern Europe leads to
instability or to active threats to security, NATO must continue to be at least
a place to compare notes, test propositions, and develop confidence in secu-
rity, for both West and East.

Western Europe, Unified Europe

Progress toward ending the division of the Continent will also be critically
dependent on developments within Western Europe. The year 1992, the
target date for the creation of the single market, symbolizes the next major
move toward European integration. It is an economic development but, like
those that have come before, it also has profound political purposes. From the
beginning, European integration had a major security objective: to make con-
flict among its members, especially between France and West Germany,
impossible. By joining this process, Chancellor Konrad Adenauer made a
fateful choice for his young nation: to choose ties with Western neighbors (a
reality) over the possibility (most remote) of reunifying Germany.

Efforts to develop a defense personality as part of European integration
came early and failed early with the collapse in 1954 of the proposal for a
European Defense Community. It represented the ceding of too much na-
tional sovereignty too soon. In the 1970s, however, the community began its
European Political Cooperation (EPC), an informal means of trying to coor-
dinate foreign policy approaches in a few areas. With the Single European
Act, EPC now has a formal basis and a mandate to consider issues in the area
of security, notably, however, taking care not to conflict with the respon-
sibilities of any community state that also belongs to NATO.!?

This development highlights what could become a dilemma in moving
beyond the current state of East-West confrontation in Europe. The Euro-
pean Community has acquired an integrity that includes progressive develop-
ment of supranational political institutions, thereby implying movement
toward a security identity in the broadest sense of the concept. If these insti-
tutions continue to expand in function and purpose, the community may be
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constituted as a bloc for political, if not also for military, purposes, and that
expansion would be a significant factor in any change contemplated for East-
West relations in Europe.

These developments must be set alongside another. Already, the Euro-
pean Community has been pursuing direct relations with the Council for
Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA), East German goods circulate freely
within the community because of a special concession to West Germany in the
Treaty of Rome, and the community is proving highly attractive to other East
European countries. In the next decade, depending on Soviet attitudes, one
or more East European states are likely to apply to join the European Com-
munity as full members or associates.

The possibility of ending the division of Europe thus entails an ambiguity
regarding the European Community’s future. Can Europe be “undivided”—
even if NATO were abolished and U.S. power were removed—if the com-
munity develops a major security dimension? Beyond EPC’s being upgraded
in importance, other activities include the incipient composition of a Euro-
pean pillar within NATO. The Western European Union has been resusci-
tated and expanded to include Spain and Portugal. The Eurogroup countries
have undertaken some cooperative ventures, there is an Independent Euro-
pean Program Group designed to promote efficiencies in defense production,
and important bilateral arrangements exist, notably Franco-German defense
cooperation. At the same time, there is pressure from the United States for
its European allies to assume a larger share of common defense burdens, as
well as proposals for the devolution of some security responsibilities to the
allies.

These efforts, however, are very much part of what could be defined as
the “old agenda”—a parceling out of traditional tasks according to a revised
bargain between the United States and its European allies. In addition to the
difficulties of gaining West European acquiescence, as prospects begin to
develop for ending the division of the Continent, these new arrangements
could become impediments to, rather than incentives for, change in the basic
structure of European security.

The potential dilemma is most evident in the case of Germany. From the
outset, a primary purpose of European integration was to anchor West Ger-
many to the West, and the importance of that purpose has not diminished.
Yet despite anxieties often expressed elsewhere, there is no reason to suspect
West Germany of hankering for relations with the East that would have to
be purchased at the expense of its ties to the West. It is fantasy to talk of a
new “Rapallo”—in reference to the German-Soviet accommodation of 1922.
Nevertheless, as West Germany increasingly develops its sense of self-identity
and chafes at remaining formal impediments to its exercise of sovereignty, as
opposed to self-imposed limits, its concern to redevelop ties with states in
Eastern Europe and to secure a political position there calls for great sensitiv-
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ity within the Western alliance. The Federal Republic’s partners must con-
tinue to promote its integration in the West without foreclosing chances to
foster economic, political, and human associations with East Germany and
neighboring countries.

In general, while there could be merit in developing West European
security relationships that are not subsumed under NATO and do not involve
the direct engagement of the United States, beyond a point this step could be
at variance with subsequent efforts to end the division of Europe and poten-
tially that of Germany (German reunification is only conceivable in the con-
text of broader, secure European reconciliation). Indeed, in West Germany in
particular and in Western Europe in general, there needs to be careful thought
about the wisdom of creating institutional arrangements in defense, separate
from the wider NATO framework. That framework provides a basis for
working with the East on new security arrangements embracing the entire
Continent. By contrast, a subset of NATO that represents only West Euro-
pean states could retard progress toward change.

U.S. Power and Presence

Discussion of NATO’s future always turns to the issue of U.S. involvement
in European security. It is often argued that the United States will inevitably
withdraw from direct involvement when its task—to help contain the spread
of Soviet power, particularly that expressed in military terms—is completed.
According to this reasoning, the task can be accomplished either if the threat
from the Warsaw Pact is reduced to the point that there is little risk of conflict
or if the U.S. role is replaced sufficiently by the military power, conventional
and nuclear, of erstwhile allies in Europe.

But even if this definition of U.S. purpose in Europe is accepted, the time
has clearly not come when the United States can safely disengage. It would
be foolhardy to do so at a time when there is a possibility of working toward
ending the division of Europe, a process that depends at every step on a
climate of certainty about security arrangements. Nor is it apparent that any
West European country or grouping of them could adequately substitute for
U.S. commitment and involvement, for a variety of reasons, including the
incapacity of the European Community or any subset of NATO nations—
both now and for the foreseeable future—to reach the kinds of decisions that
are required to conduct foreign policy and to employ military forces.

Even with steps in the direction of ending the division of Europe, there
would remain value for the states of Europe to know that there is the potential
for U.S. reengagement, as insurance against untoward developments.
However much it restructures its foreign policy, the Soviet Union has not
abandoned the practice of, reliance upon, or respect for power in its many
forms. For the West in general, there is little to be gained and much to be lost
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by withdrawing the potential of a U.S. counterweight, even if this were ex-
pressed less in military terms than it is now.

In the midst of renewed expectations about change in East-West political
and security relations, it is worth remembering that accounting for the prob-
lem of power is critical to transforming European security. It would require
an extraordinary leap of faith to believe that any developments in Europe will
invalidate the relevance of power, however expressed, even in the problematic
event that there were constant progress toward the democratizing of all Euro-
pean countries.

As in the past, a central factor in considering change is the future of a
reunited Germany. It is not necessary to resurrect memories of wars past to
take care in developing a new security system in Europe that includes a united
Germany in its midst. The future of Germany—as one or two states—need
not be threatening to anyone and is most likely to entail a set of functional
relationships rather than a merged sovereignty, but there would still be value
in having the continued involvement of the United States as a committed
European power. Indeed, the Soviet Union continues to show ambivalence
about the U.S. role in Europe. Moscow works assiduously to reduce Ameri-
can influence, but it also is cognizant that the U.S. presence provides an added
measure of stability. Implicitly, there has been a shared interest in the division
of Germany; by the same token, if it is to be reunified, there must be shared
support for new arrangements.

Unfortunately, debate in recent years about the U.S. role in Europe has
tended to take on an either-or character: either it must be frozen as it is now
or its credibility will be irretrievably diminished. It is important to change this
practice for many reasons, especially because of growing economic pressures
in the United States to reduce its military contribution to NATO. A significant
part of committed U.S. forces is based in the United States, and some com-
mentators argue that these forces might wisely be reduced first; other com-
mentators, concerned about the need to protect U.S. interests elsewhere,
believe that this would unduly weaken the U.S. strategic reserve.!!

In this debate, it is important to understand the purposes of U.S. troops
in Europe, the most visible aspect of the American commitment. Only one
purpose is purely military: to help NATO maintain robust conventional
defenses. Three others are essentially political: to give added credence to West
Germany’s domestic commitment to being able to defend as much of its terri-
tory as possible, to obscure the fact that the Bundeswehr is the largest Western
military force on the Central Front, and to provide an earnest of U.S.
intentions—to serve as hostages—in an act of coupling the U.S. strategic
deterrent to West European security. Provided that there were a reduction of
the Warsaw Pact military threat or an effective West European substitute for
U.S. forces, there could safely be some reduction of deployed U.S. troops.
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Indeed, their most important political function, coupling, could be accom-
plished at a much lower level of deployed personnel.

For simple prudence, however, the burden of argument is on the side of
the United States’ continuing to play a major role in European security. And
the burden of argument is on the side of preserving a NATO framework
through which that U.S. role can be effectively implemented. These conclu-
sions will certainly hold true so long as conditions do not exist that will permit
an end to the division of the Continent. After all, calculations of security are
not just about trying to reduce costs; they are also about ensuring that major
interests are not compromised. The U.S. role may evolve to become primarily
a form of insurance. But measuring the stakes against the cost of the premi-
ums, for the foreseeable future this is insurance worth keeping.
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Competing Agendas:

America, Europe, and
a Troubled NATO Partnership

Ted Galen Carpenter

ATO’s current disunity is not merely the result of Mikhail Gorba-
N chev’s effective diplomacy or disputes over specific issues such as

burden sharing and the modernization of short-range nuclear mis-
siles. Those problems are the symptoms of more serious cleavages in the alli-
ance. The underlying problem is that the European and U.S. conceptions of
NATO have always differed in fundamental ways. The paramount European
objective has been to link the United States to the security of the Continent
in the most secure manner possible, reducing or eliminating Washington’s
freedom of action. U.S. leaders, on the other hand, have sought, with some-
what less intensity and effectiveness, to retain that freedom of action and keep
the nature of the security commitment limited.

Although the North Atlantic Treaty officially embraced U.S. preferences,
for a variety of economic and strategic reasons, the European version of the
alliance became dominant during the 1950s and 1960s. But the European
members have paid a severe price for their victory—a humiliating and poten-
tially dangerous dependence on the United States for their defense. That point
became especially worrisome as the Soviet Union achieved strategic nuclear
parity and eroded the credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee. Participation
in NATO has also become increasingly unsatisfying from the U.S. perspec-
tive. Washington exercises alliance leadership to a degree never contemplated
in the original treaty negotiations, but American taxpayers bear a burden of
$125 billion to $160 billion each year to defend wealthy European allies and
more than 300,000 U.S. troops remain on the Continent some four and a half
decades after the end of World War II. Moreover, as the Soviet threat appears
to be receding, the willingness of the allies to defer to U.S. policy positions
is waning. The alliance has encountered crises before, but this time there is
a far greater likelihood that the situation is terminal.

Negotiations in 1948-1949 leading to the North Atlantic Treaty under-
scored the competing European and American security agendas. European
leaders, especially British foreign secretary Ernest Bevin, sought to entangle
the United States as firmly as possible in arrangements for the defense of
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Europe. As Martin Folly notes, “To rebuild European self-confidence, the
British believed it was essential that there should be a written assurance that
the United States would be militarily involved in a European war from the
start, which would also involve them in prior planning of strategy and sup-
ply.”! Conversely, the Truman administration remained undecided about
even the need for formal U.S. membership in an alliance until the summer of
1948. Several officials, including George Kennan, argued against the need for
any comprehensive security arrangements or at least insisted that an informal
association with the Brussels Pact powers would be sufficient.

Although advocates of a more cautious U.S. security commitment to
Europe lost out to the administration’s Atlanticist faction, U.S. negotiators
firmly resisted European demands for an automatic war clause and similar
measures that would constrain the United States. Executive session testimony
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee revealed a pervasive assump-
tion that America’s NATO commitments would remain strictly limited. To
reassure nervous Europeans and enable them to get on with their economic
recovery programs under the Marshall Plan, the United States was prepared
to pledge its support to Western Europe’s security and to help rebuild the
defense forces of the nations in that region. Beyond that assistance, the
Western Europeans would be expected to assume responsibility for the bulk
of their own defense, especially once their economic recovery was complete.

The treaty negotiations revealed that the European representatives had a
very different conception of an alliance. They wanted a treaty requiring all
participants to respond automatically with military force in the event of an
attack on any member and sought a U.S. commitment for substantial arms
aid to bolster their defenses. Some negotiators even suggested the desirability
of increasing the U.S. military presence, with ground troops, on the Continent
beyond the two divisions still stationed in Germany as part of the allied occu-
pation force pending conclusion of a final peace treaty, although no one
pressed that issue. Moreover, the Europeans wanted a long-term alliance
commitment from the United States, seeking a treaty with an indefinite dura-
tion or one for at least fifty years. U.S. representatives insisted that the pact
be binding for no more than twenty years and that it be subject to revisions
after ten years.2 One scholar of the period notes,

Although the differences between the United States and its European allies
kept being narrowed, they never disappeared entirely in the negotiations
leading up to NATO. Washington continued to insist that the Europeans do
as much as possible for themselves. The Europeans on the other hand wanted
to make the American guarantee for assistance in case of attack as automatic
as possible.’

In reality those differences only appeared to narrow; they have continued to
be a serious problem throughout the history of the transatlantic partnership.
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The gap between the European conception of an alliance and the attitudes
of Truman administration officials and members of the Senate was obvious
and significant. Several differences went to the heart of America’s commit-
ment.

One difference involved the automaticity of Washington’s willingness to
aid other NATO signatories in the event of war. In his executive session
testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary of State
Dean Acheson stressed the U.S. refusal to consider anything approximating
an automatic war clause.* It became evident that even NATO’s strongest
supporters on the committee were opposed to anything resembling such a
clause. Michigan Republican Arthur Vandenberg noted that the language
regarding military action in an early treaty draft shown to committee chair-
man Senator Tom Connally (D-Texas) and him “stuck out like a sore thumb”
and that both senators insisted on modifications. They did so despite “a storm
of protest” from the Europeans that “we were trying to water this down to
the point where there would not be anything involved.”®

The insistence on maintaining America’s freedom of action was apparent
in other ways. During the executive session hearings, the question arose
repeatedly whether the United States would respond to an attack on a Euro-
pean country in the same fashion that it would to an assault on the American
homeland. Several senators emphasized that the responses would necessarily
be different. At one point Vandenberg noted, “We accept the general obliga-
tion that the survival of France and the survival of Great Britain are essential
to us, but we do not accept the basic thesis that an attack on Paris has got
to be met precisely as if it were an attack on New York.” Senator Theodore
Green (D-Rhode Island) made the distinction even more explicit. In the case
of New York, “[we] would use all military force immediately. In the case of
Paris, you might stop to think things over.”®

The committee’s report recommending approval of the North Atlantic
Treaty reflected that attitude. It emphasized that Article 5§ of the treaty
“clearly does not commit any of the parties to declare war.” In that connec-
tion, “the committee calls particular attention to the phrase ‘such action as it
deems necessary.” These words were included in article 5 to make absolutely
clear that each party remains free to exercise its honest judgment in deciding
upon the measures it will take to restore and maintain the security of the
North Atlantic area.””

To eliminate even the slightest doubt on that score, the committee specif-
ically addressed the question of an attack on another member of NATO com-
pared to an attack on the United States itself: “In view of the provision in
article 5 that an attack against one would be considered an attack against all,
would the United States be obligated to react to an attack on Paris or Copen-
hagen in the same way that it would react to an attack on New York City?”
The committee report unhesitatingly responded that the answer was “no.”$
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Most advocates of NATO believed that there was a subtle but crucial
difference between America’s security interests and those of other nations,
even valued allies. Although they considered noncommunist Europe impor-
tant to the well-being of the United States, the survival of that region was not
deemed equivalent to the survival of the United States itself. Therefore, an ele-
ment of choice concerning the monumental issue of whether to go to war
needed to be preserved. That preservation of choice was especially imperative
in the new nuclear age when involvement in a European conflict might cause
irreparable damage to American civilization. The American achitects of
NATO showed no intention of forging a treaty that would give a future Amer-
ican president no alternative but to sacrifice Chicago to avenge a Soviet attack
on Cologne. The contrast of those intentions with the subsequent evolution
of NATO defense doctrine that quite intentionally eliminated any meaningful
choice in such matters could scarcely be more graphic.?

Another factor distinguishing the U.S. and European conceptions of
NATO was the issue of primary responsibility for defending the Continent.
U.S. officials saw NATO as a predominantly European operation, with the
United States offering support if needed. W. Averell Harriman, U.S. special
representative to Europe under the Economic Cooperation Administration,
typified that attitude when he expressed confidence that by assisting the Euro-
peans to “help themselves in defending their own countries,” there would be
developed “a military establishment over a period of years which will help to
establish a balance of power in Europe, backed up, of course, by the military
establishment that the United States will have.”!? Others stressed the primacy
of European responsibility to an even greater extent. One senator stated that
U.S. officials must make it clear that American adherence to the North Atlan-
tic pact “does not put upon us the responsibility of taking care of the whole
of Europe in case of trouble.”!!

Still another difference between U.S. and Western European assumptions
involved the duration of U.S. obligations. There were repeated suggestions by
administration officials and the treaty’s Senate supporters that even the
relatively limited U.S. commitments should be temporary. Most treaty pro-
ponents seemed determined that the United States reap the eventual benefits
of restoring a European balance of power. Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson
expressed his hope that a strong European force would someday permit “a
diminution of our own Military Establishment,” although he cautioned that
such an outcome was at least “3 or 4 years” away:

My hope of reducing, and it must in some way be reduced, the great cost of
the Defense Establishment lies in seeing these countries grow to the point that
we can reduce. That is one of the most persuasive arguments with me in get-
ting behind this program. It offers a chance to bring the cost down within
the limit of our economy.!2
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When Johnson expressed the need to reduce the “great cost” of America’s mili-
tary, the defense budget consumed barely 5 percent of the nation’s gross
national product (GNP); the figure at the end of the 1980s is more than
6 percent.

The comments of NATO proponents underscored a fundamental dif-
ference in security interests between the United States and its European part-
ners, despite the rhetoric regarding an Atlantic community. From the perspec-
tive of the European countries, the defense of their region was paramount
since their very existence depended on its effectiveness. Western European
security was important to American leaders, but they recognized that the
United States could, even if the worst came to pass, survive Europe’s fall.

Western European officials wanted a maximum, if not herculean, effort
on the part of the United States to strengthen North Atlantic defenses, includ-
ing ironclad commitments and military involvement on an operational level.
Without that direct participation, the Europeans feared that America might
fail to honor its pledge of assistance in the event of attack, however sincerely
that promise may have been made originally. Even worse, Washington’s
restraint undermined the credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee, which the
Europeans ultimately depended upon for their security. Any weakening of
nuclear deterrence increased the likelihood of another major war, something
that many Europeans considered an even greater nightmare than Soviet dom-
ination.

American leaders gave European security a high priority but balked at the
allies’ attempt to establish a suffocating embrace. They insisted upon main-
taining a degree of flexibility and wanted to be certain that the alliance consti-
tuted an equal partnership, not a free ride for the Europeans. An unspoken
assumption was that America would provide aid and protection only if the
Western European nations made a vigorous effort to improve their military
capabilities.

Most significant, Truman administration officials portrayed the North
Atlantic pact to the Senate and the American public as though the U.S. con-
ception of the alliance was accepted (at least grudgingly) by the other signa-
tories. Not only did supporters offer repeated public assurances that nothing
in the treaty obligated the United States to go to war on behalf of other signa-
tories, they stated that no significant numbers of American troops would be
stationed in Europe. One of the most graphic assurances came from Acheson
in response to a question from Senator Bourke Hickenlooper. The lowa
Republican noted that Acheson had earlier confirmed that the Western Euro-
peans would provide the vast majority of armaments for the collective defense
effort. “I presume that refers also to the manpower,” Hickenlooper observed.
He then pressed Acheson on that point, asking if the United States would be
“expected to send substantial numbers of troops over there as a more or less
permanent contribution to the development of these countries’ capacity to
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resist?” Acheson replied without hesitation: “The answer to that question,
Senator, is a clear and absolute ‘No.””13

Acheson’s assurance was only one of many given by Truman administra-
tion officials and other prominent treaty proponents. Senator Forrest Donnell,
(R-Missouri) for example, asked Harriman if it would be necessary for
American troops to be stationed in Europe in order to prevent the Soviet
Union from overrunning the region, given its existing superiority in conven-
tional forces. Not only did Harriman reject the idea of stationing U.S. forces
on the Continent, he emphasized that he “never heard anyone in Europe sug-
gest it.” Moreover, he knew of no country there “that wants an armed occupa-
tion of United States troops.”!*

Critics of the treaty were skeptical of Harriman’s statement that the Euro-
pean governments had never sought a troop commitment, especially since
there had been several press reports suggesting the contrary. But General
Omar Bradley echoed the comments of Harriman and Acheson. Not only did
he deny any obligation to, or intention of, stationing additional U.S. forces
on the Continent, he clearly regarded the occupation force in Germany as a
temporary phenomenon. When Senator Arthur Watkins (R-Utah) asked him
whether there was any intention of maintaining those forces during “the full
20 years of the pact,” Bradley responded, “No, sir.”1?

Proponents of the North Atlantic pact therefore created a very specific
image of the treaty and America’s obligations under it. Senators who passed
judgment on the document and citizens who followed the ratification debate
were led to believe four important points about America’s impending NATO
membership. First, the treaty did not involve an automatic commitment to go
to war if the allies were attacked; the United States would retain its ability to
decide on an appropriate response. Second, there was no obligation or expec-
tation that the United States would station troops in Europe. Third, following
the initial phase in which the United States would help the European nations
to rearm, Western Europe would become increasingly self-sufficient mili-
tarily. Finally, a strong Western Europe would ultimately enable the United
States to reduce the scope of its own burdensome military efforts. The image
of a pact outlining modest and, for the most part, short-term U.S. obligations
was a potent one. It contributed significantly to the ease with which the North
Atlantic Treaty passed through the ratification process.

Less than two years later, America’s obligations mushroomed beyond any
previous expectations, beginning the process of transforming NATO into an
enterprise in which the United States would bear most of the responsibilities
and burdens. Three factors in 1950-1951 acted as catalysts for that transfor-
mation: the slow pace of European rearmament efforts, a growing concern
among administration officials that the Western Europeans could not forge
an adequate conventional defense force without the addition of West Ger-
man manpower, and the fear that the Korean conflict might explode into a
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global war at a time when the Europeans were not yet capable of defending
themselves.

Under intense pressure from the European NATO members to make a
more tangible demonstration of the U.S. commitment, the National Security
Council (NSC) adopted NSC-82, which envisaged a significant expansion of
the U.S. military role in the North Atlantic alliance. Concern about strength-
ening allied confidence in the reliability of Washington’s commitment to
Western Europe’s security was evident:

We are agreed that additional United States forces should be committed to
the defense of Europe at the earliest feasible date in order that any doubts
of American interest in the defense, rather than the liberation, of Europe will
be removed, thus increasing the will of our allies to resist. We agree that the
over-all strength of the United States forces in Europe should be about 4
infantry divisions and the equivalent of 1% armored divisions, 8 tactical air
groups, and appropriate naval forces; and that these forces should be in place
and combat ready as expeditiously as possible.!®

Such developments represented a significant departure from previous
American policy, but NSC-82 tempered the change in several ways. Washing-
ton’s willingness to assume a more visible and vigorous military posture was
contingent upon the other NATO members’ demonstrating a more serious
devotion to the common defense effort:

Plans to commit United States forces . . . are based upon the expectation that
they will be met with similar efforts on the part of the other nations involved.
The United States should make it clear that it is now squarely up to the Euro-
pean signatories of the North Atlantic Treaty to provide the balance of the
forces required for the initial defense. Firm programs for the development of
such forces should represent a prerequisite for the fulfillment of the above
commitments on the part of the United States.!”

The conditional nature of the new American obligations was equally evi-
dent with regard to the appointment of a supreme NATO commander. In an
effort to encourage the creation of an effective multinational defense force, the
United States would assume initial command responsibilities. But the Truman
administration attached several important provisos, including the integration
of West German manpower into NATO’s defenses, and there was no inclina-
tion to maintain that role for an indefinite duration:

It is our objective to assist the European nations to provide a defense capable
of deterring or meeting an attack. When this objective is achieved it is hoped
that the United States will be able to leave to the European nation-members
the primary responsibility, with the collaboration of the United States, of
maintaining and commanding such force.'8
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Truman’s public announcement of his decision to dispatch additional Amer-
ican troops to Europe similarly underscored the contingent nature of the new
U.S. commitments.!?

Throughout the discussions about strengthening NATO in late 1950 and
early 1951, the European allies seemed determined to link the United States
to the conventional military defense of Europe in as thorough and rapid a
manner as possible. Acheson and other U.S. officials resisted that pressure for
the implementation of America’s new NATO commitments before the Euro-
peans agreed to German rearmament and a more vigorous military effort of
their own. A continuing gulf between American policy and the desires of the
allies existed on another important issue. Acheson stressed that closer Euro-
pean cooperative political action would be necessary to forge an effective
integrated defense force and that the allies must be certain this problem was
resolved “at the time when our troops . . . would no longer be necessary in
Europe and went home.” 2" The assumption that placing an American gar-
rison in Europe and appointing a NATO commander was merely an interim
measure until the Western European states achieved the requisite unity and
military power to build an effective deterrent to Soviet aggression was not
only Acheson’s opinion, it pervaded American strategic thinking.

European officials viewed the matter differently, regarding a sizable con-
tingent of American troops on the Continent as an essential, long-term
method of linking America’s strategic nuclear arsenal to Europe’s defense. By
ensuring immediate American involvement in any European conflict, a tan-
gible U.S. conventional military presence would increase the credibility of
NATO’s deterrent function. Deterrence was the preeminent objective of the
European allies because any war, nuclear or conventional, would be a calam-
ity for their region.

The Truman administration’s official hard-line stance proved to be more
illusion than reality. Washington’s determination to resist European pressure
to proceed with additional troop deployments and the appointment of a
supreme commander crumbled in late 1950 as an expanded Korean conflict
created an atmosphere of global crisis. The Brussels conference in December
1950 ratified several crucial decisions that demonstrated how the North
Atlantic alliance, and especially the nature of the U.S. commitment to the
alliance, was being transformed. Council members established an integrated
NATO force, assigned national military units to it, and ratified the choice of
General Dwight D. Eisenhower as supreme commander.

The expansion of America’s NATO obligations did not go unchallenged.
A coalition consisting of noninterventionists who opposed the original NATO
commitments, moderate critics who accepted the treaty’s limited obligations
but objected to the burgeoning U.S. role, and individuals who objected to
Truman’s attempt to implement such vast changes without congressional con-
sent excoriated the new policy. Senator Robert Taft, former president Herbert
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Hoover, former ambassador Joseph P. Kennedy, and others played prominent
roles in the Great Debate of 1950-1951. Many of the arguments they em-
ployed foreshadowed the burden-sharing debates of the 1980s.

Despite a vigorous and often perceptive attack on the wisdom of the more
extensive U.S. NATO obligations, the insurgents ultimately achieved only an
anemic, nonbinding Senate resolution admonishing the administration not to
send additional troops without congressional consent.?! With the end of the
Great Debate, the expansion of America’s alliance commitments continued,
not to be challenged in a serious manner until the Mansfield amendment con-
troversy of the late 1960s and early 1970s.

In the years following, the initially temporary additional obligations the
United States had assumed became indelible features of NATO. Although
impressive conventional force goals were adopted at the Lisbon Conference
in 1952, the Europeans conspicuously failed to attain those goals. NATO’s
deterrent became increasingly Americanized and nuclearized, and that suited
the Europeans perfectly since it guaranteed extensive U.S. involvement in the
Continent’s security on an operational basis. The continuing presence of U.S.
troops was a tangible symbol of that commitment and served the trip-wire
function, ensuring American involvement at the outset of any fighting and
providing an escalatory link to the U.S. nuclear arsenal, the most essential ele-
ment of NATO’s deterrent. By the end of the 1950s, the European conception
of NATO had become dominant.

From the perspective of the late 1980s, the extensive alliance com-
mitments undertaken by the United States in 1950-1951 have acquired such
permanence that even to question their continuation is considered an exercise
in radicalism. But it was not until the mid- to late 1950s that U.S. officials
finally resigned themselves to an indefinite prolongation of the American troop
presence in Europe and long-term command responsibilities for NATO’s
military forces. That development was less the product of deliberate policy
decisions than it was a response to the constraints imposed by circumstances
and manipulation by the European allies.

The 1950s was the decade when America’s temporary NATO commit-
ments were institutionalized, and the 1960s and 1970s were the decades when
the issues that are now cleaving the alliance began to acquire high visibility.
Western Europe’s excessive reliance on an increasingly incredible U.S. nuclear
guarantee, the continuing inadequacy of European conventional defense
efforts, the diverging security interests and foreign policy objectives of the
United States and such key NATO members as France and West Germany
became evident. As in the case of earlier alliance controversies and contradic-
tions, Western officials sought to evade or finesse such difficulties, and for a
time they succeeded tolerably well. But they merely postponed the day when
the centrifugal forces in the alliance could no longer be ignored. At the begin-
ning of the 1990s, that day is fast approaching.



38 « NATO at 40

Ironically the Eisenhower administration’s New Look defense policy,
with its reliance on air power and nuclear weapons, although designed to ease
the economic burdens of America’s global military commitments, played into
the hands of European leaders who wanted to make permanent the more
extensive U.S. alliance leadership role. An explicit reliance on America’s
nuclear arsenal obviated the need to implement the Lisbon conventional force
goals. That strategy also guaranteed that the United States would be imme-
diately involved in any European war, thus giving the Europeans the auto-
matic war clause (de facto, if not de jure) that they had sought unsuccessfully
in 1948-1949. From the perspective of the Western Europeans, the continued
presence of U.S. troops was important not as a serious addition to the strength
of NATO conventional forces but as a trip wire guaranteeing the use of the
U.S. strategic arsenal.

Not surprisingly, the other NATO countries endorsed a reliance on U.S.
nuclear weapons, especially given the continuing failure to achieve the Lisbon
force goals. As Thomas H. Etzold observes, “Of all the reasons for NATO’s
adoption of nuclear strategy, expected conventional force inadequacies
weighed most heavily.”22 Alliance defense policy became formally aligned
with that of the United States in the mid-1950s when NATO approved MC
14/2, a directive that called for the prompt use of nuclear weapons if the
Soviet bloc attacked any alliance member. The new strategy viewed ground
forces as little more than a means of slowing a communist offensive, thus
giving Moscow time to reconsider before the West launched a devastating
nuclear counterstroke.

Proponents of this massive retaliation doctrine emphasized its deterrent
capability, not as a practical method of fighting a major war in Europe. The
theory presupposed that the probability of subjecting the Soviet homeland to
radioactive devastation, combined with ambiguity about the threshold that
would trigger an American nuclear strike, would dissuade the Kremlin leader-
ship from embarking on any aggressive enterprises. It also possessed the not
inconsiderable benefit of making the continuing disparity of conventional
forces between NATO and the Soviet bloc theoretically irrelevant. Nuclear-
izing NATO’s strategy enabled the alliance members to avoid the kinds of dif-
ficult issues in the 1950s that have become so critical in the 1980s. According
to Etzold, “It is clear that the turn to nuclear weapons averted serious allied
quarrels over burden-sharing and over the reconstruction of conventional
capability for the defense of Europe.” He concludes that NATO “might well
have failed to survive the decade of the 1950s” if compelled to confront those
issues.?3

French rejection of the proposed European Defense Community
(EDC)—and the prospect that such rejection might scuttle West German
rearmament—also served to deepen U.S. involvement in NATO. French
negotiators insisted on crucial concessions from their British and American
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counterparts as the price for their consent to German rearmament outside the
EDC. London was amenable, agreeing not to withdraw its forces stationed
on the Continent without the consent of the other Western European Union
(Brussels Pact) members. That move in turn placed enormous pressure on the
United States to make its troop presence permanent. Washington, with some
reluctance, offered assurances that the United States would keep its forces,
including ground units, in Europe “while a threat to that area exists.” The
administration also agreed to view “any action from whatever quarter” that
threatened “the integrity or unity” of the Western European Union as a threat
to the peace and security of the North Atlantic region.?* The latter item was
an indirect promise to help prevent West Germany’s withdrawal from, or
domination of, the Brussels Pact.

Those guarantees represented a significant change in the foreign policy
views of the Eisenhower administration. The president had long opposed any
prolonged commitment to maintain American ground forces in Europe.
Privately he still favored a substantial withdrawal of those units within a few
years.?* Yet policy constraints now compelled him to pledge to keep those
forces on duty indefinitely.

The British and American assurances broke the protracted impasse
regarding a military role for West Germany. In the process, however, the
temporary troop deployment the United States had made in 1950, together
with the assumption of command of NATO military forces, now became a
commitment of indefinite duration.

The growing reliance on America’s strategic nuclear power created a
subtle but persistent problem. As the years passed, the European goal of link-
ing America’s nuclear deterrent as strongly as possible to the security interests
of Western Europe became increasingly important, and by the 1970s and
early 1980s it was fast becoming an obsession.

The principal reason for heightened European concern was the inexorable
erosion of America’s nuclear preponderance. As the Soviet nuclear capability
grew, the credibility of U.S. pledges to use its strategic arsenal in the defense
of third parties, even valued NATO allies, correspondingly declined. The
Europeans were afflicted with two contradictory fears. On the one hand, they
worried that the United States might renege on its promise to use nuclear
weapons in the event of war. Indeed, even the perception that U.S. resolve
might be wavering could erode NATO’s deterrent and tempt Moscow. On the
other hand, they worried that if deterrence failed, the United States might use
its nuclear weapons, an action that, given Soviet nuclear capabilities, would
turn Europe into a wasteland. This schizoid approach to the U.S. security
guarantee characterizes European attitudes to this day.

At the root of such inconsistency is a pervasive European ambivalence
about relying on the military power of the United States. The nations of West-
ern Europe chafe at their dependence and the national impotence it implies.
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At the same time, they also recognize that the American nuclear guarantee
affords them inexpensive protection; without it, they would face dramatic
increases in their own military budgets to create a conventional deterrent of
the magnitude adopted at Lisbon plus a credible nuclear deterrent. Few Euro-
pean regimes relish that prospect, with its unpredictable economic and polit-
ical consequences.

The depth of the European ambivalence has emerged on several occa-
sions. For example, it surfaced when the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions endeavored to shift NATO strategy away from its reliance on the doc-
trine of massive retaliation. Critics considered the policy too inflexible,
especially in the post-Sputnik years when the expanding Soviet arsenal made
it increasingly difficult to contemplate any American president’s initiating a
thermonuclear war, with devastating consequences for the American home-
land, merely in response to an attack on Western Europe.

But when the Kennedy administration presented proposals designed to
alter NATO defense doctrine, the European leaders clung tenaciously to the
American nuclear shield, reaffirming existing alliance policy that a serious
incursion against any member, even if purely conventional in nature, must be
met by a retaliatory strike on the Soviet homeland. The continental govern-
ments considered the explicit threat of nuclear retaliation an indispensable ele-
ment of deterrence; any dilution of that concept, they feared, would increase
the probability of Soviet adventurism and the danger of a limited war between
the two superpowers, with fighting being confined to the European theater.
Washington acknowledged the primacy of nuclear weapons in any program of
deterrence but emphasized that a conventional defense capability was essen-
tial to maintain a credible deterrent. Otherwise NATQ’s alternatives consisted
of surrender or annihilation should a Soviet attack occur.

That fundamental difference about the nature of NATO’s deterrent
became steadily more intense during the 1970s and 1980s. Washington
wanted a large, predominantly European conventional force to give NATO—
and especially the United States—options other than the nightmare of a super-
power nuclear exchange. But the Europeans never wanted the United States
to have any other option because the very existence of options for their trans-
atlantic protector would further undermine the credibility of the U.S. nuclear
guarantee.® The desire to foreclose options is one reason that the European
nations have always exhibited a distinct lack of enthusiasm for a serious
buildup of conventional forces. It is not only in their economic self-interest
to avoid such action; from their perspective, it is also in their security interest.

Persistent American pressure finally produced a change in NATO defense
doctrine with the adoption of the concept of flexible response in 1967. Rather
than threatening an inevitable nuclear counterstrike in the event of aggression,
the NATO members undertook to establish an ability to respond in a variety
of ways. This response might be confined to conventional means, it could
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escalate to tactical nuclear weapons, or it might be full strategic retaliation.
This new policy represented a fragile compromise between European and
American views on defense issues, and ultimately it was little more than an
attempt to evade, or at least finesse, the erosion of America’s strategic nuclear
dominance and the problems that such erosion created for the credibility of
Washington’s nuclear guarantee.

European insecurity concerning the credibility of that guarantee emerged
again in the late 1970s and early 1980s with the deployment of a new gen-
eration of American intermediate-range missiles. Ostensibly that deployment
was designed to counter the Soviet $5-20s, which were targeted on Western
Europe. In reality, it was to ensure immediate U.S. involvement in any Euro-
pean conflict on a strategic nuclear level. Because the INFs were American-
controlled weapons that could strike targets in the Soviet Union, their use
would automatically engulf both superpowers, thus preventing Moscow and
Washington from waging a war confined to the European theater. By further
eliminating any element of American choice concerning the level of involve-
ment, the Western Europeans sought to reverse the crumbling credibility of
the U.S. nuclear guarantee, thereby, according to their reasoning, enhancing
NATO?’s deterrent and reducing the likelihood of war. Egon Bahr, one of the
principal foreign policy spokesmen for Germany’s Social Democratic party,
candidly admitted the goal of constraining America’s freedom of action.
According to Bahr, “Europe does not want to allow America the freedom to
decide when to put its own existence on the line, but rather wants to link the
United States indissolubly, in an almost automatic manner with Europe’s own
destiny.” %7

At the same time, the NATO members pledged to increase their military
budgets by 3 percent per year above the rate of inflation. This decision was
a concession to U.S. views that NATO’s continuing conventional inferiority
in relation to the Warsaw Pact was a possible invitation to aggression. As they
had done at Brussels in 1950, Lisbon in 1952, and several occasions there-
after, the Europeans attempted to placate the United States by acceding to
U.S. demands for a more vigorous conventional defense effort. But the results
again failed to match the promises. From 1979 to 1985, only one NATO
member—the United States—met the target of 3 percent real growth in mili-
tary spending each year. Some of the other members failed to achieve that
target in any year, and as the 1980s progressed, inflation-adjusted military
spending in several NATO countries actually declined.

The failure of yet another set of European conventional defense promises
emphasized the problems afflicting the alliance in the 1980s. The bitter con-
troversy throughout Western Europe concerning the deployment of American
cruise and Pershing Il missiles; ill-disguised grumbling in Congress about
Europe’s apparent unwillingness to fulfill existing military commitments or
equitably share Western defense burdens; and serious differences regarding
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Central American policy, arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union,
and Middle East policy are other indicators.

NATO’s growing dissension, epitomized most recently by the controversy
over building a new generation of short-range nuclear missiles and disagree-
ments about how to respond to Gorbachev’s diplomacy, all suggest a terminal
crisis in the alliance. Europeans increasingly wonder whether the dependence
on the United States—despite the benefit of sparing the other NATO govern-
ments difficult choices about the adequacy of their own defense efforts, the
creation of an independent nuclear deterrent, the status of Germany, and
other troublesome issues—is a good bargain. American critics of NATO point
to the annual cost of $125 billion to $160 billion of the NATO commitment
and the risk created by the existence of a de facto automatic war obligation
and ask the same question.

The need to make major changes in the U.S. security relationship with
Western Europe is becoming increasingly evident and urgent. There is cer-
tainly little justification for perpetuating the expanded NATO commitments
undertaken temporarily in the early 1950s. At the very least, U.S. officials
should insist upon a return to the original concept of NATO: conditional U.S.
support for a predominantly European defense effort, no permanent U.S. gar-
rison on the Continent, and no automatic war commitment. If that level of
American involvement was deemed sufficient in 1948-1949, during the most
virulent phase of the cold war and at a time when the Western Europeans
could afford to make only modest military efforts, it should certainly be suffi-
cient in today’s more benign international environment.

The opportunity also exists for the United States to adopt an even bolder
policy change. NATO was created to bolster nervous Europeans whose
nations still suffered from the devastation of World War II. But Western
Europe achieved full economic recovery long ago and is now a prosperous and
politically stable region capable of forging military forces adequate to meet
any likely danger. NATO’s principal purpose was to deter an attack by an
aggressive, expansionist Soviet Union, a threat that at least seemed plausible
under Stalin and his successors. But today the Soviet Union is preoccupied
with its own severe internal problems. It poses, at most, a remote threat to
Western Europe. Under such conditions, U.S. leaders should assess whether
NATO is obsolete and should consider devolving full responsibility for the
security of Europe to the Europeans.
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NATO: Take the Money and Run

Melvyn Krauss

ore than most social scientists, economists recognize the role

incentives play in determining human behavior. Given their

income and tastes, consumers can be coaxed to buy more of a
good only if its price falls relative to all other goods. Producers can be induced
to produce more of a commodity only if the price system makes it profitable
for them to do so. And changes in the economy’s saving and investment
behavior can be altered by policy-induced changes in the incentives to save
and invest (by tax policy, for example).

But while the role incentives play in determining economic behavior is
widely accepted, both inside and outside the economic profession, their role
in determining what is generally considered to be noneconomic behavior is
more controversial. For example, a growing number of economists believe
that economic reasoning can be applied to the study of criminal behavior:
criminals, like other economic actors, are rational beings who balance the
expected costs and benefits of their prospective criminal behavior to deter-
mine whether to indulge in any given criminal act. If the society makes the
expected costs of criminal behavior artificially low by passing laws particu-
larly favorable to criminals, on the margin, more crimes will be committed
than in the absence of such incentive. (This approach, it should be noted, con-
trasts sharply with that of sociologists, psychologists, and criminologists, who
tend to treat criminals as irrational beings, incapable of either understanding
or controlling their criminal impulses.)

Incentives Count

“Incentives count,” then, is the message economists have for their colleagues
in the other social sciences. In my book, How NATO Weakens the West, |
attempted to use incentives reasoning to explain the behavior of America’s
allies within the context of the Atlantic alliance.! This behavior has proved
disconcerting to many Americans of late for a variety of reasons. First, and
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Table 4-1
Defense Spending Money for the Military Allies, 1987
As Percent of Gross

Defense Gross Defense Domestic

Spending Domestic Spending Product

(billions) Product per Person per Person
United States $281.10 6.8 $1,164 $17,174
France 28.46 3.9 514 13,007
West Germany 27.69 3.1 454 14,664
Britain 27.33 5.1 481 9,616
Japan 19.84 1.0 163 16,159
Italy 13.46 2.2 235 10,484
Canada 7.90 2.2 308 14,162
Spain 6.01 3.1 156 5,928
Netherlands 5.32 3.1 365 11,925
Belgium 3.40 3.0 345 11,436
Turkey 2.73 4.8 54 1,140
Greece 2.42 6.1 243 3,987
Norway 2.17 3.1 520 16,562
Denmark 1.65 2.0 322 16,118
Portugal 0.94 3.2 91 2,857
Luxembourg 0.05 1.1 145 13,439

Source: Department of Defense, Report on Allied Contributions to the Common Defense (April
1988): 88, 90, 124-5.

foremost, has been Western Europe’s persistent underinvestment in defense.
In 1987, the United States spent 6.8 percent of its gross domestic product on
defense, while non-U.S. NATO spent approximately 3 percent (table 4-1).
How can such underinvestment be explained? Do the European allies really
view the Soviet threat differently than the United States does? (If they do,
could NATO have lasted so long?) Are the Europeans less committed to
Western values than the United States? (There is little convincing evidence of
this.) Or is America inherently more warlike and Europe the “gentler and
kinder” society? (Remember World Wars I and 11?)

The answer, in my view, is none of the above. Instead, the explanation
of inadequate European defense expenditure is to be found in incentives
reasoning, particularly that part of it related to what economists call the
theory of public goods.

Defense is a good that, once provided, benefits everyone within the
defended area regardless of their contribution to defense costs. In an alliance,
one country’s defense expenditure benefits all; hence, there is an obvious
economic incentive in an alliance to induce the other members to spend more
on defense than you do. In the Western alliance, the Europeans have been able
to get the Americans to bear the lion’s share of Western defense expenditure
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by following a classic free-rider strategy.? By downplaying the Soviet military
threat and generally taking a more neutralist line than they would if the
United States did not pay the bills for them, the Europeans have created a
mentality among U.S. officials that Europe has a different perception of the
Soviet threat than does the United States. U.S. leaders then conclude that if
the Americans did not make the defense expenditures, no one else would in
the Western world.

Although they were not public goods theorists, at least two great
statesmen of the post—World War Il era—Dwight D. Eisenhower and Charles
de Gaulle—recognized the inhibiting effect American defense support for
Europe would have on Europe’s own defense efforts. Eisenhower wrote in
1963 that “the maintaining of permanent troop establishments abroad will
continue to overburden our balance-of-payments problem and, most impor-
tant, discourage the development of the necessary military strength Western
European countries should provide themselves.” In 1949, six months after
the NATO treaty was signed, de Gaulle said: “France must first count upon
itself, independent of foreign aid,” and NATO “takes away the initiative to
build our national defense.”

It should come as no surprise, then, that of all the West European allies,
France, which is the least dependent on the United States for its defense, is
the least accommodationist toward the Soviet Union, while West Germany,
which is the most dependent on the United States for its defense, is the most
accommodationist.

President de Gaulle’s two critical foreign policy decisions of the 1960s—
the withdrawal of France from NATO’s military structure and its counter-
part, the creation of an independent nuclear force—have insulated France
from the neutralist disease. “No foreign weapons are allowed in France,”
writes Flora Lewis in the New York Times. “The pacifist movement in
France, though it is growing, remains marginal because the French govern-
ment retains full and exclusive control of its defense.”

Results of a 1983 opinion poll of national security elites in West Germany
and France, conducted by the Science Center in Berlin, show German accom-
modationist attitudes considerably stronger than French attitudes:

« 66 percent of the West Germans and only 30 percent of the French agree
that detente should be pursued independently of the military balance.

» 19 percent of the West Germans and 62 percent of the French agree on
the question as to whether the West should agree on a list of economic
sanctions to be used against the Soviet Union in case of such future
actions as occurred in Afghanistan or Poland.

+ 86 percent of the West Germans and 38 percent of the French believe the
West should seek to increase trade with the East to establish a coopera-
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tive relationship and thus support the progress of détente in a mutual
interest.®

Of course, the fact that antinuclear attitudes are strongest in West Germany
and weakest in France is also consistent with the dependence thesis.

The public good interpretation of NATO defense expenditure implies
that European and U.S. defense efforts should be inversely related: the greater
the U.S. efforts, the less the European efforts, and vice-versa. There have been
several econometric analyses of this issue, which confirm this seesaw relation-
ship.” For example, L.R. Jones and Fred Thompson note that “during the
1970s when American defense spending dropped sharply in real terms and the
U.S. nuclear umbrella over Europe and Japan became decreasingly credible,
the West Europeans and Japanese markedly stepped up their own defense
spending.” The facts and figures of this period are as follows: the United
States decreased its defense expenditure, measured in constant 1970 dollars,
from $77 billion to $59 billion from 1970 to 1979, while during this same
period non-U.S. NATO increased its real defense spending from $32 hillion
to $61 billion, and Japan increased its real defense expenditure from $2.5 bil-
lion to $6.5 billion. “On the whole,” write Jones and Thompson, “ou ¢ results
are fairly robust. . . . What they show is that our allies are rational (that is,
their defense efforts reflect both the Soviet threat and American contributions
to the common defense) and that their demands for defense are apparently
inelastic.”®

The finding of inelastic European defense is crucial to the debate over
whether U.S. troops should remain in Europe, for inelasticity implies that as
defense costs rise to Europeans, they will continue to demand the same
amount of defense as before the price increase. Thus, if the United States were
to reduce its share of the common defense burden, Western Europe would
pick up the slack even though its defense costs are increased.

This result undoubtedly surprises and dismays those who have vocifer-
ously argued against a U.S. troop withdrawal on the grounds that it would
Finlandize Western Europe. For example, Richard R. Burt, former U.S.
ambassador to West Germany, writes:

The Soviet Union remains the preponderant military power in Europe. The
Soviet Union also continues to employ its military power to achieve political
objectives, including the intimidation of Western Europe. In such circum-
stances, the withdrawal of American troops and of the American security
guarantee would have the reverse effect from what Professor Krauss sug-
gests. American withdrawal would leave Western European leaders with no
realistic means to prc -~ for their national security except through accom-
modation with the dc¢ 1 ant regional power, the USSR. American with-
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drawal would, as a result, depress, not stimulate, European defense efforts,
while driving the U.S. into increasing international isolation.”

But Burt and those who agree with him are wrong, according to Jones and
Thompson:

Understanding the ability and willingness of our allies to take up burdens
abandoned by the United States is the key to balancing risks and costs,
because appropriate force thresholds depend not only upon the risks that
policy-makers are willing to accept and the capabilities of the potential
enemy, but upon available allied forces as well. For example, the United
States continues to concentrate its ground and tactical air forces on the
defense of Europe and Northeastern Asia. If, however, these contributions
serve primarily to replace local defense efforts, their marginal value is practi-
cally nil. As Krauss explains, this implies a substantial misallocation of
scarce resources. How, then, does one account for the magnitude of the
American contribution to the defense of the areas? The best answer is prob-
ably simply inertia. But part of the explanation for the strength and stability
of American commitments to Europe and Japan undoubtedly lies in the fail-
ure of American policy-makers to distinguish between marginal and abso-
lute benefits (the defense of Europe and Japan is vital to American interests)
and in the belief that the behavior of our allies cannot be predicted. Yer we
know our allies are able to bear a larger share of the burden of defending
Western Europe and East Asia than they do. . . . Krauss predicts that our
allies would also be willing to bear a larger share of the burden of self-
defense (the readers should note the distinction between willing and eager).
The analysis presented here tends to confirm Krauss’ prediction.!?

The basic lever for European defense free riding has been the presence of
U.S. troops in Europe. Not only do U.S. taxpayers bear most of the costs of
these troops (an income transfer effect), but, even more important, the troops
encouraged Western Europe to economize on its conventional forces at a time
when the Soviets spared little effort in building up theirs (a behavioral effect).
Thus, rather than redress the conventional imbalance in Europe, American
defense support may actually have helped create the imbalance or, at the very
least, prevented the conventional imbalance from being redressed by purely
European defense efforts. A related point is that U.S. defense support, by sub-
stituting for local defense efforts, has reduced the nuclear threshold in Europe
to a dangerously low level.

The nuclear threshold is that critical point in an armed conflict when one
of the opponents is faced with the choice of either surrendering or using
nuclear weapons. At present, the nuclear threshold is alarmingly low. If Mos-
cow were to attack Western Europe by conventional means, according to the
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ex-NATO commanding general, Bernard Rogers, NATO could fight for
“days, not weeks” before facing the doomsday decision. Why so short a time?
Because Western Europe has economized on its conventional forces. And why
has Western Europe economized on its conventional forces? Because of Amer-
ican defense guarantees.

What did the Europeans do with the funds saved by their defense free rid-
ing? They used them to build elaborate welfare states. In countries that are
members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development,
welfare state expenditure increased by a healthy 12.7 percentage points of
gross domestic product from 1955-1957 to 1974-1976, while defense expen-
ditures actually fell by 0.8 percentage points during the same time period.!!
Thus, when Americans pay their defense bills, they are, in effect, paying for
Europe’s welfare state at the expense of their own.

This fact has not escaped the notice of liberal Democrats like Jesse Jack-
son, the only major party presidential candidate in the 1988 election to advo-
cate a U.S. troop withdrawal from Europe. On the other hand, conventional
conservatives have been less quick to grasp where their true interests lie in
regard to the NATO issue. If the United States fails to pull its troops from
Europe, the result could well be a substantial tax increase to redress the fed-
eral budget deficit. How many Americans, one wonders, would be willing to
see their taxes increased so that Europeans can avoid a tax increase to pay for
their own defense? Or how many Americans would be willing to endure a tax
increase so that Europe could avoid a cut in its already bloated welfare state?
To ask this question is to answer it. The only reason there has not been a
revolt over NATO in the United States is that most American taxpayers are
not fully aware of the issues.

Atlantic Unity and Europe’s Defense Disincentives

The presumption—and it is little more than that—that the ultimate objective
of the Soviet Union is to split the United States from Western Europe is a most
important lever Europeans have over U.S. foreign policy.!? To deny the
Soviets their victory, Atlantic unity has been made the sine qua non of U.S.
policy. An unintended, and unfortunate, consequence of U.S. attachment to
Atlantic unity is to give the Europeans license to disregard U.S. interests. If
the United States protests Europe’s policies, the doctrine of Atlantic unity is
waved in American faces by a coalition of European and U.S. Atlanticists who
claim the United States needs Europe at least as much as Europe needs the
United States.

Atlantic unity thus gives the Europeans an incentive to deny U.S. interests
and policies, particularly those that conflict with the interests and policies of
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adversaries of the United States (such as Libya, Moscow, and the Palestine
Liberation Organization). This result occurs because Atlantic unity prevents
the United States from imposing costs on its NATO allies when they thwart
it (as West Germany recently did by exporting poison gas technology to
Libya), while U.S. adversaries suffer from no such symmetrical inhibition.
This perverse incentive effect relates not only to defense policies but to other
areas as well, such as high-tech exports and trade and credit subsidies to
Moscow.

If Bonn, for example, were to refuse to extend subsidized financial credits
to Moscow, the Soviets undoubtedly would make the West Germans pay in
some way—if not militarily then by building a “bigger and better” Berlin wall
or some such retaliation. On the other hand, if Bonn displeased Washington
by extending overly generous financial subsidies to Moscow, Washington
could be expected to complain but do little else.

As far as the issue of defense is concerned, on several occasions U.S.
access to NATO bases in Western Europe has been denied because the Euro-
pean governments perceived the costs of crossing the United States to be less
than the costs of crossing its opponents. The Achille Lauro affair is a case in
point. When U.S. jet fighters forced the Egyptian airliner carrying the Palesti-
nian terrorists to freedom to land at Sigonella Air Force Base, a NATO base
in Sicily, U.S. troops surrounded the plane to transfer the terrorists to a
waiting C-141 for transport to the United States. But the Italian troops at the
base prevented the transfer by threatening the use of force against the
American troops. President Reagan is reported to have personally intervened
by ordering the ranking U.S. officer at Sigonella to hand the terrorists over
to the Italians rather than risk a shoot-out with NATO allies.

The spectacle of U.S. and Italian troops squaring off at Sigonella should
prove sobering for even the most enthusiastic NATO supporters. Why,
bewildered Americans may wonder, did they spend $134 billion on NATO
in 1985 alone if in carrying out a legitimate antiterrorist operation, U.S.
troops are opposed by Italian troops—at a NATO base no less?

Of course, the decision to hand the Palestinian terrorists over to the
Italian authorities proved to be a costly mistake. Within hours of the transfer,
Rome released the mastermind of the hijacking, Muhammad Abbas, on
grounds of insufficient evidence. At first, White House reaction to the release
of Abbas was one of outrage, but when the White House issued a statement
labeling Abbas’s release “incomprehensible,” it chose the wrong word to
describe Italian behavior. Italian prime minister Bettino Craxi’s reasons for
releasing Abbas were no great mystery: Craxi feared the PLO more than he
feared the United States. And how right Craxi was. A few days after Abbas’s
release, President Reagan sent his deputy secretary of state, John C.
Whitehead, to Italy with an apologetic note.
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Incentives for European Defense Cooperation

There can be no greater incentive for European defense cooperation than the
withdrawal of American military support from Western Europe. This was
made clear by the European response first to the Reagan-Gorbachev meeting
in Iceland and then to the subsequent intermediate nuclear force (INF) treaty.
According to a story in the Wall Street Journal, for example, “Common
security fears following the Reagan-Gorbachev meeting in Iceland have
prompted West Germany, Britain and France into an unprecendented agree-
ment to coordinate their nuclear-arms-control policies. . . . Under the coor-
dination efforts, Bonn, London and Paris aim to speak with one voice in arms
control discussions with the superpowers.”!3

The New York Times reports that Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher has
moved closer to her European partners as a result of Reykjavik:

President Reagan’s ability to manage foreign affairs and the durability of
American commitments—especially conspicuous in the aftermath of the
Iceland summit meeting—appears to have much to do with the urge to find
an enhanced role for Britain in Europe. . . . A common fear that Washington
might be tempted to negotiate away their deterrents leaves Britain and
France, Western Europe’s two nuclear-armed nations, with a sense of com-
mon interests on national security.!

A concrete step to increase military cooperation in Europe following upon
the zero-option proposal (which became the basis for the INF treaty) was the
formation of a joint brigade of French and German troops announced by the
French and German defense ministers in July 1987. The 3,000-man brigade
is to be headed by a French officer and kept outside NATQO’s integrated
military command. Both Manfred Worner, ex-West German defense
minister, and his French counterpart, Andre Giraud, described the new joint
brigade as an effective military force in the defense of Western Europe. “It will
have an essential mission that we still have to define,” Worner said. “In the
event of a crisis, it will fight alongside the other European and Atlantic forces,
but it won’t be part of NATO’s integrated command.” Although the French-
German brigade had been in the works for some time, it is doubtful that it
would have been approved by political leaders in the two countries had it not
been for European fears of U.S. withdrawal from Europe’s defense.

“There is more and more worry in France the closer we get to the total
de-nuclearization of Europe,” concludes former French foreign minister Jean
Francois-Poncet. “Then maybe the U.S. troops will go, t0o.” Indeed, the Wall
Street Journal reports that “European fears have brought new urgency to the
renewal of peaceful Franco-German ties that began in earnest a decade ago.
Experts on both sides of the border say that relations between Paris and Bonn
now are the best they have been since the war and that European coopera-
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tion on defense and other matters is no longer just a dream. This time, with
the two nations united by their common security fears, rapprochement should
last.”d

But will it? Although there can be no doubt that the INF treaty has
brought the European powers into closer military cooperation with one
another, it is not at all clear that such cooperation can be sustained so long
as U.S. troops remain in Europe. The American troops tend to comfort the
Europeans when, in order to create an autonomous defense entity, the Euro-
peans need to be provoked.

Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Carter’s national security adviser,
understands this point and argues that U.S. troops in Europe constitute a
serious obstacle to the emergence of the autonomous European defense entity
he favors. “Europe must be prodded if it is to move in the direction of
increased military cooperation,” writes Brzezinski:

Left as it is Europe’s cultural hedonism and political complacency will en-
sure that not much is done. Even the modest 1978 NATO commitment to
a three percent per annum increase in defense expenditures was not honored
by most European states. America should, therefore, initiate a longer-term
process to alter the nature of its military presence in Europe gradually, while
making it clear to the Europeans that the change is not an act of anger or
a threat . . . but rather the product of a deliberate strategy designed to pro-
mote Europe’s unity and its historic restoration.!®

Brzezinski is undoubtedly correct that without the catalyst of a U.S. troop
pullout, European military cooperation is likely to remain but another entry
on the long list of European military cooperative efforts that have failed to
materialize. The reality of Europe, after all, is division, not unity. The Euro-
pean peoples are divided by different cultures, different languages, different
religions, and different economic interests. Moreover, historial antagonisms
have separated one country from another. Only the ignorant would deny the
dissonance and discord that have existed among the Europeans in the past and
undoubtedly will continue to exist in the future as well.

Can it be said, then, that the nations of Europe are so hopelessly divided
that they cannot make common cause with one another under any cir-
cumstances? Of course not. Those who preach the lessons of history should
remember that mutual distrust between France and Great Britain did not pre-
vent the two nations from joining forces to defeat the kaiser in World War
I and Hitler in World War II. Nor did mutual national antagonism prevent
the Germans and Russians from joining forces to defeat Napoleon, and so on.
By themselves, national differences and traditional antagonism are bad
predictors of how disparate and desperate nations will behave in any given
situation. If history does have a message, it is that despite differences and
antagonisms, the European nations can come together when there is a
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common interest to do so. The coalescing force in European politics most
often has been the existence of a common enemy.

Since the Soviets are the common enemy today, the question arises as to
why the European countries remain disunited. The answer is that Europe’s
gross defense dependence on the United States has voided the common danger
that, in the absence of a U.S. defense commitment to Europe, could unite the
European nations in common cause against the Soviets. Unwisely, the United
States has pacified Europe to outside threats and thus removed the potentially
congealing element from European politics. Should that pacification be dis-
continued, however, the political unification feared by the Kremlin could
come about.

In 1992, the “year of Europe,” remaining barriers to international trade
and commerce between members of the European Common Market are
scheduled to come down and disparate European laws and policies will be
unified (or at least, harmonized) across countries. What better time could
there be for Europe to announce a European defense force? The United States
should target 1992 as the year of a substantial pullout of U.S. forces from
Europe. This would certainly galvanize the Europeans into congealing action
on defense as well as reinforce current European propensities for economic
and political unification and harmonization. The contours of the post—post
World War II period are shaping up. In this brave new world of European
unification and independence, there is no place for permanent U.S forces in
Europe. After forty years, it is time for the troops to come home.

The Gorbachev Factor

The evidence of quantitative public policy experts shows that European
defense efforts are the result of a balance between European perceptions of
the Soviet threat on the one hand and their perceptions of U.S. military
strength and support for Europe on the other. Other things being equal, the
greater the perceived Soviet threat and the lesser the perceived level of Ameri-
can strength and support, the greater is the European defense effort. The
1970s was a period in which both reduced real military spending by the
United States and reduced credibility of the U.S. nuclear umbrella increased
European real defense expenditures. The 1990s, on the other hand, promise
to be a decade in which the Europeans sharply curtail their defense expendi-
tures. The principal reason is the growing perception in Europe of a reduced
Soviet threat due to the Gorbachev reforms.

Faced with the prospect of demilitarized allies intent on reducing their
already undernourished share of the common defense burden, the United
States would have no choice but to withdraw its troops from Europe—unless,
of course, different perceptions of the Soviet threat on the two sides of the
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Atlantic were so strong that the United States was willing to absorb an
increasing share of the NATO defense burden. (Meager European defense
efforts then could not be considered free riding but an implication of real dif-
ferences in defense demand in Europe and America.) In that case, however,
the absence of critical common ground—similar perceptions of the Soviet
threat—would make it unlikely that NATO would be able to survive. The
Europeans most likely would ask the U.S. troops to leave, and NATO would
be finished. As German conservative politician Volker Ruehe recently
remarked: “The softer Gorbachev sounds, the louder the noise of the [NATO]
airplanes.”!7 It is far better for the United States to leave on its own volition
than to be kicked out.

Gorbachev’s reforms threaten to destroy NATO. But with or without
Gorbachev, the case for a U.S. troop withdrawal from Europe is clear. With-
out Gorbachev, the case rests upon European defense free riding. U.S. defense
efforts merely substitute for local ones, and the marginal benefits of U.S. sup-
port are negligible, particularly when they are considered in relation to
NATO’s enormous costs (estimated at $160 billion per year). With Gorba-
chev, the marginal benefits also are low but not because of a defense substitu-
tion effect. Rather it is because the Soviet threat is perceived to be significantly
reduced. In either case, the United States stands to save billions of tax dollars
by withdrawing its troops from Western Europe. My advice to U.S. policy-
makers is to take the money and run.
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NATO and
the Limits of Devolution

Josef Joffe

ATO at 40 is an unmitigated success story. Alone among America’s
N multilateral alliances, it has survived into healthy middle age. By

contrast, the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), the
Central Treaty Organization (CENTO), and the Australia-New Zealand-United
States Alliance (ANZUS) have either disappeared or have turned into
bilateral shells.! Far from waning away, NATO even picked up a new mem-
ber, Spain, some thirty years into its existence. It has survived all of its
crises—from the Suez war of 1956, when the United States humiliated its two
oldest allies, France and Britain, to the “Euromissile battle” of the 1980s,
when the alliance did manage to deploy Pershing II and cruise missiles in the
face of fierce and protracted domestic revolt against new nuclear weapons.
NATO did not founder when France pulled out of its integrated military
structure in 1966, and it did not falter when two of its members, Greece and
Turkey, unleashed their troops against each other in 1974.

So much for the good news. Yet there is no gainsaying the bad news, and
it flows from three sources: the apparent decline of the Soviet threat, and the
consequences drawn from that perception by the Europeans, on the one hand,
and the United States, on the other. Surely the first and most important piece
of bad news is a by-product of NATO’s secular success: the apparent transfor-
mation of Soviet policy upon the accession of Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985. In
a cynical, but quite a propos, aside, Georgiy Arbatov, director of the Soviet
USA-Canada Institute, has put the matter thus: “We have deployed the ulti-
mate secret weapon against you: we are removing the threat.”

The point is well taken. The two most dangerous moments in the life of
an alliance are their success and their failure. Obviously nothing is worse for
the health of a coalition than defeat; there are no recorded instances of
alliances that have survived beyond capitulation, which is the single most
drastic proof of their failure. The Triple Alliance ended with World War I,
and so did the Axis in 1945. An alliance is doomed when its founding
purpose, victory in war, is frustrated by force of arms.

It is not so obvious why alliances should lose when they win. Why change



60 « NATO at 40

a winning team? In fact, victorious coalitions historically have been hardly
more cohesive than losing ones. The Triple Entente disappeared along with
the Triple Alliance after 1918, and so did the Anti-Hitler Coalition in the
wake of Germany’s and Japan’s capitulation. In the most general terms, alli-
ances erode when they no longer serve the interest of their members and the
burdens of alignment begin to exceed its benefits. As war ends in triumph,
future costs tend to overwhelm present gains. The key cause of alignment dis-
appears at the moment of the enemy’s surrender, pushing diverging interests,
previously suppressed, to the fore. If the partnership does not founder imme-
diately, it will do so when the allies proceed to divide the spoils of victory (“his
gains are my losses”) or begin to contemplate a future in which yesterday’s
comrade-in-arms might turn into tomorrow’s foe.

NATO did not “win” in the way the Triple Entente did in 1918. Not a
single shot has been fired in anger since 1949, and today the Soviet Union is
in no sense vanquished. If anything, it is a more powerful opponent today
than forty years ago when it was neither a true nuclear power nor fully recu-
perated from the ravages of World War II. What is gnawing at the sinews of
NATO is victory in terms of deterrence maintained and aggression forestalled.
Furthermore, Soviet behavior and rhetoric have changed in ways thought
inconceivable in 1949, an early peak in the ups and downs of the cold war.

This point—as opposed to the long-term objectives of Soviet policy in
Europe, which may not have changed at all—need not be belabored. Europe
at the threshold of the 1990s is a different place from the Europe of 1949.
At that stage, the Soviet Union had firmly subjugated Eastern Europe and
appeared ready and willing to move beyond the Elbe river. From the Berlin
Blockade to the Berlin Ultimatum, Western positions in Germany were end-
lessly assaulted by means short of violence, a process that did not abate until
the Berlin Wall was built in 1961. Thereafter, until the mid-1980s, the contest
was dominated by a relentless Soviet arms buildup, the “moral equivalent of
war” in an age where the real resort to the ultima ratio has been suppressed
by the paralyzing fear of all-out nuclear escalation.

How has Soviet behavior changed? Where $5-20 missiles used to be
fielded at the rhythm of one per week, there is now an agreement in place
providing for the complete elimination of all intermediate-range nuclear
forces. On the conventional level, frozen by sterile Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions negotiations for fifteen years, a new set of arms talks began
in March 1989, shaped by two unexpected Soviet concessions: the admission
of the Warsaw Pact’s superiority in certain areas and the declared readiness
for asymmetrical reductions, something the West had been demanding in vain
since 1973. The setting appeared no less benign. At home, Mikhail Gorba-
chev had begun to loosen the strictures of totalitarian rule in ways far bolder
than contemplated by any of his predecessors. Abroad, the Soviet assault
against Afghanistan, which had made explicit cold war II (circa 1979-1986),
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came to an end in early 1989. Also at that time, Mikhail Gorbachev announced
the unilateral reduction of Soviet armed forces by 500,000 men, followed by
the announcement of a small nuclear cut (500 warheads) in the spring. In
short, from Angola to the Middle East, from Afghanistan to Europe, the
Soviet Union began to act as if it were prepared to return to the community
of responsible great powers, which revolutionary Russia had left in 1917.

If this is the case and if the transformation of Soviet behavior at home and
abroad proves to be lasting, then it might be said that the West has won in
the sense originally defined by George F. Kennan. In his classic statement of
1947, Kennan had postulated that “the United States has it in its power to
increase enormously the strains under which Soviet policy must operate, to
force upon the Kremlin a far greater moderation and circumspection . . .
and in this way to promote tendencies which must eventually find their outlet
in either the break-up or the mellowing of Soviet power.”” This was the
founding idea of NATO and containment, whence it would follow that the
“mellowing” of Soviet power defines the point of both “victory” and transcen-
dence. If containment has achieved its purpose, are the means—such as alli-
ances—still necessary?

This question precedes the accession of Mikhail Gorbachev, but it has
gained urgency in the aftermath of his rise to power. To be sure, there is no
respectable voice on either side of the Atlantic that would demand complete
retraction from the alliance. But whether on the left (usually in Western
Europe) or on the right (usually in the United States), the critics would, at a
minimum, want to reduce the burdens of alliance. The logic is simple: if the
demand for security has fallen, why not reduce the price paid for this collec-
tive good too?

In the United States, the call takes the form of devolution: let the Euro-
peans take care of themselves. This version of neoisolationism (isolationism
was always directed against Europe, not against the entire world as such)
might be conveniently split into two: the fiscal and the nuclear variant. “Fiscal
neoisolationism,”? taking note of America’s endemic external deficits, would
seek to “reconcile geopolitical pretensions with fiscal discipline” by “renounc-
ing primary responsibility for directly maintaining the Eurasian territorial
balance.”* “Nuclear neoisolationism” proceeds on the premise that the U.S.
nuclear guarantee for Western Europe in an age of “peril parity” might entrap
the country in a suicidal war for the sake of other nations; it takes the follow-
ing form:

There are few Americans, however much they cherish Western Europe, who
are actually willing to engage in mutual nuclear annihilation with the Soviet
Union in retaliation for non-nuclear Soviet aggression against Western
Europe. This means that NATO, as currently structured is an archaic institu-
tion, that the defense of Western Europe will become primarily a West Euro-



. 62 + NATO at 40

pean responsibility, that Western Europe will have to gird itself to fight and
(hopefully) win a conventional war against the Soviet Union—with American
help if needed, but not with a recourse to nuclear weapons.’

In Western Europe, dreams of devolution—or, more precisely, emancipa-
tion—are similarly informed by the escape from either dependence or entrap-
ment in unwanted conflicts, and they range from the practical to the highly
visionary. On a practical level, partial emancipation has already become a
multifarious reality, and its shape is “alliance a la carte.” The first and most
dramatic instance was France’s departure from the integrated military struc-
tures of NATO, and it is perhaps no accident that this step was taken in the
mid-1960s, the first détente that unfolded in the wake of the Cuban missile
crisis.

On the periphery, Greece and Spain have since followed in de Gaulle’s
footsteps, yet they stopped short of eliminating all U.S. forces from their soil.
Denmark refuses to host any U.S. nuclear weapons, and in Norway the pro-
scription applies to their deployment in peacetime. More recently, the West
Germans defied American and British pressures to consent to the moderniza-
tion of short-range nuclear forces (the Lance missiles), postponing a decision
until 1992. Overall the trend is toward the reduction of the military burden
of alliance, extending from low-level training flights to large-scale maneuvers.

On the visionary level—emancipation pure and simple—we have a voice
of the German “national left” to make the point in all its baldness:

If we succeed in turning Mitteleuropa step by step into a zone, where nuclear,
biological and chemical weapons are no longer stationed, while simulta-
neously diminishing the conventional superiority of the Warsaw Pact . . .
through appropriate troop reductions and the restructuring of forces for
strictly defensive purposes, then the member states of the Westeuropean

Union (WEU) will be capable of assuring sufficient deterrence on their
6

own.

In this scenario, the ancient problem of the European military balance—
how to hold in check the Soviet Union without American help—would no
longer matter. If achieved, the new system would merely render explicit “the
Soviet Union’s . . . paramount interest in a partnership-like cooperation with
Western Europe. It is obvious that the strongest-possible security guarantee
for Western Europe derives in the long term precisely from this interest.””
This would be so because under Gorbachev, “the Soviet Union is in the midst
of a fundamental reorientation of its foreign policy. It will have to decide
whether its status as a world power is not better served by its opening toward,
and cooperation with, Western Europe than by the obsolete condominium
over Germany and Europe as shared with the Americans.”® In short,
Western Europe’s security problem will disappear because the Soviet Union
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will balance its own power, as it were, through a consistent policy of self-
denial.

Though different in substance, the underlying aspiration of Europe’s
“neoisolationists” is not far removed from that of their American counter-
parts. On both sides, the critics have begun to react against the strictures of
bipolarity that spell options forgone and dependence assumed. The quest
is for freedom—from the expenditures of “imperial overstretch,” from the
existential nuclear risks of extended deterrence, from subjection to a system
that has bought security at the cost of Germany’s and Europe’s partition.

The dream of devolution and emancipation is surely as old as the alliance
itself, and again, we have George F. Kennan to make the point. “Some day,”
he mused in his Memoirs, “this divided Europe, dominated by the military
presence of ourselves and the Russians, would have to yield to something
more natural—something that did more justice to the true strength and inter-
ests of the intermediate European peoples themselves.”® Today that dream
has gained more urgency as well as reality, for two reasons. On the side of
urgency, few people on either shore of the Atlantic believe that the U.S.
conventional and nuclear presence will persist at current levels, and so
Western Europe may soon have to do with less of both and to rewrite the
Continent’s postwar security equation. On the side of apparent or emerging
reality, there is the “new thinking” of Gorbachev’s Soviet Union, which might
yet flower into something more than marginal reform at home and matginal
disarmament abroad. Might the Soviet Union then be content with the role
of posttotalitarian primus inter pares, ready to exchange military intimidation
for economic interpenetration with Western Europe and willing to let the
countries of Eastern Europe take different roads from socialism (to use a term
coined by Seweryn Bialer) as long as they respect their role as security buffer
for the Soviet Union?

But even a democratizing Soviet Union will—indeed, cannot help but—
pose an enduring security problem in and for Europe. It will remain a nuclear
superpower with vast conventional assets, dwarfing all other comers. Merely
by virtue of its weight and propinquity, it will dominate the rest of the conti-
nent in the absence of sufficient countervailing power. And its enduring geo-
strategic interests bid the Soviet Union to seek some form of domination,
though that need involve neither conquest nor satrapy. At a minimum, Western
Europe must not pose a strategic threat to the Western flank of the Russian
empire; at a maximum, Western Europe would gestate into a “good conduct
zone,” refusing to challenge Moscow politically and yielding to it a steady
flow of technological and financial benefits. These interests are, surely givens
of Soviet policy; they transcend Gorbachev, and they are not compatible with
an enduring Western interest: the autonomy of Western Europe. This is the
underlying security problem of the Continent; it will be muted, but it cannot
be eliminated by a reformed Soviet Union.
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Neither the European nor the American critics of the alliance deny the
problem of power. The difference between them derives from their different
conceptions of Europe’s future order. The “neoisolationists,” whether fiscal
or nuclear, contemplate essentially the same order but without the United
States as an integral part of the system. In their scheme, the Soviet Union still
would have to be counterbalanced, albeit by a combination of West Euro-
peans only (scenario A). The visionaries of the West European, primarily
West German, left contemplate an order where military power no longer mat-
ters because other forms of power (economic—of which the West Europeans
have plenty) will devalue the currency of arms or because the Soviet Union
will contain itself (scenario B).

In scenario A (devolutionist Europe), Western Europe will raise the sup-
ply of military security; in scenario B (accommodationist Europe), Western
Europe will lower its demand for security. In either case, whether supply side
or demand side, equilibrium is thought to rule even in the face of America’s
withdrawal from the Continent’s security equation. American supply siders
presumably do not want the demand-side scenario to be realized because that
would inevitably deliver to the Soviet Union a position of paramountcy, if not
hegemony, in Europe—something the United States has labored hard to pre-
vent since 1945. It is my contention, however, that the pursuit of scenario A
will necessarily lead to, or accelerate, the implementation of scenario B,
at great risk to America’s well-considered interests in European and global
stability.

Why should this be so?

The supply siders assume that Western Europe, once robbed of the free
gift of American-provided European security, will swiftly move to make up
for the deficit. In their view, it is only America’s munificence that has kept the
West Europeans from doing what necessity demands and their resources per-
mit. And so, the assumption goes, only an American policy of retraction and
devolution will force Western Europe to ensure its own common defense. The
historical record should make for skepticism.

As I have argued elsewhere, the history of Western Europe’s integrationist
efforts in fact suggests the opposite—a curious twist on alliance theory.!?
Conventional alliance theory holds that states coalesce in order to ensure their
security. But in the case of postwar Western Europe, the states coalesced
because their security was already ensured—by a powerful outsider, the United
States, which delivered an external shield as well as internal order, acted as
protector and pacifier, and safeguarded the half-continent against others as
well as against itself.

America’s benign empire in Western Europe was the precondition of
alliance and integration, and thus security came first and cooperation came
second. France accepted the Federal Republic’s admission to NATO only after
Britain and the United States had delivered tangible guarantees against its
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former foe, notably the Anglo-American commitment to station sizable forces
on the Continent. With two extracontinental balances anchored in the system,
the rules of state behavior changed from rivalry to cooperation. In contrast
to the interwar period, when the fears of the victors and the resentments of
the vanquished made for a vicious cycle of repression and revanchism, France
and Germany could join hands in the alliance and the European Community
because a third nation—the United States—more powerful than either would
ensure them both against the perilous consequences of their credulity. The
smaller nations of Western Europe, especially the wary Dutch, could swallow
integration with the large because they did not need to fear domination. Even
Great Britain ultimately joined in the continental venture because America’s
presence blunted the hard edge of this traditional rivalry with France and
Germany.

To argue thus is to invite the twin charge of historicism and faint-
heartedness. Perhaps the habits of cooperation are now so deeply etched into
the collective West European mind that they will endure even in the absence
of a powerful American guardian. Might not Western Europe have tran-
scended its grim history of mutual rivalry and slaughter? But even assuming
transcendence, which one cannot, how would the West Europeans ensure
their independence against the other superpower, which will not, and could
not, withdraw from Europe because it is, at least one-fifth, in Europe?

This is the key question raised by the idea of devolution, and there is no
satisfactory practical answer in the face of nuclear weapons. There are, of
course, two theoretical answers. The first is a West European superstate like
the United States, which would subsume the half-continent’s enormous
resources, including a single nuclear deterrent, under one soverign will. But
it would be fanciful to assume such an outcome; the nation-state is alive and
well in Western Europe, and there is nothing—neither Hobbesian fear nor a
great unifier (analogous to Piedmont in Italy or Prussia in Germany)—to force
the twelve into a single sovereign entity.

The second theoretical alternative is the obverse of the first: a Europe of
fully sovereign states with nuclear weapons for each and all, including the
Germans. But as one high French official once put it in half-jest only: “That
would be the occasion of an all-European declaration of war against Ger-
many.” At least in this generation, West German nuclear weapons would act
as a pernicious solvent of European security and not as its glue.

With “one Europe, one bomb” and “one Europe, many bombs” outside
the realm of the politically possible, what about the third alternative: “one
Europe, two bombs™? This is in fact what the devolutionists have in mind:
a nuclear umbrella for Western Europe carried jointly by the two indigenous
nuclear powers, France and Britain. The reason that this vision is hardly more
plausible than the two preceding ones has been reiterated ad infinitum by
French leaders and strategists; the more discreet British would surely concur
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if they were pressed: nuclear weapons protect their possessors only. Hence,
“deterrence is exclusively national” and “the nuclear risk cannot be shared.”!!
Nor “can the decision [to launch] be shared.”?

To be sure, French policy keeps evolving ever so slowly, but it stops well
short of what devolution would require. There are recurrent allusions to a
sanctuaire elargi, which might encompass France’s neighbor across the Rhine,
as well as to the vaunted FAR, the French Rapid Action Force, which might
rush to the inter-German border to aid in the “forward battle.”'? Former
Prime Minister Pierre Mauroy ventured that France’s vital interests extend
beyond the borders of the “Hexagon to their approaches. Aggression against
France does not begin when an enemy invades the nation’s territory.”!#

But even as the military clauses of the Franco-German Friendship Treaty
(1963) were rescued from oblivion twenty-five years later, even as West Ger-
mans and French formed a joint Defense Council and cobbled together a joint
brigade, the first principle of French strategy remained in place: “Autonomous
in the commitment of its forces, France does not intend to suffer the conse-
quences of conflicts that are not its own.”"S In his most recent statement on
basics (October 1988), Mitterrand virtually used the same language. Mutual
assistance in case of an attack on allies was possible, “yet our decision depends
on us, and on us only.” When he spoke about “solidarity with our alliance
partners,” he pointedly mentioned only “conventional forces.”!¢

Epigrams such as these do not bode well for cordial ententes. And there
is not only continuity to them but also logic. Since nuclear weapons, if ever
launched, threaten swift, complete, and mutual destruction, they render all
vows and pledges null and void when the existential crunch arrives. Since
nations cannot share control over the nuclear weapons, nonnuclear states
could not rely on the nuclear shield of their allies. Yet mutual control and
mutual assistance is the very stuff of alliance—whence it follows that nuclear
alliances are impossible. Even if ever uttered, a French guarantee must per-
force be a hollow one because, as Mitterrand and countless others have said:
“Our decision depends on us, and on us only.”

The idea of devolution thus seems to lack a basis in both logic and policy
pronouncement. Yet if true, this would also reduce to sheer pretense extended
deterrence a l'ameéricaine that is supposedly the very linchpin of the Atlantic
alliance—at least since the late 1950s when the Soviets had acquired a
rudimentary bomber force capable of striking the American heartland. At that
point, massive retaliation began to loom as two-way threat, and with it,
America’s pledge to launch nuclear weapons on behalf of its allies was bound
to turn brittle.

Does “NATO at 40” then rest on a historic hoax? The answer must
be that superpowers can more easily fudge the irreducible dilemmas of
extended deterrence; they are in a different class of guarantors for at least
two reasons.
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Threatening nuclear strikes on behalf of allies requires a counterforce
potential buttressed by numerical redundancies. Only weapons capable of hit-
ting their targets with high precision and low collateral damage can demon-
strate commitment or weaken an aggressor without necessarily provoking the
apocalypse. The French and the British do not now possess such weapons;
their arsenals essentially are to serve a countervalue strategy, and they are
minimum deterrents, to boot. “For technical reasons alone, ™ said French
defense minister Charles Hernu, “our deterrent cannot serve to cover Europe
or even France and the Federal Republic.”!” Nor is counterforce the motto of
the 1990s. “This modernization . . . of our potential,” said Prime Minister
Mauroy in outlining his country’s future plans, “does not imply a transforma-
tion of [our] anti-cities strategy. It remains the . . . indisputable foundation
of deterrence by the weak against the strong.”!®

For a superpower like the United States, equipped with thousands of
strategic weapons, great numbers confer options short of Armageddon. A first
volley would not be the last, nor would an initial breach of deterrence signify
its complete collapse because large nuclear reserves should still make for
intrawar deterrence. It is the possession of abundant assets that raises the
probability of an American first use above zero, which may well be enough.
And it is the prospect of unlimited damage at the end of the day—no matter
how low the probability of going first—that instills caution in those contem-
plating aggression against American allies.

Having far fewer weapons denies such extended deterrence options to
small nuclear powers like France. The ability to mutilate a superpower (“to
tear off an arm”) is not enough to protect allies. France’s first strike will also
be its last, and hence it follows that threatening such action on behalf of allies
would be justly seen as an empty bluff. Indeed, the French and the British
umbrellas cannot substitute for a U.S. guarantee because they depend on the
larger American umbrella. The weak can deter the strong because the strong
deter each other, and we have the French chief of staff, Jeannou Lacaze, to
make the point. What situation, he asks, would the aggressor face after a
French strike that “destroyed a non-negligible part of his cities while the other
great nuclear powers would still have their intact military and economic
potential? This argument seems fundamental to me, and it indicates how
advisable it is to view our strategy of the weak deterring the strong within the
global geopolitical context.”?

Still, in an age of “peril parity,” even a superpower guarantee may rest
on feet of clay. The problem common to all alliances, before and after the
Bomb, has always been the fear of abandonment. Nuclear weapons merely
have exacerbated the problem because they place the very existence of guaran-
tors in jeopardy. So why has NATO endured? To ensure allies against aban-
donment, protectors must tie their own hands. The United States did so
by placing several hundred thousand of its own troops in the path of the
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potential invader—even before massive retaliation became the strategy of the
day—and their message to friends as well as foes is twofold.

First, large numbers of soldiers as hostages signal that an attack on
Western Europe threatens values almost as precious as American core secu-
rity. Hostage armies make for partial congruence between otherwise distinct
national territories, thus softening the harshly divisive logic of nuclear
weapons. The French are surely right in proclaiming that nations will not
commit suicide for another. But the deterrent threat gains credibility when it
is wielded for the sake of not just, say, West Germany but of hundreds of
thousands of American nationals stationed on West German soil. The United
States might not put Chicago at risk for Hamburg, but the aggressor (in whose
mind deterrence takes place) will feel far less ready to test the commitment
if it also happens to cover a city-sized American contingent on German
territory.

Second, large numbers of nuclear weapons in a forward position signal
that there may be no sanctuaries: that war may expand to engulf principals
as well as junior partners; that an attack on America’s ultima ratio in Europe
is an attack on the United States itself. As long as they are in place, nuclear
weapons may be used, and once even the smallest weapon explodes, there
may be no firebreaks or pauses short of Moscow and Washington. Here, too,
the quantity of forces and the quality of destruction dramatizes the difference
between superpower protectors and middle-power would-be guarantors. In
the nuclear age, hostage forces must be more than symbolic; to be credible,
they must force the aggressor to attack assets that cannot be written off
lightly.

This is something France does not intend to provide. France’s 50,000
troops in Germany are tucked away in the southwest, close to the French
rather than the East German border. Hence, theirs is not a hostage function;
rather they underline the opposite—a nonbelligerency option that American
forces in Germany lack. While American nuclear weapons are stationed up
front, thus dramatizing the link between a local and a wider war, French
nuclear weapons are based at home. The vaunted FAR may join the forward
battle, but then it may not. Indeed, while the FAR was touted as reassurance
to allies, what was given was simultaneously taken away. And so the FAR’s
tactical nuclear weapons were separated from the conventional forces to make
sure that any eastward engagement does not compromise France’s ability to
stay out of a nuclear war. “The use of tactical nuclear weapons,” said the
French chief of staff, “will no longer . . . be necessarily linked to the maneuver
of our ground forces.”2?

Nor are such antihostage strategies destined to disappear over time. Or
as Mitterand put it: “The Atlantic Alliance is not about to be replaced by a
European Alliance. The reason is that no [European] military power can
substitute for the American arsenal. France, at any rate, will use its nuclear
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strike force for its own deterrence strategy only.” To be sure, France keeps
intensifying its military cooperation with Britain and Germany and, in the
Mediterranean, with Spain and Italy. Yet it has “never hidden from its allies
that, apart from protecting its national sanctuary and related vital interests,
it cannot take charge of Europe’s security.”2! There is a good reason that
Prime Minister Chirac deplored “sterile debates on the eventual extension of
our nuclear guarantee.”?? France cannot extend such a guarantee.

The “maturation of [France’s] nuclear efforts” in the 1990s is designed to
multiply options, not obligations—to allow France to “explore in complete
independence ways and means of reinforcing deterrence in Europe.” 2 Power
and security that depend on imported leverage cannot replace the weight
supplied by the American provider. Nor can more and better French weapons
unhinge the dominant power relationships in the contemporary international
system. At best, a French “force on loan” would merely replicate on a smaller
scale the age-old conundra of extended deterrence, and it would be less cred-
ible than even the fraying American umbrella. Why then would a country like
West Germany place greater faith in the puny nuclear force of a middle power
ally across the Rhine (or the Channel) than in the massive arsenal of its
American protector? And why would Bonn want to subordinate itself to a
close neighbor and potential inferior like France, which is less profitable and
certainly less honorable than dependence on a faraway superpower? Although
the idea of a European defense seems both plausible and logical, these (deci-
sive) political questions are too frequently ignored by devolutionists.

Devolution, as forced upon the West Europeans by the United States,
is not likely to work because America’s allies cannot jump over the long
shadow cast by nuclear weapons, the ultimate currency of safety in the post-
Hiroshima world. Nor can it be assumed that the withdrawal of the free gift
that is America’s security guarantee will make for more cohesion in Europe.
That gift has spared the West Europeans the necessity of an autonomous
defense policy—historically and logically the most divisive force in inter-
national relations. With America the pacifier no longer in the system, the
West Europeans will worry more about each other, thus allocating fewer
resources to the collective good of a common defense and more to their own
separate purposes. An American withdrawal is more likely to renationalize
than to denationalize Western Europe.

If so, it should not be assumed that the supply of security will rise. More
likely, key West European nations, above all West Germany, which cannot
opt for a national deterrent, will want to reduce their demand for security in
order to restore equilibrium in the wake of Atlantis lost. A nasty word for a
demand-reduction strategy used to be appeasement. Today it is captured by
labels such as Ostpolitik and detente, which are policies of partial propitiation
directed against Western Europe’s natural adversary, the Soviet Union.2*
A nation can always reduce the threat to itself by reducing through accom-
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modation its adversary’s incentives for pressure and hostility. In so doing, a
propitiator would yield peacefully what its foe would otherwise want to gain
by force and intimidation: nonconfrontational behavior, diplomatic coopera-
tion, military deescalation, and side payments in the form of economic and
technological transfers. The watchword would be interdependence with the
East rather than a common defense with the West.

This is, after all, the dream of the demand siders on the German national
left quoted previously. A far more modest version, which pays due respect and
respectful dues to West Germany’s Atlantic and West European ties, is already
being implemented by contemporary German Ostpolitik. Bonn is in the avant-
garde of disarmament in Europe; it has gone further than France or Britain
in crediting Mikhail Gorbachev with both good intentions and political
longevity. The thrust of Ostpolitik is the subtle subversion of bipolarity in
Europe: maintaining the Western security tie as a kind of background factor
while shaping Europe’s evolution in such a way as to render that insurance
dispensable in the very long run.

Transcending ideological cleavages at home, the logic of that policy is
simple enough. Less demand for security spells less dependence, less depen-
dence spells less bipolarity, less bipolarity spells greater freedom of move-
ment. That is the underlying incentive for the one nation in Western Europe
that was the product and profiteer of bipolarity in the 1940s and that contin-
ues to pay the highest price for the maintenance of the postwar system—in
terms of options forgone and burdens assumed. Conversely, the subtle subver-
sion of bipolarity—above all, through the progressive demilitarization and
“deblocization” of East-West relations in Europe—will devalue the currency
of military power (where West Germany cannot hold its own), revalue the
currency of economic power (where West Germany commands the biggest
reserves) and dismantle barriers on the road to the reassociation of the two
Germanies.

This is the logic; its effects will be sharpened by a European security equa-
tion where the American factor is either withdrawn or significantly weakened.
To make up for the deficit, West Germany will have to choose between a
devolutionist or accommodationist Western Europe. Implying greater defense
efforts within a tighter West European entity, devolution will collide squarely
with the larger purpose of German Ostpolitik, which is the transcendence of
blocs and the progressive fusion of Eastern and Western Europe. Nor is it
likely that the Soviet Union—with or without Gorbachev—will spare the
West Germans the necessity of choice. Access to Eastern Europe and reasso-
ciation with East Germany are items where Bonn is the demandeur and Mos-
cow has something to offer.

Which way is Bonn likely to turn? At best, it will seek to straddle the
issue; at worst, it will choose evolution over devolution. If so, France and
Britain will once more worry, “Whither Germany?” In the process, they might
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seek either to outflank Bonn in Moscow or to fashion supplementary alli-
ances, with Britain turning once more to the tried and true special relationship
with the United States and France perhaps playing with Mediterranean props
and options in Italy and Spain. Alternatively, the two indigenous nuclear
powers might seek greater solace (and solitude) in their independent deter-
rents. In neither case, however, will West European integration flourish,
which is the key condition of devolution. West European politics will be
renationalized, and in that kind of system, the Soviet Union will be the para-
mount power willy-nilly.

To be sure, the relationship between the Soviet Union and the rest of
Europe circa 2000 will not resemble what Stalin might have had in mind in
1948. The point is that the Soviet Union would not have to conquer or intim-
idate Western Europe to assert its dominance. Power is, when you do not
have to threaten. Dominance would come organically and naturally, as a con-
sequence of coexistence between one very powerful nation and many smaller
nations whose superior demographic and economic resources would not be
harnessed to a common purpose. Coexistence might even be benign, with
multifarious cooperation softening the hard edge of irreducible power differ-
entials. Perhaps evolution might even reach the point where the lesser nations
could move around freely in a common European home because the Soviet
Union could confidently count on its commanding position as building inspec-
tor and supervisor.

Such a Europe might even overcome those divisions that bipolarity has
wrought. It would not, however, be the kind of Europe that American policy
could contemplate with assurance. Europe does represent the most important
weight in the global balance apart from the United States and the Soviet
Union. Even a continent linked organically to the Soviet Union would still
be the kind of Europe the United States has labored hard to prevent in two
world wars and the cold war. It is not in the American interest that Western
Europe should evolve into a Soviet sphere of influence—no matter how
benevolently that influence might be exercised under Gorbachev and beyond.
And so, if an evolutionist Europe is more likely to lead to an accommoda-
tionist than an autonomous Europe, then there is no escape from alliance and
its burdens.

But what if only trial and error can determine the real outcome? Even
then the bet should not be placed lightly because the consequences of a wrong
wager could no longer be so quickly undone as after 1917 and 1944. A third
rebalancing effort would have to be undertaken in the shadow of nuclear
weapons and the enormous price they threaten to exact. Against these perils,
the insurance premium currently paid by the United States must necessarily
pale. The premium, admittedly, is not negligible; there are some, albeit rather
abstract, nuclear risks in extending deterrence as there are the very real and
hefty disbursements that finance the U.S. conventional commitment. Yet to
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lose Europe would be more costly still, and to regain it for a third time would
exceed even a superpower’s ability to pay.
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U.S. Disengagement and European
Defense Cooperation

David Garnham

stronomers accurately predict some cosmological events far into the

future. Political analysts cannot predict discrete events with equiv-

alent precision; we do well to beat the simple statistical odds. It is
possible, however, to discern underlying trends and to forecast their eventual
consequences. For example, by the early 1960s, one could foresee that even-
tually America would acknowledge that Beijing (not Taipei) governed more
than 20 percent of the world’s population. And it was long obvious that the
Arab states, and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO), must eventual-
ly concede Israel’s permanence. Conversely, it is clear (despite Israeli hopes)
that the Palestinians will not fade into Jordan or other Arab populations. In
one of its final decisions, the Reagan administration acknowledged this by
abandoning the sterile policy of attempting to influence Middle Eastern
politics while refusing contacts with PLO representatives.

This analysis of political relations within the Atlantic alliance is similarly
concerned with long-term trends rather than short-term predictions. Two
trends in Western security predominate: American disengagement from
Europe and closer bilateral and multilateral cooperation among the NATO-
European countries. Although these processes remain inchoate, they reflect a
deep structural transformation, which events are unlikely to reverse. In the
near future, the principal random factor is how revolutionary changes in
Soviet policies will affect these trends, for Mikhail Gorbachev’s initiatives
have weakened alliance cohesion by appearing to diminish the common
threat. New rifts are opened, especially between Bonn and Washington, as
with the Lance modernization controversy. If current Soviet policies continue,
American disengagement will become even more probable, but Gorbachev’s
impact on European cooperation remains more complex and uncertain.

American Disengagement

No one foresaw a permanent obligation when the United States first com-
mitted troops to Europe in the 1950s. It was a temporary measure until
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Western Europe recovered from wartime devastation. Since assuming this
commitment, the United States has experienced a striking decline in relative
power. There are numerous indicators to this decline. Between 1950 and
1987 America’s relative share of gross national product (GNP)-gross
domestic product (GDP) among the Group of Seven Western industrial coun-
tries (United States, Japan, West Germany, France, United Kingdom, Italy,
and Canada) fell from more than 70 percent to 43 percent.! As recently as
1981, America was the world’s largest creditor nation; foreign assets owned
by Americans exceeded U.S. assets owned by foreigners by $141 billion. Now
the United States is the single largest debtor country, with an external debt
equal to approximately $500 billion.? There are also gargantuan budget
deficits, which rose from 2.6 percent of GNP in 1981 to 6.3 percent in 1983.
Although the budget deficit declined to 3.8 percent of GNP in 1988, among
the Group of Seven countries, only Italy recorded a larger deficit, and Great
Britain actually achieved a small surplus.?

Early in his presidency, President Reagan cautioned that before the
budget could be contained, the federal debt might exceed $1 trillion, “a figure
that’s literally beyond our comprehension.” But when Reagan left office, the
national debt was not a paltry $1 trillion; it surpassed $2.6 trillion. More-
over, the accumulated national debt rose from 27 percent of annual GNP in
1980 to 46 percent of GNP,* and the annual interest required to finance the
debt now exceeds one-half of the Pentagon’s annual budget.

There is broad agreement that some combination of spending reductions
(especially for defense and entitlement programs) and increased taxes is essen-
tial to moderate these deficits. Although some conservative economists reject
this opinion, Federal Reserve chairman Alan Greenspan told the National
Economic Commission that “the deficit has already begun to eat away at the
foundations of our economic strength.”’

America’s trade deficits also soared during the Reagan years. Although
the trade deficit declined from $170 billion in 1987 to $137 billion in 1988,
large deficits are structural and will not be erased in the foreseeable future.
This situation is worrisome, for as Michael Boskin (chairperson of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers) wrote, “Each year that we import such large
amounts of foreign capital will force us to become a larger and larger net
exporter in the future, requiring the pendulum of large trade deficits to large
trade surpluses to swing still further.”®

The United States is also bedeviled by an extremely low savings rate.
Compared to other NATO countries and Japan, it had the fourth lowest gross
annual savings rate for the period 1980-1984, and total net savings declined
from an average of 7.5 percent in the 1960s and 6.1 percent in the 1970s to
only 2.9 percent between 1981 and 1986.7 Investment also declined, and
since 1986, foreigners have financed more than 50 percent of American
investment.
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America’s manufacturing base is deteriorating. In the second quarter of
1988, the services sector (which includes earnings on foreign investments, air-
line fares, fees and royalties, and other “invisibles”) was in deficit for the first
time in thirty years. This is one direct consequence of being a debtor rather
than a creditor country. Still more shocking and disturbing, in 1986 and 1987
the United States imported more high-technology goods than it exported.
Even America’s lead in supercomputers is under siege from Japanese competi-
tors, and in early 1989 a presidential advisory committee warned that the
United States might fall behind Japan in applying new technologies for high-
temperature superconductors.

Although by early 1989 this deteriorating economic position led 58 per-
cent of Americans to name Japan as the world’s leading economic power
(while only 29 percent cited the United States),® the adjustment of burdens
within the Western alliance has lagged behind these new realities. In 1988, the
United States allocated 6.1 percent of GDP to defense, while the NATO-
European countries averaged 3.3 percent,” and Japan’s defense expenditures
remained frozen at 1 percent. A generation earlier the United States was richer
than its allies and could afford to spend a significantly larger proportion of
its resources on defense. But Japan and the principal Western European allies
now enjoy levels of affluence equivalent to those of the United States. In 1987,
American per capita GDP ($13,564) barely exceeded the NATO average
($11,278) and was inferior to the level of Norway, Denmark, Luxembourg,
and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) and approximately equivalent to
France’s. Yet all of these countries devoted substantially lower percentages of
GDP to defense than did the United States.!?

This situation is inequitable and unsustainable considering America’s eco-
nomic problems. For this reason, the burden-sharing issue has received
renewed congressional attention. The report of the Defense Burdensharing
Panel of the House Committee on Armed Services is a notable recent example.
According to the committee:

Many Americans feel that we are competing 100 percent militarily with the
Soviets and 100 percent economically with our defense allies. Some have
said that the United States has incurred all the burdens of empire and few,
if any, of the benefits.!!

Senator Bennett Johnston (D-Louisiana) was less tactful; he described the cur-
rent allocation as “astonishingly unfair,” and chairman Sam Nunn (D-
Georgia) of the Senate Armed Services Committee wrote that “despite the shift
in relative economic power to our allies, the cost of defense has remained dis-
proportionately on American shoulders. Adjustments are long overdue.”!?
Even the executive branch, the traditional defender of the alliance status
quo, has begun to respond. In late 1988, the secretaries of state and defense
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issued a report expressing their conviction that “a more equitable sharing of
the roles, risks and responsibilities for the common defense is needed and is
achievable.”!3 Deputy Defense Secretary William Howard Taft IV conveyed
this message directly to the allies. In July 1988 he told French leaders that
“without a European effort it would be more and more difficult to make
military expenditures in Europe politically acceptable in the United States.”!*

Americans are no longer wealthier than their allies, and they are slipping
behind in international economic competition. Consequently they are
dismayed by evidence that Americans continue to spend more to defend
Europe than Europeans spend to defend themselves.

Since President Reagan’s first term, when inflation-adjusted defense
spending rose by 50 percent, the domestic politics of defense spending have
fundamentally changed. In 1980, 60 percent of the public believed that
military spending was “too little,” and only 12 percent considered it “too
much.” By 1985, only 15 percent considered it “too little,” and 42 percent
considered it “too much.”’S In April 1989, Defense Secretary Richard
Cheney announced that the fiscal year 1990 defense budget would decline by
1 percent in constant dollars, the fifth consecutive year of reduced military
spending. Given the budget deficit, a lower perception of Soviet threat, and
perceived Pentagon waste and corruption, this trend will continue. Henry
Kaufman, the influential Wall Street economist, advocates reducing military
spending from 6.1 percent of GNP to 4 percent.'® This would be the lowest
level in the postwar era, even below the Carter administration level when
Department of Defense (DOD) spending dipped to 5.1 percent of GNP during
fiscal year (FY) 1978 and FY 1979.

Further reductions in defense spending will almost certainly require cuts
in divisional strength, naval forces, and/or air forces. This is true, in part,
because only half of the DOD budget is spent during the same year that it is
appropriated. Military pay and operating funds are spent quickly; research
and development funds are expended more slowly, and less than 15 percent
of procurement and military construction funds is spent during the first year.
Therefore, to reduce defense expenditures rapidly, one must cut force struc-
ture and readiness. Moreover, Secretary Cheney (like Secretary Frank Car-
lucci before him) explicitly chose “to reduce our force structure, rather than
risk deterioration in its effectiveness and capability.””

Reportedly even former Navy Secretary John Lehman, the principal pro-
ponent of a 600-ship navy, now concedes that thirteen (rather than fifteen)
carrier battle groups might suffice if European allies and Japan assumed more
naval responsibility in the Persian Gulf.'® Lehman also advocates a massive
shift of forces from the active to the reserve component of all four military
services. Specifically, he recommends that active forces constitute one-third of
the army and Marine Corps, one-half the air force, and three-quarters of the
navy. Senator John McCain (R-Arizona) urges the United States to prepare
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for the “most likely scenario,” which is “low-intensity conflict, outside of Cen-
tral Europe,” and mentions the possibility of retaining “one squadron out of
every wing in West Germany, with the other two in reserve.”!”

Moreover, the U.S. Army has considered the option of six-month tours
for European battalions rather than continuing permanent deployments.
Returning the 200,000 dependents now residing in Europe to the United
States might trim annual troop costs by $2 billion.? For September 1989,
the annual Reforger (Return of Forces to Germany) exercise, which has in-
volved 95,000 NATO troops including 17,000 soldiers airlifted from the
United States, was replaced by an exercise two-thirds smaller without an
airlift. This responded to Gorbachev’s peace initiatives and German objec-
tions to training maneuvers, while also reducing spending.?!

Despite this pressure for change, there is deep-seated resistance to altering
well-established U.S. policy. The opening in 1989 of Vienna talks on Conven-
tional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) may also postpone substantial troop
withdrawals. In a reprise of 1973, when the Mutual and Balanced Force
Reductions talks derailed the Mansfield amendment’s momentum, there is
reluctance to undercut NATO’s bargaining position by pressing for unilateral
reductions as new conventional arms talks begin. However, the continuing
deterioration of America’s relative capabilities and unilateral disarmament
initiatives by the Soviet Union and other Warsaw Treaty Organization
(WTO) countries make this obstacle to American disengagement less influen-
tial than it was previously. Indeed, Defense Secretary Cheney announced in
April 1989 that 4,000 army troops formerly assigned to the Pershing II
missiles in the FRG will be withdrawn from Europe and demobilized.

European Cooperation

Europeans are increasingly aware that the status quo is changing.?? The
Economist wrote in 1987 that “an America which is no longer much richer
than Europe is unlikely to go on for ever spending 7% of its GNP on defence,
of which it uses a third or more for Europe’s benefit, when most European
countries spend only 3-4% of theirs.”2? This is one factor that encourages
regional solutions to Europe’s security needs. A second is the widespread
perception that America’s commitment, and especially the nuclear guarantee,
is increasingly dubious. A series of American actions, extending back at least
to the transition from massive retaliation to flexible response during the Ken-
nedy administration, have had a cumulative effect. And recent events in-
cluding the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), the 1986 Reykjavik summit,
and the INF (intermediate nuclear forces) treaty, have reinforced the inference
that America seeks to escape nuclear risks. According to retired French
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general Pierre Gallois, “the installation of the Pershing Il [was] an aberrant
point on the curve representing American nuclear disengagement.”?*

Although America’s option of nuclear first use against Warsaw Pact
military targets never required the INF deployments, European specialists
realize that withdrawing the Pershing II and cruise missiles reinforces a presi-
dent’s option to renege on the nuclear guarantee. There is, finally, a widening
sentiment that defense, foreign policy, and armaments cooperation are essen-
tial components of any effort to construct a more integrated Europe and vital
for successful technological competition with America and Japan.

The 1980s have witnessed substantial progress in forging a more cohesive
European approach to defense issues. This is especially true of the Franco-
German partnership. The defense component of the Elysee Treaty (1963) was
finally implemented in 1982. Since then, Socialist president Frangois Mitter-
rand (and former conservative prime minister Jacques Chirac) revolutionized
French defense policy by repudiating the Gaullist doctrine of national auton-
omy and committing France unambiguously to the forward defense of the
FRG. In December 1987, Chirac asserted:

France now possesses means which permit the affirmation of the European
dimension of her security. . . . Were West Germany to be the victim of an
aggression, who can now doubt that France’s commitment would be imme-
diate and wholehearted? There cannot be a battle of Germany and a battle
of France.?’

President Mitterrand shares this view, and France’s political climate has
changed so radically that during the 1988 presidential campaign, Mitterrand
and Chirac each competed to appear more “European” than his opponent.

Although the former taboo of nonbelligerency was shattered, France still
confronts the issue of extended nuclear deterrence. Laurent Fabius, the former
Socialist prime minister and current president of the National Assembly, said,
“It is now necessary to consider the extension of our strategic nuclear guaran-
tee to German security.”?® And Defense Minister Jean-Pierre Chevenement
expressed his hope “that the French and British nuclear forces could someday
constitute the embryo of the European deterrent.”?” Former French defense
minister Andre Giraud implied a similar view by observing, at the 1988 Wehr-
kunde conference, that France’s deterrent was intended to protect vital inter-
ests and these are partially based upon France’s political, economic, and cul-
tural ties with its neighbors: “Thus, a threat can intervene in front of our bor-
ders, and likewise our own nuclear deterrent can be concerned in these same
circumstances.”?8 Moreover, 50 percent of the French public favors using
French nuclear weapons to defend the Federal Republic.?’ Mitterrand still
rebuffs the possibility of an explicit nuclear commitment. This, he says, is a
question for the Atlantic alliance rather than France.’® However, he has
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promised, time permitting, to consult with Bonn prior to using French tactical
weapons from or on German territory.3!

In concert, France and Germany established the Defense Council, which
first met in April 1989, to harmonize their national military policies and oper-
ational plans. They also formed a bilateral brigade, which by 1990 will con-
sist of 4,200 soldiers stationed in Baden-Wurttemberg serving under rotating
French or German commanders. Franco-German arms cooperation has also
rebounded, paced by the multibillion-dollar program to produce new combat
helicopters in the mid- to late 1990s. Bonn and Paris expanded joint military
exercises, and during the Bold Sparrow operation (1987), troops of the
France’s Force d’action rapide served under German command deep within
German territory.

Franco-German cooperation is often disparaged, especially by the British,
as consisting of dramatic but ultimately empty gestures. It is indisputable, as
The Economist editorialized concerning the brigade and the Defense Council,
that “so far they will not add a man or a franc to Europe’s defense.”32 These
accomplishments are significant, nonetheless, and until very recently they
were unimaginable. Although the United States remains the ultimate guaran-
tor of Germany’s security, Bonn and Paris have constructed the essential foun-
dation for a new European-based security system. In recent years, former
socialist chancellor Helmut Schmidt has repeatedly advocated a Franco-
German defense community, which would unite the two militaries (including
the French nuclear deterrent force) under the French president.?? This
remains a distant goal, but nearly 70 percent of the French population accepts
the principle of common Franco-German defense,?* and former Christian
Democratic Union defense minister (and current NATO secretary-general)
Manfred Worner did foresee “the possibility that one day there would be a
common army.”?* When combined, France and Germany constitute 9.5 per-
cent of the global product (close to the Soviet Union with 13 percent and
Japan with 11 percent), which is sufficient to construct a significant military
capability.3®

Great Britain and France have also attempted to strengthen bilateral
defense cooperation, especially with respect to arms procurement. Historic-
ally, both countries have pursued quite autarkic policies. Britain, for example,
spends 75 percent of its equipment budget in Britain on noncollaborative proj-
ects.’” But in 1986 Britain and France coordinated their negotiations with
Boeing for Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) purchases, and
in September 1987 the first in a series of conferences between British and
French government officials and businessmen was held to remove barriers to
bilateral military procurement. Britain subsequently announced a general pol-
icy requiring all British firms awarded major defense contracts to share a por-
tion of the work with NATO-European firms. London obviously hopes, and
apparently expects, that its European allies will reciprocate.?®
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There is also talk of Anglo-French nuclear weapons cooperation. In
France, former prime ministers Raymond Barre and Laurent Fabius advo-
cated Anglo-French coordination of their nuclear submarine fleets and joint
development of nuclear weapons.?® Frequent and cordial meetings between
former British defense minister George Younger and former French defense
minister Giraud improved prospects for all forms of defense cooperation. In
response to the scheduled withdrawal of American Pershing II and cruise mis-
siles, they discussed potential joint development of a new medium-range
nuclear missile and an air-to-surface missile derived from France’s ASMP (air-
sol a moyenne portee). Deployed on Tornado aircraft, this missile would
replace Britain’s WE-177 gravity bombs around the year 2000.40 There was
also agreement for French nuclear submarines to visit British ports, for joint
maneuvers, and serious discussions on joint patrolling.*! Although some of
the earlier optimism has faded and Younger excluded joint decisions concern-
ing nuclear operations,*? overall prospects for Anglo-French nuclear cooper-
ation have markedly improved in recent years.

Multilaterally, the most significant recent development is the revitaliza-
tion of the Western European Union (WEU). Composed, until its recent
expansion, of Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, Luxembourg, and
the Netherlands, the WEU was effectively moribund from 1973 until 1984.
In the early 1980s, the INF deployment controversy and fears of U.S. aban-
donment catalyzed a renewed cooperative effort, and after overcoming some
members’ reluctance (especially Britain), the WEU eventually emerged as the
appropriate forum. In October 1984 the WEU Council met at the level of
defense and foreign ministers for the first time in many years and agreed to
semiannual meetings at the foreign ministerial level. The revival received a
further stimulus from the 1986 superpower summit in Reykjavik, the double-
zero option, and renewed fears of U.S. decoupling. Suddenly many Euro-
peans lamented the absence of a European voice on security issues. This was
especially true in France, where top political leaders decried the absence of a
European defense consensus.

London’s interest also rekindled. In March 1987, before the Royal Insti-
tute of International Relations (Brussels), former British foreign secretary Sir
Geoffrey Howe traced the WEU’s revitalization to “a growing perception that
a European forum was needed in which we Europeans could consult one
another about our common fundamental security needs.” Sir Geoffrey
observed that events like Reykjavik and double-zero “underline the need for
the European countries to consult more closely among themselves about their
defense interests as well as with the Americans.”*?

Since its revival, the WEU has taken two particularly significant steps.
First, it managed a loosely coordinated European naval response to attacks
on Persian Gulf oil tankers during the Iran-Iraq War. This was a landmark:
the first successful coordination of a nonregional security policy issue. During
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1987, five members of the WEU (Belgium, Britain, France, Italy, and the
Netherlands) deployed military vessels to the gulf. The FRG, which interprets
its Basic Law as prohibiting military operations outside the North Atlantic
area, also reassigned ships to NATO’s standby force in the Mediterranean and
called this “a contribution to support those allies who are protecting shipping
in the gulf region.”*4

Eventually the second initiative may prove even more significant. In
October 1987 the WEU approved a common Platform on European Security
Interests. Following the Reykjavik summit, Prime Minister Jacques Chirac
observed that the superpowers were making decisions affecting vital Euro-
pean interests without any Western European participation. According to
Chirac, Europe’s voice would be heard only when its position was elaborated
and articulated, so a “charter” was needed to define a common European
position on principal security questions.

The approved platform included the following major points:

1. European integration will remain incomplete until a security dimension

is added.

2. Because Europe is divided and exposed to the Warsaw Pact’s superior
conventional, chemical, and nuclear forces, Western European security
“can only be ensured in close association with our North American
allies.” American conventional and nuclear forces play “an irreplaceable
part in the defense of Europe.”

3. A credible European defense policy must combine conventional and
nuclear capabilities, for “only the nuclear element . . . can confront a
potential aggressor with an unacceptable risk.”*

4. Arms control and disarmament policy are integral parts of overall
Western security policy.

5. WEU member states intend to reinforce the European pillar of the
alliance, to enlarge their defense cooperation by all practical measures,
to improve their conventional forces, and to pursue European integration
(including security). Britain and France will maintain the credibility of
their nuclear forces.

This was a consensus document. France saw its essence as the affirmation
that nuclear deterrence is central to European security. Both France and Brit-
ain were pleased by specific recognition that their nuclear forces “contribute
to overall deterrence and security” and the implicit endorsement of their
nuclear modernization programs. The FRG appreciated both the pledge that
members would defend an ally “at its borders” and explicit recognition that
detente, especially arms control, complements rather than contradicts
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Western security. The Germans and British applauded explicit references to
America’s indispensable role.

Following the WEU’s revival, several additional states sought member-
ship. Portugal and Spain joined in 1988, and Norway, Turkey, Greece, and
Denmark have expressed interest. Prospects for the WEU’s long-term success
will probably be strengthened if the organization remains relatively small and
homogeneous. As the debate over the WEU’s common security platform illus-
trated, it is difficult to resolve divergent military doctrines or weapons re-
quirements, even among the current members. It would be substantially more
difficult if the membership included Denmark, Greece, Norway, and Turkey.

The Independent European Programme Group (IEPG) is a second impor-
tant multilateral institution; it combines thirteen NATO-European states.*®
The Rome Resolution (1976) defined the IEPG’s objectives as strengthening
the European identity, and the industrial and technological foundation for
Western defense, by promoting standardization, interoperability, and effi-
cient use of resources for weapons design and procurement.’ Inadequate
arms collaboration squanders scarce resources and creates a serious lack of
standardization and interoperability on the battlefield. It also undermines
Europe’s technological competitiveness in relation to the United States and
Japan. According to the 1987 British White Paper:

A more cohesive European effort will strengthen the Alliance in a number
of important ways: politically, by demonstrating our ability to work closely
together; militarily, by reducing the inefficiency that comes from having dif-
ferent and incompatible versions of the same equipment on the battlefield;
and industrially, by helping to produce a more competitive European indus-
trial base.*8

Until 1984, the group’s work was relegated to the members’ armament direc-
tors, and the organization was relatively inconspicuous and torpid. But the
WEU revival spilled over to the IEPG, and the group convened its first annual
defense ministerial meeting in November 1984.

The IEPG assumes that collaborative ventures are more cost-effective
than national weapons programs. This is true only under ideal conditions; in
the real world joint projects often cost more than national programs. A
general rule of thumb states that unit costs for a given production run increase
by the square root of the number of partners: 40 percent more for two part-
ners and 100 percent higher for four partners. Therefore, joint ventures
become more cost-effective only if economies of scale from larger production
runs and research and development savings are sufficient to offset these
inefficiencies.

Like the WEU, the IEPG confronts the issue of Europe’s proper relation-
ship to the United States. Most WEU members fear that the WEU could
divide Western Europe from Washington and might offer a cover for
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American disengagement. The IEPG is independent because France insisted
on separation from NATO,* and many Europeans agree that “it is vital that
on the European side of the ocean we should speak with a single voice,
representing the whole IEPG, as has already begun to happen.”™’
Nonetheless, close contacts exist between the IEPG and NATO. The IEPG
has two faces; the Atlantic face emphasizes transatlantic cooperation, but the
regional face stresses improved European competitiveness against U.S.
defense contractors. The American armaments market is two and a half times
larger than Western Europe’s, with research and development spending
approximately five times greater than Europe’s.’! Successful European com-
petition in the international arms market of the twenty-first century is unlikely
without substantial progress in achieving European security cooperation.
Historically, much of the impetus for European defense cooperation has
been negative: anti-German when the WEU was first established and anti-
Soviet in NATO’s case. This pattern persists; all of the principal participants
are reacting to various negative stimuli, including American withdrawal (Ger-
many), German neutralism (France), and regional isolation if they “miss the
bus” a second time (Britain). But these countries are strongly cross-pressured.
For example, Germany values the Franco-German relationship as a hedge
against U.S. abandonment but hopes to avoid American disengagement. The
Germans will not jump into French arms until pushed from the American
nest. In this way, fears of U.S. abandonment catalyze European integration.
The dilemma is how to create a genuine European pillar without destroying
the alliance in the process. As Andre Giraud said, “We're facing a house of
cards that we have to rearrange without collapsing the original structure.”?

The Gorbachev Effect

Gorbachev’s ascent to the Soviet leadership ended a historical era. There is
now, as British foreign secretary Sir Geoffrey Howe said, “a real sense of hope
that we can put the 40 years Cold War behind us.” Even most hard-liners con-
cede that Gorbachev’s initiatives markedly reduce the Soviet threat. But can
the Western alliance survive confrontation from a less fearsome adversary?
“Gorby fever” infects both mass and elite public opinion in every NATO
country. The FRG is particularly responsive to Gorbachev’s “new thinking.”
In late 1987 (table 6-1) surveys found substantially higher perceptions of
increased Soviet “trustworthiness” in the West Germany (73 percent) com-
pared to Britain (65 percent) and especially France (54 percent) and the
United States (55 percent). In 1981, 55 percent of German respondents (com-
pared to 45 percent) said they “worried about the threat from the East.” By
February 1989, this threat worried only 20 percent (versus 79 percent).’3
This diminished perception of Soviet threat will probably erode Ameri-
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Table 6-1
Increased Soviet Trustworthiness
(in percentage)

United States France United Kingdom FRG
Shows more :
trustworthiness 55 54 65 73
Does not 40 29 23 16
Not sure 5 17 12 11

Source: World Opinion Update 12, no. 1 (January 1988): 3.

Notes: The Harris Research Centre carried out the survey in the United Kingdom (N = 1,005);
the Louis Harris France Survey in France (N = 901); the Emnid Institute in the FRG (N =
1,000); and the Harris Poll in the United States (N = 1,250). All surveys were conducted
December 1-15, 1987.

The following question was asked: “It is reported that political, economic, and social
reforms have been rapidly taking place in the Soviet Union since Gorbachev took office. The fact
that the summit took place seems to be a sign of those changes. Do you think it shows that the
Soviet Union is becoming a more trustworthy nation, or not?”

cans’ perceived need to remain in Europe, at least in current members, and
they may become even less tolerant of spending more to defend rich allies than
Europeans spend to defend themselves. It could also undermine the Euro-
peans’ conviction that American guarantees are essential to their security, and
Germany may seize the opportunity to shed the largely hidden costs of living
on the front line. These include 900,000 soldiers stationed in a country the
size of Oregon, 5,000 military exercises each year, which cause nearly $100
million dollars in damage, and 580,000 military flights annually, over
100,000 at low altitude.’*

The Lance modernization controversy is illustrative. Although Chancellor
Kohl was a self-described “decisive opponent of a third zero option,” his gov-
erning coalition postponed its decision concerning modernization of nuclear
weapons with a range less than 500 kilometers until after the 1990 German
election and embraced Foreign Minister Genscher’s position that arms control
talks should emcompass short-range nuclear weapons.

Gorbachev’s impact on European cooperation is less predictable. Even as
the perceived threat ebbs and Atlantic cohesion declines, European defense
cooperation could continue to expand for two reasons. First, the principal
impetus for European integration is economic rather than military, and
Europe’s economic and technological competitors remain America and Japan,
not the Soviet Union. Therefore, the Gorbachev effect is somewhat isolated
from issues such as 1992 (implementation of the Single European Act) or the
possible creation of a single European currency or central bank. There is, fur-
thermore, synergy between economic and security cooperation; the I[EPG, the
European Space Agency, and Eureka all illustrate the spillover between civil-
ian and military technologies. These incentives for closer defense cooperation



U.S. Disengagement and European Defense Cooperation » 87

remain despite a diminished security threat, and many Europeans believe, in
the words of the WEU’s Platform on European Security, that “the construc-
tion of an integrated Europe will remain incomplete as long as it does not
include security and defense.”

A second consideration is a deep concern, especially in France, that Ger-
many could drift free from its Western mooring. Detente intensifies this dan-
ger. One obvious response is to intensify German ties to Western Europe. His-
torically Bonn has preferred an American to a French guarantee, but Gregory
Treverton suggests that “with the need to buy insurance declining, Germans
might become less finicky about the insurer. Some form of French (or even
British) nuclear pledge might be enough.”’

Conclusion

Trends toward American disengagement and European defense cooperation
appear inexorable. While the United States maintains a sizable conventional
troop presence in Europe and threatens, however incredibly, to defend
Europe with nuclear arms, Germany (and Britain) will cling to the alliance.
But as America’s commitment inevitably recedes, European governments will
increasingly turn toward regional alternatives. NATO’s first forty years were
remarkably stable. It is inconceivable that the alliance will escape funda-
mental restructuring for another four decades or even during the 1990s. In the
near future, successful arms control negotiations are the most likely catalyst
for sizable American troop withdrawals from Europe. But if the CFE talks
break down, America’s relative decline will reemerge as a major factor. In
either event, Western Europe possesses both the material and institutional
means to construct a substantial European defense.
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The Economics of NATO

Alan Tonelson

s long as Americans viewed Western Europe’s security as a vital

interest, the economics of NATO understandably attracted only fleet-

ing attention in the United States. After all, discussing the economics
of anything implies that at some level its cost can be excessive—that it can be
greater than any possible benefit. Where truly vital interests are concerned,
this conclusion cannot rationally be drawn. Survival, by definition, is worth
any expense, as well as anything except suicidal military efforts. But the case
for placing America’s NATO commitment in this category has been weaken-
ing steadily for many years. As a result, the economics of NATO has assumed
greater and greater importance.

The introduction of highly accurate intercontinental nuclear weapons has
greatly reduced America’s vulnerability to a military invasion launched even
by an aspiring conqueror with control of the Old World’s vast industrial-
military potential and manpower. Such nuclear weapons have not only given
the United States the capability of devastating the attacker’s homeland at
rather modest expense; they have also enabled the United States to destroy the
armada in one fell swoop. As early as the mid-1950s, President Eisenhower
recognized that nuclear weapons would soon bring to an end the days of fight-
ing great power wars by sending vast armies around the world.!

Once nuclear weapons achieved intercontinental range, the United States
no longer needed strategic nuclear bases in Europe, or anywhere else outside
its own borders, in order to maintain deterrence. The shorter-range U.S.
nuclear weapons still deployed in Western Europe and the Far East are for
the defense of those countries, not the United States; in theory, they are
intended for battlefield use and to couple Western European security to the
U.S.-based strategic nuclear arsenal.

Another important security benefit that the United States has derived
from NATO is receding as well: the use of Western European bases for pro-
jecting American power into the Third World. The facilities still exist, but
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U.S. access can no longer be taken for granted. Many NATO allies refused
to permit America to use bases on their soil in the effort to resupply Israel
during the October 1973 Middle East war. And, in 1986, France refused
to grant overflight rights to U.S. bombers en route to attacking Libya. In
fact, in 1988, President Reagan’s prestigious Commission on Integrated Long-
Term Strategy characterized U.S. access to Western European bases in the
event of a Persian Gulf crisis as “uncertain.”?

This is not to say that NATO is worth no expenditures at all from a
security standpoint—an extreme position into which the alliance’s defenders
keep trying to shoehorn all critics. U.S. involvement in European defense may
help prevent the West Europeans from plunging into another round of wars
into which America could be drawn.? And the American nuclear umbrella
undoubtedly inhibits the growth of Western Europe’s existing nuclear arsenals
and encourages other powers—like West Germany—to forswear the nuclear
option. Yet both these results should be obtainable for much less than $160
billion annually, the estimated cost of the U.S. NATO commitment.

America’s relative economic decline has also put the economics of NATO
on the front burner. America’s ability to finance its entire range of global
defense commitments soundly, and without significant domestic costs or sac-
rifices, clearly is decreasing. This problem has been exacerbated by the trans-
formation of many of the countries protected by the United States, in NATO
and elsewhere, into formidable commercial competitors whose responsibil-
ities for the common defense of the West have not grown commensurately
with their economic power.

Many Americans today complain that the NATO allies and others con-
tinue to free or cheap ride on a U.S. security guarantee and to spend resources
on boosting economic competitiveness instead of defense while sharply
restricting America’s access to their markets. These actions, it is believed,
destroy American jobs, add to the trade deficit, and threaten the future of
American manufacturing.

Most such complaints emphasize the harm to America of continuing the
Atlantic alliance in its present form. But these trends should worry even those
who believe that preserving this status quo, or something like it, should come
before domestic concerns. The continued weakening of the U.S. economy
may compromise America’s ability to remain a military superpower and an
alliance mainstay even with the kinds of domestic sacrifices that democracies
rarely make in peacetime. But whatever their precise effects, these changes in
relative economic power have created new realities that are not reflected in
U.S. NATO policy.

Finally, the economics of NATO has been brought to the fore by the
diminution of the Soviet threat in the eyes of American and West European
publics. Suddenly the costs of countering Moscow loom ever larger, as do the
conflicting economic interests that naturally divide countries producing many
of the same kinds of products for the same markets.
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NATO’s Direct Costs

Although the practice of talking about the economics of NATO is still a
matter of controversy, the actual scale of U.S. NATO expenditures is not. By
any standard it is enormous. According to the Department of Defense,
roughly 60 percent of the country’s annual military budget is attributable to
the NATO commitment—a figure currently equal to between $160 billion
and $170 billion per year.? According to defense analyst Earl Ravenal, NATO
cost the United States between $1.5 trillion and $2 trillion during the first
thirty-four years of its existence. In 1985, Ravenal estimated that if current
trends continue, NATQ’s additional costs to the United States could total
$2.2 trillion through 1995.°

In line with these figures, the bulk of America’s armed forces are ded-
icated to combat in Europe. The primary mission of an estimated two-thirds
of the country’s standing army is the defense of Western Europe. Some 37 per-
cent of the army’s units are stationed on the Continent, along with 42 percent
of the air force’s tactical strength.® These numbers actually understate the
U.S. contribution. They do not include the more than $40 billion annual cost
of the American military units assigned to protect the Persian Gulf, on whose
oil Western Europe relies so much more heavily than does the United States.
Nor do they include the costs of America’s central strategic deterrent forces,
much of whose size and structure is dictated by the requirements of extended
deterrence in Western Europe and elsewhere.”

At a time when politically available resources for various domestic and
foreign policy programs are scarcer than has typically been the case since
NATO?’s birth and when intensified international economic competition has
made the efficient use of these resources imperative, it becomes critical to
assess the impact this vast current and cumulative NATO-related spending
must have on America’s economic performance. Such analysis is doubly
important considering that America’s prime economic competitors do not
incur remotely comparable costs.

Thus, the economics of NATO involves not only toting up the alliance’s
direct military costs but measuring the entirety of its impact on economic
activities or policies that add to or subtract from America’s economic
strength. This means that the economics of NATO is inseparable from the
economics of defense spending in general. And a strong case can be made that
NATO no longer pays and is unlikely to pay in the foreseeable future.

NATO’s Hidden Costs

Even when they discuss economics, NATO supporters tend to use arguments
that define costs out of existence. For example, many contend that whatever
NATO’s costs, the costs to the United States in terms of lost markets and
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other business opportunities would be far greater if Western Europe was sub-
jugated or Finlandized by the Soviets. Leaving aside the questions of whether
the Soviets still want to or could dominate Western Europe for any length of
time and whether they would shut out American business if they achieved
such dominance, the argument fails on several grounds.

First, since 1984, America has been running substantial trade deficits with
its leading West European allies. From 1985 to 1987, U.S. imports from
Western Europe exceeded U.S. sales to the region by an average of more than
$25 billion. In 1988 the deficit dropped to $12.5 billion, but much of this
decline stemmed from the declining value of the dollar, which also greatly
increased the expense to America of stationing military forces abroad, con-
tributed to inflationary pressures, and exacted other economic costs.® These
figures look much worse when U.S. trade with NATO-ally Canada is factored
in. But in this case the link between alliance expenses and economic perfor-
mance is much harder to draw because the U.S. military forces devoted to
Canadian defense are almost indistinguishable from those defending the
American homeland.

Further, Western Europe’s importance to the U.S. trade picture has been
declining steadily, especially in comparison with East Asia. In 1984, U.S. two-
way trade with East Asia and the Pacific surpassed U.S. trade with Western
Europe for the first time. By 1986, total two-way U.S. trade with East Asia
and the Pacific exceeded $212 billion. The comparable figure for Western
Europe was $151.2 billion.? Therefore, even if one agrees that, trade deficits
notwithstanding, America is better off economically with access to Western
Europe than without it, the costs of losing such access are decreasing. Western
Europe, moreover, is a region that trades primarily with itself. In 1986, for
example, acccording to the State Department, nearly 70 percent of Western
Europe’s imports and exports stayed within Western Europe, and the trend
has been up.!® Moreover, the Continent’s move toward economic integration
is likely to boost intra-European trade still further.

Perhaps most disturbing, the argument that the high cost of defending
Western Europe must be borne because the cost of pulling out would be much
higher appears to condemn the United States to an indefinite hemorrhaging
of national economic strength. Such a development is deeply disturbing on its
own terms. No nation can afford to accept its own weakening with a shrug.
At the very least, it will never fly politically in a democracy. At the worst, if
the erosion of American economic strength is not arrested, U.S. national
security may suffer tremendously—that is, unless NATO’s supporters are
confident that Western Europe or Japan would help America in its time of
need as much as America helped them. But a debilitated America would also
be bad for NATO and its other alliances, for such a country would not be
able to uphold the arrangements with which its partners are understandably
so satisfied.
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Atlanticists insist that America’s role in Western Europe’s defense gives
the United States valuable economic leverage over the NATO allies. An
America that abandoned Western Europe would have much less clout and,
presumably, trade even less effectively with the Europeans than today.!!

Yet these arguments are unsatisfactory from America’s standpoint as well.
America’s defense of Western Europe may indeed enable Washington to
extract trade concessions in return—that is, to follow an essentially imperialist
strategy. But are these concessions sufficient to justify the military expenses?
More important, is this the best way for America to maintain or improve
upon its trade and economic performance? Conceivably, continuing or even
intensifying such an “imperial” strategy could prevent America’s trade balance
from substantially worsening.!? But the resulting balances would have less
and less to do with relative economic strength and more and more to do with
U.S. coercion. In addition, American business would have much less incentive
to retool and regain the ability to compete on its own; indeed, the more
resources needed to finance the military effort required by the imperial strat-
egy, the fewer would be available for such restructuring.

Nor is it clear that an imperial strategy can be sustained over time.
America’s NATO allies already resent compensating the United States for its
defense efforts through trade concessions. The higher the price America
demands—and it is likely to continue rising the longer American business goes
without sufficient incentives to retool—the greater European resentment will
grow. If these tensions lead to a political rupture, the United States could be
left (at least in the short run) with another worst-of-all-possible-worlds situa-
tion: lacking imperial access to Western European markets and lacking the
economic strength to compete in these markets on its own.

Those doubting that such a scenario could unfold should remember the
1960s and 1970s. Washington antagonized the allies by financing its outsized
military expenditures and resulting balance of payments deficits first by
inflating its economy and by exporting its inflation primarily to the allies. The
dollar, after all, was the noncommunist world’s principal reserve currency.
Thus, foreign holders of dollars saw their purchasing power decrease as they
saw no choice but to hold on to the growing number of dollars of continually
declining value that were pouring into the world economy. The inflation
strategy was eventually thwarted in 1971, when the West Europeans led a
flight from the dollar that forced President Richard Nixon to suspend dollar-
gold convertibility and bring an end to the Bretton Woods international eco-
nomic system.

For most of the 1970s, the United States combined continued inflation
with dollar devaluations and “benign neglect” of the currency. Due to the
shocks caused by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC), and other factors, the allies were at first too weak to respond
effectively. But they finally put an end to the second strategy in 1979, when
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resentment of President Jimmy Carter’s expansionary and inflationary eco-
nomic policies led the West Europeans to threaten to abandon the dollar
altogether and prompted Federal Reserve Board chairman Paul Volcker to
rein in inflation by engineering a deep recession. By then, an America that was
relatively much weaker economically had little choice but to swallow this
medicine.!3

It is true that these imperial policies brought the American public twenty
years of relative prosperity and rising living standards. Yet these policies could
do no more than buy time and hold the line. By themselves they could not
hope to improve the trade picture significantly or economic fundamentals in
general. And indeed, they left the U.S. economy much less sound than it was
at the beginning of the 1960s. Surely the United States would be much better
off today had it concentrated on maintaining and augmenting real economic
strength and maintaining a sound economy rather than strong-arming its
allies into financing its profligacy. And surely it would be well advised today
to capture and hold markets with real economic strength created by the wise
use of resources currently consumed by alliance commitments rather than
through the coercion apparently advocated by the Atlanticists. Such a strat-
egy, however, is inconceivable politically without massive cuts in a military
budget largely devoted to West European defense.

Finally, the Atlanticists’ economic case for NATO ignores the fact that
U.S. support for NATO has always been strongly related to economic condi-
tions historically much more favorable than they are today. When NATO was
founded in 1949, not only did the United States produce 40 percent of the
world’s total goods and services but was running enormous trade surpluses
with the rest of the world.

America’s leading trade partners desperately needed American products
and credit to rebuild war-devastated industries, resume exporting, and thus
begin to finance recovery. Without recovery, U.S. leaders also realized,
Western Europe and Japan would never develop into power centers capable
of resisting Soviet expansionism more or less on their own. And the United
States would have to assume virtually all of this staggering burden indef-
initely. Consequently Washington provided these regions with great amounts
of foreign aid, opened its markets wide to their exports, and permitted their
still-struggling economies to discriminate against American goods. The United
States also extended military protection to these countries until they could
defend themselves.

What permitted these policies to work—that is, to achieve their aims at
a cost that the American people were willing to pay—was U.S. military and
economic predominance. Washington could contain the Soviet Union and
protect its allies at reasonable cost because of the massive nuclear edge it
enjoyed through the late 1960s. In addition, between 1945 and 19635, the
United States had to implement containment by fighting a large, costly con-
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ventional war only once, in Korea. Further, trade and investment surpluses
not only helped finance global containment but permitted the United States
to tolerate allied protectionism.

As the makers and supporters of this strategy never tire of observing,
post—World War II U.S. foreign policy aimed at ending this predominance
and restoring normality to world affairs. But they seem to have forgotten that
a relative decline of U.S. strength could serve the country’s interests only if
its revitalized partners picked up some of the military and economic leader-
ship load. By the mid-1960s, the United States had settled into a pattern of
continuing to bear the lion’s share of these leadership costs even as the
material bases of its predominance had begun to erode. Worse, by hewing to
policies that it could no longer afford and relying on the imperial strategy to
maintain a deceptive prosperity at home, America accelerated the erosion of
its economic strength. In other words, the costs of defense commitments such
as NATO and Vietnam, and of the high military budgets they required,
became increasingly apparent.

Defense Spending and Competitiveness

The relationship between military spending and national economic perfor-
mance is anything but clear-cut.!* Nevertheless, the feeling seems to be
growing in Congress, in the foreign policy and defense community, and
among the public at large that current levels of U.S. military spending—the
highest among the major Western industrialized countries—are hampering
America in the economic competition with these same countries. And a close
association can be demonstrated between a country’s defense effort and
various determinants of international economic competitiveness.

A good way to begin is by comparing trade statistics with defense
spending statistics. America’s trade with Western Europe swung deeply into
deficit during the 1980s, averaging some $25 billion between 1985 and 1987.
In 1986, the last year for which comparative figures are available, the United
States spent 6.7 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) on defense. Its
NATO allies spent an average of 3.3 percent. In fact, America’s defense
burden has exceeded that of its NATO allies for the entire decade, and the
ratio has widened from the 5.3:3.6 figure recorded in 1980.1%

The apparent relationship between military spending and economic
performance is particularly striking in the case of America’s most powerful
West European economic competitor, West Germany. The Federal Republic’s
defense burden has been one of the lowest of any other major NATO country,
remaining in the 3.2 to 3.4 percent range throughout the 1980s.'® And
from 1980 to 1985, the U.S. trade deficit with West Germany ballooned
from $700 million to $14.5 billion.!” The disparity between American and
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Japanese defense spending during this period has been even greater, as have
the American trade deficits with Japan.

It is true that the U.S. trade balance with almost every part of the world
plunged deeply into the red during the 1980s. Nor can unfair foreign trade
practices—a serious problem—explain the shift, for the rest of the world has
not become notably more protectionist during this decade. More persuasive
are the widely made arguments that the shift in trading patterns has coincided
with a great appreciation in the value of the dollar as well as with U.S.
economic growth rates that far exceeded industrialized world averages.

At the same time, it would be equally wrong to view these developments
as completely unrelated to U.S. military spending—as the product of one
president’s peculiar economic theories. In making their defense spending and
economic calculations, the leaders of democracies, for better or for worse,
must think of more than the country’s foreign interests, international threats,
and the dictates of pure economic rationality. They have to take into account
the public’s understandable desires for a certain amount of public services,
a certain level of material welfare, and a minimal tax burden as well as
the demands of powerful interest groups. Reaganomics—and particularly
its toleration of huge budget deficits that had to be financed by foreign
borrowing—is best understood as an attempt to strike a balance between
ultimately inconsistent foreign policy and domestic goals. The unusual extent
to which it departed from mainstream economic wisdom largely reflected the
administration’s need to compensate for the domestic economic impact of its
unusually large defense buildup, much of which went to NATO and other
alliance commitments. Heavy defense spending also tightly intertwined with
the domestic roots of America’s international economic competitiveness
problems—chiefly relatively low rates of productivity growth and low levels
of savings and investment.

It is true that U.S. defense spending has been much higher than that of
its allied economic competitors throughout the postwar era, whereas huge
trade deficits and other serious signs of competitiveness problems first
appeared only during the Reagan years. Yet this does not confirm that
Reaganomics has been the main problem. It is at least as likely that the main
economic costs of relatively heavy defense spending take time to accumulate
and that the true impact of America’s long-standing, outsized defense burden
has just started to become apparent. Worse, the toll of outsized defense
budgets may grow faster over time.!®

Again, though cause and effect are difficult to prove, key economic
statistics support the case for a trade-off between economic performance and
high defense spending. Take the growth rates of the world’s four primary
centers of industrial strength: the United States, the Soviet Union, Japan, and
the European Community (EC). From 1966 through 1987, the gross national



The Economics of NATO « 101

products (GNPs) of the most militarized of these four economies grew the
most sluggishly—an average of 2.85 percent for the United States during this
period and even less for the Soviet Union. The figures for much less mili-
tarized Japan and Western Europe were 5.96 and 3.01 percent, respectively.

A look behind the simple numbers strengthens the case. America’s periods
of fastest economic growth since 1966 have been characterized by some
combination of inflation and heavy deficit spending: 1976-1980, when aver-
age annual real growth rates peaked at 3.3 percent; 1981-1985, when they
stood at 3 percent; and 1987, when 2.9 percent growth was achieved. Mos-
cow’s performance weakened steadily as its great military buildup took off,
with average annual real growth rates plunging from 5.1 percent in the 1966—
1970 period to 3.1 percent in 1971-1975 and to 0.5 percent in 1987.

Although no other industrialized nation was more dependent on OPEC
oil when the price jumped, the Japanese economy outperformed America’s
throughout the 1970s. And EC growth rates have been comparable to
America’s since 1971 despite both the oil shocks and the vigorous expansion
of already generous welfare states that are almost universally considered drags
on growth.!?

To be sure, some countries have generated explosive economic growth
despite heavy military spending—notably South Korea and Taiwan. But both
countries are still in economic stages in which significant growth is relatively
easy to achieve. Both have also been autocracies, able to dampen private
consumption and levels of welfare spending to degrees inconceivable in Japan,
let alone the industrialized West.

What is known about the prime determinants of healthy economic growth
also suggests that high military spending can disadvantage an economy, par-
ticularly in a democracy. For most of the post—World War Il era, nations that
have skimped on the military have achieved higher productivity growth rates
than those that have splurged. Between 1972 and 1986, the United States
registered the lowest level of manufacturing productivity growth of all the
other Group-of-Seven industrialized countries (Canada, France, Italy, Japan,
the United Kingdom, and West Germany are the other members of the
group).20

Despite the Reagan military buildup, U.S. productivity growth during the
1980s has actually improved over the levels of the late 1970s, a period of
relatively low U.S. military spending. But this development does not prove
that democracies can achieve high productivity growth and high military
spending simultaneously, at least not for long. The 1.9 percent average annual
productivity increases achieved between September 1982 and September 1987
exceeded the 1.3 percent rate registered during the 1975-1980 recovery, but
they represented a drop from the 2.6 percent average for all postwar U.S.
recoveries, 2!
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America’s poor savings and investment performance also seems closely
related to relatively high levels of military spending. For the 1980-1984
period, the U.S. annual gross savings rate surpassed only Canada’s, Den-
mark’s, and Belgium’s.?2 Perhaps Americans are, as many have charged,
naturally less frugal than West Europeans and Japanese. But the governments
of democracies with high military budgets and modest welfare states face
more pressure to encourage consumption—and keep voters happy in the all-
important short run—than democracies with either low military budgets,
generous welfare states, or both.

U.S. investment levels have also lagged behind those of the countries
it protects. And the United States has typically channeled much more of
its research-and-development (R&D) funds into the military sector than its
allies. Between 1981 and 1987, according to the National Science Founda-
tion, nondefense R&D expenditures as a portion of GNP increased from 1.9
to 2.8 percent in Japan, from 2 to 2.6 percent in West Germany, and from
1.5 to 1.8 percent in France. In the United States, these figures increased only
from 1.7 to 1.8 percent. The disparity between the United States and its
leading allies is even greater in connection with government R&D expendi-
tures.?3

America’s relatively poor investment performance in turn appears to be
eroding the technological edge that it has traditionally enjoyed over its eco-
nomic rivals. U.S. performance is considered particularly unsatisfactory in
turning advances in basic research into commercially successful products. In
part, the problem is undoubtedly a matter of business management and cor-
porate culture, particularly the short-term horizons that appear to dominate
the planning activities of American businesses. But the United States is clearly
losing ground as well in the manufacturing and process technologies that
enable corporations to bring new products to the market efficiently.?*

As a result, the U.S. trade balance in high-technology products dete-
riorated from a $26.7 billion surplus in 1980 to a $2.6 billion deficit in
1986. In 1987 a tiny $600 million surplus was registered—and this only after
a major dollar devaluation. America’s share of the world merchant semi-
conductor market, the building blocks of the new information technologies,
dwindled from 60 percent in 1975 to roughly 45 percent in 1986—just under
the market share held by Japanese manufacturers.?

The international technological competition appears to be entering a
critical phase. Laboratory breakthroughs in areas such as superconductivity,
biotechnology, materials science, and microelectronics promise to revolu-
tionize industry, create enormous new markets for a wide array of new
products, and confer enormous economic and political power on those coun-
tries that exploit the new technologies most rapidly and most effectively.
So far Japan shapes up as America’s prime competitor. Nonetheless it is clear
that the NATO commitment is one of the greatest consumers of American
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resources that could otherwise be devoted to economic and technological
revitalization.

The Impact of Domestic Politics

The United States could continue to compete effectively in international
economics without excessive domestic sacrifices had it retained the inter-
national economic preponderance it enjoyed at the outset of the cold war and
had the American people’s domestic expectations of their government
remained the same. Unfortunately, neither circumstance applies anymore.

When NATO was formed, the United States dominated the world econ-
omy as had no other country since mid-nineteenth-century Britain, accounting
for 40.3 percent of world GNP and nearly 60 percent of the noncommunist
industrialized world’s GNP in 1950. By 1980, these figures had shrunk to
21.8 percent and 33.5 percent, respectively, rising to 24.1 percent and 40.4
percent by 1983, primarily because of recession in Western Europe.

Yet there has been much less change in America’s share of world military
spending and the military spending of the industrialized West. In 1950, the
United States accounted for 29.5 percent of world military spending and 58.6
percent of the industrialized West’s military spending. In 1983, the former
figure was exactly the same, and the latter declined to only 56.7 percent.2®

During the first two-and-one-half decades of the post-World War 11
era, economic predominance was undoubtedly the key to America’s ability
economically and politically to support defense spending levels considerably
higher even than those during the peak of the Reagan buildup: 10 percent in
1955, 8.9 percent in 1960, 7.4 percent in 1965, and 7.7 percent in 1970.%7
This declining relative defense effort leads Atlanticists and many others to
argue that military and alliance spending has little to do with our current
economic ills and that the U.S. economy can easily support today’s levels of
military spending and current defense commitments like NATO.28

What they forget is that the United States is not the same country
politically that it was during the early cold war years. Given the worldwide
defense responsibilities that America assumed, total public spending and the
taxes needed to pay for it could be held below economically harmful levels
during this period only if the American people accepted the barest skeleton
of a welfare state or if public spending was financed through borrowing. Once
domestic social services began to expand—and the American welfare state is
still much less extensive than its West European counterparts—and the
public’s enthusiasm for paying higher taxes waned, economic trouble was sure
to follow.

In 1949, when NATO was founded, rotal federal outlays represented
14.7 percent of GNP.2? Defense (which, of course, is not the sum total of
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U.S. foreign policy expenditures) represented 5 percent of national output,
human resources (including spending on education, training, employment,
social services, health, income security, social security, and veterans benefits)
represented 4.1 percent, and net interest on the federal debt 1.7 percent.
As percentages of the federal budget, defense spending stood at 33.9 per-
cent, human resources spending at 27.8 percent, and net interest at 11.6
percent.

By the end of President Eisenhower’s first term in 1956, with federal
outlays up to 16.9 percent of GNP, defense spending had more than doubled,
to 10.2 percent of national output, human resources spending had declined
to 3.8 percent, and net interest on the debt had sunk to 1.2 percent. That
year, defense spending accounted for more than 60 percent of all federal
spending, human resources for only 22.7, and net interest for only 7.2.

By 1988, the federal budget had risen to 22.3 percent of national out-
put. Defense spending had fallen to 6.1 percent of GNP and 27.3 percent of
the budget. But even at the end of the Reagan military buildup and nearly
a decade of relatively slow growth in federal nondefense spending, civil-
ian spending was much greater than in the period of relatively high defense
budgets. Since 1956, for example, human resources spending has nearly
tripled as a percentage of GNP and more than doubled as a share of the
budget (to 50.1 percent). And net interest on the federal debt has nearly
tripled as a percentage of GNP and nearly doubled as a percentage of the
budget.

Unquestionably the United States today has the economic capability of
financing greater defense spending. But politics renders this argument utterly
meaningless. These figures and trends represent a sweeping national con-
sensus on spending priorities that has been affirmed repeatedly by voters for
thirty years. A return to the defense effort of yesteryear is possible only
through a reordering of priorities that would fill American streets with pro-
testers, an increase in taxes that would have a similar effect and undoubtedly
slash economic growth rates, or a new binge of deficit spending that could
also cripple the economy. In theory, faster economic and productivity growth
could provide the extra resources; however, the required improvements
greatly exceed those forecast by any reputable economist.

As the fiscal 1990 defense budget request indicates, the Bush adminis-
tration will have to struggle to prevent defense spending from declining fur-
ther, both relatively and absolutely, and this struggle will intensify as the bills
for long-neglected domestic needs come due—such as the savings-and-loan
industry bailout, the cleanup of nuclear weapons plants and toxic waste
dumps, and the repair of transportation infrastructure. NATO was affordable
in the only meaningful sense in a democracy—the political—during a special
moment in history. That moment is long since past.
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The United States could also better afford a substantial (albeit significantly
reduced) commitment to Western Europe’s defense if its European allies
assumed greater responsibilities for defending themselves. Unfortunately,
they show no such interest. As the U.S. burden-sharing debate has intensified,
Atlanticists and the allies themselves have trotted out a set of facts and figures
showing that the allies “as a group are bearing roughly their fair share of the
NATO . . . defense burden,” to quote former U.S. Secretary of Defense
Caspar Weinberger. In fact, in 1986 the Eurogroup, an informal organization
containing most NATO members, suggested that the allies are “contributing
more than their fair share to the Alliance.”3?

The principal figures used to make this case concern allied military forces
stationed in Europe in peacetime. According to the Eurogroup, of the total
NATO servicemen and weapons deployed in Western Europe today, the West
Europeans provide 90 percent of the manpower, 95 percent of the divisions,
85 percent of the tanks, 95 percent of the artillery, and 80 percent of the
combat aircraft.?!

Yet as the Eurogroup report notes, unlike the United States, the European
NATO members have no major defense responsibilities outside Western
Europe. Their military efforts center almost exclusively on homeland defense.
Given their economic strength, it is only to be expected that they contribute
most of the military forces deployed in their neighborhood. Second, the most
important standard for assessing the allies’ defense efforts is not how they
stack up against U.S. forces in Europe but against the enemy’s forces. After
all, the allies presumably field their forces not to convince the United States
that they are pulling their weight but to counter the Soviets. The levels of U.S.
forces stationed in Europe indicate clearly that the West European armies
alone are too meager even to maintain deterrence. And the NATO military
strategy that they have all endorsed depends heavily on the use of nuclear
weapons and conventional reinforcements from the United States.

When the spending side is examined, West European footdragging
becomes even more obvious. From 1960 to 1986, the U.S. GDP as a share
of the NATO countries’ total fluctuated between 52.3 percent and 55.6 per-
cent (and stood at 53.6 percent in 1986). But U.S. defense spending as a share
of alliance totals during this period has always been significantly higher—
ranging from just under 62 percent to just over 70 percent and standing at
68.64 percent in 1986. Even adjusting the totals to reflect America’s non-
European defense responsibilities (many of which directly or indirectly benefit
Western Europe), the United States has still consistently spent more on West-
ern Europe’s defense than the West Europeans.??

Additional evidence that the European allies have shirked their defense
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responsibilities for many years is provided by comparisons of U.S. and West
European budgetary priorities. According to the U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, between 1975 and 1985, the European NATO members’
military expenditures as a portion of central government expenditures actu-
ally fell from 9.8 percent to 8.8 percent. The comparable U.S. figure rose
from 26.2 percent to 26.5 percent.?? In other words, the European NATO
allies are not strapped for public funds. They simply do not want to spend
these monies on defense.

Of course, military spending as a percentage of the U.S. budget has been
dropping steadily for most of the post—=World War II period and will probably
continue to drop for the foreseeable future. The allies and the United States
evidently face the same kinds of political constraints on defense spending. But
America is not asking for Western Europe’s help to defend its own territory.

Even these figures, however, tend to obscure the most important burden-
sharing reality. If America still needs to spend at least $160 billion to help
protect so wealthy a region, then that region’s defense efforts are sorely
inadequate.

Beyond the Imperial Strategy

Although the U.S. foreign policy community continues to be uncomfortable
discussing the economics of NATO, economics as well as the Gorbachev revo-
lution in Soviet foreign policy have brought transatlantic relations to a fateful
juncture. If the United States wishes to persist in the imperial strategy fol-
lowed over the last thirty years and maintain its dominant role in Western
Europe’s defense, several options are available.

The United States could decide that its foreign creditors simply cannot
afford to withdraw their support for the American economy and that allied
financing of the budget and trade deficits represents a marvelous way of
taxing these countries for the military protection provided by America. Wash-
ington could also continue on its present, slightly different, course, counting
on a combination of domestic spending restraint, frozen military budgets,
unspecified sources of revenue, and vigorous economic expansion to permit
the U.S. economy to grow out of its deficits, and on a crazy quilt of public
and private measures and ad hoc protectionism to improve the trade balance
and restore an adequate measure of economic competitiveness—especially in
high-tech industries.

If Americans decide that more of just about the same will not do, the
United States might still decide to contain the exorbitant costs of its alliance
policies through more systematic, more comprehensive trade protectionism,
such as a series of sweeping managed trade agreements with its allies or a
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coordinated international effort to manipulate currencies to benefit American
exports and cut imports.

Alternatively, the United States could conclude that these versions of
imperialism yield too much control over America’s future to foreign actors.
It could decide that continuing to provide the crutch of protectionism, in
whatever form, only postpones the day when troubled American industries
can stand on their own two feet—and in fact accelerates the erosion of the
economic power on which the imperialist strategy ultimately rests.

Rather than try to compensate for U.S. economic and industrial inade-
quacies by pressuring allies into tolerating international economic rule break-
ing and subsidizing American indiscipline, the United States could seek
security and prosperity through a policy of increasing its own economic
competitiveness and building its own real economic strength—for example,
by straightening out its public finances, using public policy to create a macro-
economic climate that encourages productive investment and a longer-term
planning horizon in American business, retooling its factories, improving its
failing schools, and repairing its crumbling transportation infrastructure.

Given political realities and the entirely understandable budget priorities
of the American people, it is difficult to see how the resources can be freed
up for the tax relief or additional public programs required for this effort
without a major cut in the military budgets that support major alliance com-
mitments, especially NATO. And given the cumulative economic costs to the
American economy of thirty years of imperialism, it is equally difficult to see
how the United States can avoid such admittedly drastic measures—and the
overhaul of alliance policy they would require—much longer.
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The Future of the U.S. Military
Presence in Europe

Jeffrey Record

declared Europe to be America’s first line of defense, a judgment

manifest in U.S. defense spending, force planning, and force
deployments. According to Defense Department estimates, the NATO com-
mitment consumes at least one-half of annual U.S. defense expenditure.! The
NATO commitment also remains, the emergence of new threats to American
security outside Europe notwithstanding, the principal determinant of the size
and structure of U.S. conventional forces, especially the U.S. Army. In terms
of force deployments, the approximately 350,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, and
airmen currently deployed in the European theater account for two of every
three U.S. servicemen stationed overseas. Five of the U.S. Army’s eighteen
divisions are stationed in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), with five
additional divisions earmarked for Europe’s rapid reinforcement.

The Truman administration’s decision in 1949 to enter NATO was
prompted by a belated recognition, based on the painful lessons of World War
I and especially World War II, that a Europe dominated by a single hostile
power—whether the Second Reich, Third Reich, or Soviet Union—consti-
tuted a fundamental threat to American security. Europe’s critical geostrategic
importance to the United States has been recognized by every subsequent
American administration, all of which have sought by one means or another
to contain Soviet military and political expansion on the Eurasian landmass.

The future of the American commitment to Europe’s defense, at least as
expressed in the number of U.S. troops routinely stationed there, can and
should no longer be taken for granted. There is, of course, nothing in the
NATO treaty of 1949 that obligates the United States to deploy a single infan-
try platoon or fighter squadron in Europe. The political commitment of the
United States to Europe’s defense has never been synonymous with or
formally tied to a specific troop level. In fact, since the outbreak of the Korean
War, which prompted the first peacetime dispatch of sizable U.S. combat
forces to Europe, U.S. force levels have fluctuated substantially, from a high
of 427,000 in 1953 to a low of 291,000 in 1970.

D uring the past forty years, every president of the United States has
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Looming over the alliance today, however, is the prospect of a major con-
traction in the scope of the U.S. military commitment to Europe’s defense.
Although there is no definitive number of U.S. troops in Europe, since the
early 1950s there has existed a consensus on both sides of the Atlantic that
a major American force presence on the order of several U.S. Army divisions
and a dozen or so tactical air wings is indispensable to both deterrence and
defense in Europe as well as to the credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee.
All American presidents, most congressional leaders, and many opinion
makers have shared this view, successfully beating back occasional attempts
by congressional dissidents to legislate unilateral U.S. troop withdrawal from
Europe.

Today, however, a unique set of factors appears to be converging toward
a new consensus. A sizable diminution in the scope of the American military
commitment to Europe’s defense now seems likely to occur well before the
end of this century—perhaps during the next few years. New factors are at
play within both NATO and the Warsaw Pact that call into question not only
the strategic validity but also the political sustainability of continuing to main-
tain a large U.S. military presence in Europe.

An Altered Transatlantic Balance of Power

There is, first, the obvious: the balance of both economic and military power
within NATO has shifted radically since the creation of the alliance in 1949.
In 1949 NATO Europe was economically prostrate. Germany had no military
forces, and French, British, Dutch, and Belgian military forces potentially
available for Europe’s defense were for the most part involved in futile col-
onial holding actions outside Europe. NATO Europe, however, has long
since recovered from World War II and shed its imperial burdens and today
has a collective gross national product (GNP), industrial base, skilled work
force, and military forces larger than that of the United States. The United
States remains primus inter pares within NATO, but its power has declined
sharply in relation to the economic and potential military power of its Euro-
pean allies. Continued disproportionate U.S. contributions to the common
defense would not be politically sustainable within the United States even if
a convincing case could be made that the Soviet military threat to Europe
today was as clear and imminent as it appeared in 1949,

A Receding Soviet Threat

The second factor bearing on the future of the U.S. military presence in
Europe is the sharp and continuing decline in public and parliamentary
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perceptions on both sides of the Atlantic of the Soviet military threat to
Europe, coupled with prospective unilateral Soviet force reductions in Europe
that in fact will significantly reduce military instability on the Continent. Even
before Mikhail Gorbachev’s stunning declarations before the United Nations
on December 7, 1988, the absence of war in Europe for over forty years, com-
bined with perceptions of a new, relatively young, and dynamic Soviet leader-
ship committed to fundamental liberalization at home and a lessening of East-
West tensions abroad, had significantly affected West European and
American perceptions of the Soviet threat.

Open, effusive praise had already been heaped on both Gorbachev the
man and Gorbachev the reformer by a conservative American president who
once called the Soviet Union an evil empire. Such talk reinforced the convic-
tion, especially widespread in Western Europe, that the Soviet Union posed
little more of a threat to peace on the Continent than the United States.
Indeed, during the Reagan administration’s “Soviet-bashing” years, public
opinion in Western Europe tended increasingly to see the United States and
the Soviet Union as roughly equal threats to European security, a develop-
ment that gave rise to the concept of equidistance—the postulation of a
Europe trapped in the competition between the equally dangerous defense
policies of the two superpowers.

Gorbachev remains far more popular in Europe than any recent American
president, and his announced unilateral Soviet force cuts in Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union’s western military districts could portend the beginning
of the end of the massive East-West military confrontation on the Continent
that has overshadowed European politics since the end of World War II. This
assumes, of course, that Gorbachev will remain in power, an assumption that
some respected Sovietologists do not share.

Gorbachev’s initiative, which promotes a declared objective of “depriving
the United States of the enemy,” strikes at the very heart of NATO’s raison
d’étre and is highly significant for a number of reasons. Aside from the fact
that the announced cuts are to be taken unilaterally, Gorbachev’s December
7 speech and the nature of the forces to be cut constitute an implicit official
Soviet recognition for the first time that Soviet forces deployed in Eastern
Europe (especially Germany) are, as NATO has long claimed, positioned and
structured for lightning offensive operations deep into NATO territory. To be
sure, as a percentage of total Soviet military power, the announced cuts
appear modest. Yet their real significance becomes apparent when one looks
at exactly what is being cut and where.

It has long been declared by NATO force planners that the greatest source
of military instability in the military balance in Europe is the Soviet concentra-
tion opposite the inter-German and FRG-Czech border of massive tank-heavy
and other offensively structured forces. However, it is precisely upon this con-
centration that the heaviest of Gorbachev’s force cuts falls. In Eastern Europe
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alone, he is eliminating six of fourteen deployed tank divisions (a reduction
of 43 percent) and 5,000 to 10,600 main battle tanks (a cut of 47 percent).
Four of the six tank divisions slated for removal are to be taken from the crack
Group of Soviet Forces Germany. Moreover, in addition to the approximately
2,000 main battle tanks that will come out with the six divisions, another
3,000 will be stripped from Soviet tank and motorized rifle divisions remain-
ing behind in Eastern Europe as part of Gorbachev’s declared intention to
restructure those divisions toward a less operationally provocative, more
defensive posture.?

Implementation of these cuts will still leave NATO facing a roughly one-
to-two numerical disadvantage against Warsaw Pact forces in the Central
Region, as compared to the approximately one-to-three disadvantage it now
faces. However, implementation of the Gorbachev cuts will significantly
reduce the initial offensive striking power of Soviet forces deployed in Eastern
Europe, and the sustainability of any major Soviet offensive operations will
suffer heavily from the announced main battle tank and other weapons cuts
in forces stationed in the Soviet Union’s western military districts.?

Moreover, additional if not unilateral Soviet force reductions in Europe
after 1990 may be anticipated. On March 9, 1989, the Soviet delegation to
the Vienna negotiations on conventional force reductions tabled an opening
proposal that was remarkable for the degree to which it endorsed several long-
standing NATO demands. Among other things the Soviets accepted the need
for major force reductions, equal limits on the size of postreduction force
deployments, and comprehensive verification measures.* Though the Soviet
proposal contains several features that are objectionable to NATO (such as
limits on tactical aircraft and armed helicopters and the creation of special
semidemilitarized zones along the East-West border), it forms the basis for
serious negotiations that could lead to force reductions on both sides to a level
up to 15 percent below those deployed by NATO today.

Of momentous significance, however, was the Soviet side’s acceptance of
postreduction numerical parity in tanks and other major weapons categories.
Parity in armor would eliminate any remaining confidence that Soviet ground
forces in Europe could successfully exploit an initial breach in NATO’s for-
ward defenses. Indeed, the Shevardnadze speech may be interpreted, from the
standpoint of long-standing Soviet operational doctrine, as a renunciation of
the principle that the best defense is a good offense.

In sum, even if the Soviet military threat to Europe is measured solely in
terms of capabilities, a significant recession of it is in the offing.

Allied Defense Performance

A third factor is allied defense performance. The political sustainability of a
major U.S. force presence in Europe depends not only on perceptions of the
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Soviet threat but also on perceptions of whether the allies are bearing their
fair share of the common defense burden. The allies have not fared well in
the eyes of U.S. public and congressional opinion in recent years, and there
are strong indications that allied defense performance in the future will be
worse rather than better. This will make it increasingly difficult for any U.S.
administration to maintain the political constituency necessary to continue a
robust U.S. military presence on the Continent.

Many allied military expenditures and national force contributions are
already declining. In recent years defense budgets have not kept pace with
inflation in many NATO countries, and in some nations budgets have
declined in real terms. Of NATO’s sixteen nations, only Italy, Luxembourg,
Norway, and Turkey registered real defense spending increases in 1988.
Indeed, during the period 1984-1986 defense expenditures as a percentage of
GNP registered an increase in only three NATO countries: Norway, Turkey,
and the United States.

Demographic trends throughout NATO are also militarily adverse. The
most unsettling are in the FRG, which has the lowest fertility rates in the
world and whose 495,000 men under arms form the core of the alliance’s for-
ward defenses. There is virtually no possibility that the Bundeswehr can main-
tain its present strength beyond the early 1990s. The size of Germany’s male
population of military age (women are barred by law from bearing arms) has
been dropping for years and will continue to do so for the remainder of the
century. The German army requires an annual replenishment pool of 225,000
new conscripts; only 125,000 will be available by the early 1990s. By 1995
the Bundeswehr could shrivel to a force two-thirds its present strength (to
335,000).

The German government, beset by political pressures from both left and
right, has abandoned some proposed remedial measures, such as an extension
of the first term of service from fifteen to eighteen months. Ministry of
Defense officials privately concede that within the next decade, the Bundes-
wehr is almost certain to decline to a force of 400,000 to 420,000 men. A
smaller Bundeswehr will weaken the defense of the critical Central Front and
could provide a perverse excuse for other NATO countries to cut their own
forces.

There may in fact be demographically mandated reductions in other
national force contributions, which could be handily excused as permitted by
unilateral Soviet force reductions in Eastern Europe. Over the next twelve
years, the draft cohort—those 18 to 22 years old—will shrink by 40 percent
in Holland, 30 percent in Great Britain, 20 percent in Belgium, and 15 percent
in France. Budgetary pressures are serving to reinforce the consequences of
demographic trends. Canada has already announced that it will no longer
honor its brigade-sized commitment to Norway’s defense. There are no pros-
pects for Belgian or Dutch force expansion; indeed, Belgium, which in 1986
met only 38 percent of the key force goals NATO annually establishes for
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each member, is considering a reduction in the poorly equipped 30,000-man
force it deploys in Germany. French defense nuclear programs, which have
long starved French conventional forces of timely modernization, are likely to
account for an even larger share of the defense budget than they have in the
past.

Nor can a robust British Army of the Rhine (BAOR) any longer be taken
for granted. British defense expenditure is declining in real terms, and for the
first time in decades, defense expenditure as a percentage of GNP is headed
downward. These trends, coupled with the Thatcher government’s deter-
mination to modernize Britain’s nuclear deterrent by acquiring the costly Tri-
dent, could make a reduction in the 56,000-man BAOR unavoidable. Some
German Ministry of Defense officials believe that at least one of the BAOR’s
three divisions will be withdrawn from Germany by the year 2000.

Justified or not, reduced allied force contributions will hardly play well
in Washington, D.C., to say nothing of Peoria.

The American Scene

The relative decline in U.S. power in relation to that of its NATO allies,
mounting perceptions of a receding Soviet threat to Europe, unilateral Soviet
force reductions in Eastern Europe, worsening allied defense performance,
and the passage of forty-four years of peace in Europe will unavoidably influ-
ence American perceptions as to what is required in the future in the way of
U.S. military forces allocated to Europe’s defense. Any decision to alter signif-
icantly the size and composition of the U.S. military presence in Europe will
be an American one, and it will be based more on developments in the United
States than on developments in Europe of the alliance as a whole.
Developments in the United States, however, as those elsewhere in the
alliance, are also working in favor of a substantially diminished military com-
mitment to Europe’s defense, at least in terms of money and forces. First, an
unprecedented federal budgetary crisis has led to declining real annual defense
expenditure for the last four years, a trend almost certain to continue well into
the 1990s. Although the crisis has yet to affect U.S. force levels in Europe,
it has already dictated significant cuts in forces based in the United States. For
example, cuts totaling $33 billion in the fiscal year 1989 defense budget will
result in a reduction of 36,000 active-duty military personnel, cancellation of
eighteen procurement programs, and deactivation of sixteen U.S. Navy war-
ships and three U.S. Air Force tactical air wings. Far larger cuts in the defense
budget are anticipated over the next several years. Secretary of Defense Dick
Cheney has submitted a budget for fiscal year 1990 that clearly reveals a pref-
erence for taking budget cuts in the form of active-duty force structure rather
than by canceling procurement programs.’ This means the elimination or
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transfer to reserve status of additional tactical air wings, ground force units,
and possibly warships. Edward C. “Shy” Meyer, former chief of staff of the
army (the service whose interests would be most adversely affected by a reduc-
tion in the U.S. military presence in Europe), has stated that U.S. troop cuts
in Europe are inevitable and could be safely undertaken under conditions of
expanded warning time afforded by Soviet force cuts and exploitation of new
verification technologies and procedures.®

Reinforcing the defense budget crunch are militarily adverse demographic
trends in the United States that call into question the All-Volunteer Force’s
(AVF) ability to recruit and retain sufficient numbers of qualified people over
the next decade. Although the demographic outlook in the United States is far
less bleak than that in Germany, the price of military manpower is greater.
Even to maintain current force levels, the AVF will probably have to allocate
an increasing real percentage of its available funds to preserve its current man-
power quality. However, the opportunity cost of meeting this challenge,
especially in an environment of declining total defense budgets, will be com-
paratively less investment in weapons, sustainability, and operations and
maintenance.

Growing demands on U.S. armed forces outside the NATO area,
demands that have yet to be attended by requisite increases in military
capabilities, constitute another factor working on behalf of a reduced force
presence in Europe. Actual intervention in the Persian Gulf and possible inter-
vention elsewhere in the Third World have drawn the steadily increasing
attention of U.S. force planners in recent years. In addition, the armed ser-
vices have been called upon to play a major role in combating international
terrorism and the international drug trade. These are daunting and relatively
new tasks for a military that counts over 500,000 fewer people on active duty
today than it had in 1964, the last year preceding U.S. combat intervention
in Vietnam.

Calls for a fundamental reassessment of the current strategic allocation of
U.S. forces overseas (and of forces withheld in the United States for various
regional contingencies) have already been sounded within the U.S. govern-
ment. In January 1988, for example, Secretary of the Navy James Webb made
a speech before the National Press Club in which he sharply questioned the
level of U.S. investment in Europe’s defense. That same month, President
Reagan received a report prepared by the Commission on Integrated Long-
Term Strategy.” The commission, whose members included Albert Wohlstet-
ter, Fred Ikle, Henry Kissinger, and Zbigniew Brzezinski, concluded that the
possibility of a large-scale Soviet attack in Central Europe was becoming
increasingly remote (a conclusion subsequently reinforced by Gorbachev’s
announced unilateral Soviet force cuts) and therefore should no longer
dominate U.S. strategic planning. The report called instead for increased
attention to meeting threats posed by low-intensity conflicts and regional
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instabilities outside Europe, along with appropriate reallocations of U.S.
defense budgetary resources.

More than a few Europeans also have come to regard an open-ended
major U.S. force presence in Europe as undesirable, politically unsustainable,
or both. Political opposition parties in Germany, Britain, and other key
NATO countries have declared themselves against a continued U.S. nuclear
presence of any kind on their national territory and have made it abundantly
clear that they would shed no tears over a smaller U.S. ground force presence
in Europe. In Germany, rising public outcry over damage to property and
occasional loss of civilian lives caused by large-scale U.S. and allied ground
force manuevers and low-level training fights has prompted the Kohl govern-
ment to impose severe restrictions on the latter and a fifty-percent cut in the
former.®

Former German chancellor Helmut Schmidt, once a stalwart of the trans-
atlantic military partnership during the 1960s and 1970s, has since
concluded:

Dependency corrupts and corrupts not only the dependent partners, but also
the oversized partner who is making decisions almost single-handedly. Most
of the European governments rely too much on American nuclear weapons
and most of them neglect their own conventional defense. An improved
military equilibrium requires that the military equipment of the French
reserve troops be increased. It also requires more British reserve troops. We
need to strengthen the conventional usable German air force and to provide
more conventional munitions for the German army. Under such qualita-
tively and quantitatively improved conditions, a partial withdrawal of
American troops would not necessarily be a misfortune. The Europeans
would be playing a role of their own.”

American public and congressional sentiment for a reassessment of the
U.S. force presence in Europe also appears to be mounting. Perceptions of
free-riding allies unwilling to bear their fair share of the common defense
burden, rising anger over what is seen as unfair allied trade practices, and
understandable concern over runaway federal deficits have contributed to a
new sense that the United States is being wrongfully used by its allies, some
of whom it defended in World War II and whose postwar recovery and subse-
quent prosperity were in no small measure (directly or indirectly) financed in
the United States.

The mood in the Congress on the matter of defense burden sharing was
captured in the June 1988 draft Report of the Senate Committee on Appro-
priations on the Department of Defense Appropriation Bill, 1989:

The Committee believes that U.S. taxpayers are currently shouldering a dis-
proportionately high percentage of the cost of maintaining security in both
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NATO and the Far East. By any measure, the United States is outspending
its allies. According to the Secretary of Defense’s Report on Allied Contribu-
tions to the Common Defense, April 1988, the United States ranks first
among the allies in per capita defense spending and defense spending as a
percentage of Gross Domestic Product. The United States spends $1,164 on
defense for every U.S. citizen, while the Federal Republic of Germany
spends $454 for every citizen, and Japan spends only $163 per citizen. The
United States spends 6.8 percent of its domestic product for defense, while
the Federal Republic of Germany spends 3.1 percent, and Japan ranks last
among the allies spending only 1 percent. Further, the United States defense
budget supports twice the spending of all other NATO allies combined.

The United States maintains forces permanently ashore in these nations
to maintain mutual national security interests. At the end of fiscal year
1987, the Department of Defense supported over 1 million people overseas:
455,954 active duty military, 182,011 civilian employees, and 413,020
dependents. 88 percent of these personnel were stationed in NATO nations,
Japan, and South Korea. According to another recent report transmitted by
the Secretary of Defense, in 1987 it cost the Department of Defense over
$34.5 billion to maintain this presence. Over $13 billion of these funds were
lost to the U.S. economy and accounted for 8 percent of the U.S. balance
of payments deficit in 1987.

The Committee is concerned that the Department of Defense current
burdensharing efforts have been paled by additional costs caused by
devaluation of the dollar. Since 1986, the additional cost of stationing U.S.
forces overseas caused by the devaluation of the dollar has increased from
$3,084,781,000 to $6,775,197,000 with an increased cost of approxi-
mately $1,500,000,000 in the past year alone. The Committee believes that
these costs should be borne by the taxpayers of NATO nations and Japan,
who directly benefit from the security provided by U.S. forces; these addi-
tional costs should not be passed on as an additional burden for U.S. tax-
payers to carry.

The Committee believes that it is time to take tangible action to more
fairly distribute the burden of defense spending. Given the very real
pressures caused by the budget deficit and the current trade imbalance with
these same allied nations, it is not reasonable to expect U.S. taxpayers to
continue to finance such a large percentage of the cost of common
defense.!?

Congressional sentiment for pulling troops out of Europe amounts to
more than just talk. In March 1989, Congresswoman Patricia Schroeder, a
liberal Democrat from Colorado, and Congressman Andy Ireland, a conser-
vative Republican from Florida, announced their intention to offer an amend-
ment to the fiscal 1990 military procurement bill mandating a unilateral U.S.
force cut of 25,000 troops, equal to the number (they claim) associated with
the intermediate nuclear force (INF) missile deployments now being elimi-
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nated under the provisions of the 1987 INF treaty. It will be difficult to mar-
shal convincing arguments against the Schroeder-Ireland amendment. The
proposed reduction is modest, certainly in comparison to Gorbachev’s an-
nounced uniltateral reductions in Soviet forces in Europe, and pegging the
number to manpower slots associated with the INF deployments suggests that
passage of the amendment would not materially affect NATO’s conventional
defenses. Yet the amendment may be a stalking horse for far larger cuts down
the road. It is frustration with allied defense performance rather than a desire
for technical adjustments in the U.S. force presence in Europe that underlies
the amendment. Congressman Ireland has characterized the U.S. investment
in Europe’s defense as “a virtual entitlement program” for the NATO allies
“supplied courtesy of the American taxpayer,” adding that “American tax
dollars are spent to defend our allies who use the money they save to clobber
us in trade wars.”!!

Congressional irritation with European allies, hardly mellowed by
France’s denial of overflight rights to Libya-bound U.S. F-111s in 1986,
Spain’s expulsion of U.S. F-16 squadrons in 1988, the probable future loss
of U.S. bases in Greece, and a politically desperate Kohl government’s aban-
donment of its pledge to support modernization of NATO’s battlefield
nuclear weapons (indeed, Bonn's insistence that the United States negotiate
their reduction irrespective of the course of East-West negotiations on conven-
tional arms), is shared increasingly by other decision makers. One of the most
striking developments within the alliance in recent years—and one that bodes
ill for prospects for preserving the current measure of U.S. military power in
Europe—has been a growing division within the traditionally Eurocentric
American foreign policy establishment over the strategic wisdom and moral
validity of continuing to maintain a large force presence in Europe.

Until the 1980s, calls for pulling some or all U.S. troops out of Europe
came almost exclusively from liberals, libertarians, and midwestern and
Rocky Mountain isolationists, some of whom opposed U.S. admission to
NATO in 1949 as unwise. The Mansfield resolutions and amendments of the
1960s and 1970s drew upon this sentiment.

More recently, however, prominent members of America’s foreign policy
elite have joined the ranks of those who favor a reduction in America’s present
investment in Europe’s defense. Henry Kissinger, condemning Europe’s exces-
sive reliance on nuclear deterrence at the expense of needed improvements in
conventional defenses, has talked of “a gradual withdrawal of a substantial
proportion, perhaps up to one-half, of our present ground forces” in
Europe.!? Zbigniew Brzezinski, bemoaning Europe’s continuing status as “an
American military protectorate some thirty years after Western Europe’s eco-
nomic recovery” from World War II and wishing to build up U.S. military
strength for Persian Gulf contingencies, has called for a withdrawal of up to
100,000 U.S. troops.!3 Neoconservative commentator Irving Kristol, argu-
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ing that “NATO subverts Western Europe’s will to resist and interferes with
America’s responsibilities as a global power,” has proposed a U.S. “with-
drawal from that commitment and the reconstitution of NATO as an all-
European organization that would boost the morale of West European
nations by affirming their independence and national identity.”!*

A no less radical call for an American withdrawal from NATO comes
from Melvyn Krauss in a 1986 book, How NATO Weakens the West. Krauss
argues that “Europe’s detente-as-defense strategy has made U.S. membership
in NATO inconsistent with its containment objectives” and concludes that
“the military weakness NATO has imposed on the Europeans . . . is in neither
Europe’s long-term interest nor that of the United States.”’ Approaching
America’s European commitment from a strategic perspective, Eliot Cohen
points to “Europe’s relative decline as a strategic stake™ for America, and he
concludes that “Europe has become . . . a strategic liability.”'¢ Though his-
torian Paul Kennedy, in his widely discussed 1987 best-seller, The Rise and
Fall of the Great Powers, believes that Europe is essential to American secu-
rity, he contends that the United States suffers an acute case of “imperial
overstretch”—a dangerous disparity between its economic wealth-generating
capacity and its ability to service its heavy global military obligations—that
at some point could dictate a major reduction in U.S. defense commitments
overseas.!” Earl Ravenal asserts that “the United States sooner or later must
abandon containment and drastically reduce its security commitments.” As
part of that strategy, he urges “an end of the American undertaking to defend
Europe,” which he characterizes as “our most expensive commitment by any
measure—troops, dollars or risks.”!® David P. Calleo, taking a similar view
in his Beyond American Hegemony, calls for a devolution of the responsibility
for Europe’s defense on the shoulders of the European allies.'” And no less
a NATO stalwart than Andrew ]. Goodpaster, former Supreme Allied Com-
mander Europe (SACEUR) has proposed bringing half of U.S. forces in
Europe back home by the mid-1990s.20

A final factor bearing on the fate of the U.S. military presence in Europe
is the possibility that a president of the United States would either push for
a substantial unilateral contraction in U.S. forces deployed in Europe or at
least not vigorously oppose congressional attempts to impose one. Presiden-
tial attitudes on this matter are crucial because of the White House’s constitu-
tional prerogatives. But the mere fact that all presidents since 1949 have vig-
orously opposed congressionally inspired unilateral U.S. force reductions in
Europe provides no basis for confidence that all future presidents can be
counted upon to do the same.

One of the reasons that past legislative initiatives to compel unilateral
withdrawals have failed without exception to pass either the Senate or the
House, to say nothing of both, is the knowledge that such legislation, even
if it cleared both chambers, would face an almost certain presidential veto
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(which would require a two-thirds majority of senators and congressmen to
override). The outcome would be dramatically different in a setting in which
the president employed the full weight of his office to support such legislation.

To be sure, neither major party nominee for the presidency in 1988 indi-
cated a view on the matter fundamentally different from presidents past.
However, times change, and presidential views on substantive issues have
been known to change, especially in response to strong budgetary and politi-
cal pressures. American public and congressional support for continued mem-
bership in NATO remains remarkably strong, as it does for maintaining some
kind of force presence in Europe. This support, however, cannot be—and
never has been—taken as support for a specific U.S. troop strength in Europe.

Some Parting Thoughts
In 1951 then SACEUR, General Dwight D. Eisenhower, observed to a friend:

Europe must, as a whole, provide in the long run for its own defense. The
U.S. can move in and, by its psychological, intellectual, and material leader-
ship, help to produce arms, units, and the confidence that will allow Europe
to solve its problem. In the long run, it is not possible—and most certainly
not desirable—that Europe should be an occupied territory defended by
legions brought in from abroad, somewhat in the fashion that Rome’s terri-
tories vainly sought security many hundred years ago.?!

Almost forty years later there are still as many U.S. troops in Europe as there
were in 1951. But NATO can hardly be regarded as a failure. On the con-
trary, NATO is if anything the victim of its own success. It has succeeded in
deterring Soviet aggression in Europe for four decades. Moreover, a success-
fully contained and now economically desperate Soviet Union appears genu-
inely interested in substantially dismantling the military components of the
cold war in Europe. If this is indeed the case, a lot of fundamental new think-
ing is required on the NATO side of the rusting iron curtain. Among other
things, the need for a large and costly U.S. military presence in Europe
deserves reassessment. Even if that presence were politically and budgetarily
sustainable, its strategic validity is being undermined by what seems increas-
ingly to be a major reduction in the Soviet military threat that prompted
NATO’s creation. For the first time, budgetarily unavoidable but otherwise
undesirable (at least in the eyes of NATO’s old guard) reductions in the U.S.
military presence in Europe may now be both strategically and operationally
permissible.

Alliances thrive on clear and present external danger. The new Soviet
leadership seems to have concluded not only that NATO poses no real mili-
tary threat to the Warsaw Pact but also that its own forces in Europe can be
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seen to pose such a threat to NATO. Fortuitously, if coincidentally, Soviet
force reduction and other tension-lessening initiatives come at the very time
when both the United States and its European allies also seem to be tiring of
the burdens imposed by continued heavy investment in Western Europe’s
defense.
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Conventional Force Reductions
in Europe: In Pursuit of Stability

Jed C. Snyder

The European Context for
Conventional Force Reductions

For much of the postwar period, arms control initiatives by the superpowers
and their allies have focused principally on reducing the dangers of the East-
West nuclear competition, referred to by Albert Wohlstetter as the “balance
of terror.” U.S. and Soviet perceptions of that balance are a key variable in
gauging the state of European security. A guarantee by the United States (and
its allies) to underwrite that security by extending the deterrent of the U.S.
nuclear umbrella to Europe has insured against the possibility of aggression
by the Warsaw Pact.

The American nuclear guarantee to Europe is designed to deter the full
range of Soviet aggressive options, from the use of conventional forces
through intermediate- and intercontinental-range nuclear weapons, by provid-
ing a credible capability to respond to Soviet actions in kind at every level of
force. The deterrent power of the nuclear promise rests principally in the
adversary’s calculation that nuclear weapons could be used in response to any
attack. The credibility of the Western nuclear threat must be uniform along
the spectrum of Soviet attack options.

The Conventional-Nuclear Link

The apocalyptic scenarios of superpower conflict generally center on a nuclear
exchange in Europe, presumably resulting from the inability of NATO’s
forces to repel a conventional assault by the Warsaw Pact across the inter-
German border, in short, a failure of deterrence in Europe. The guarantee
that NATO would introduce nuclear weapons into the conflict functions, it is
hoped, to preclude Warsaw Pact forces from initiating conflict at any level.

The author grartefully acknowledges the very constructive comments by Diego Ruiz-Palmer,
Jeffrey Record, and several anonymous officials of the U.S. government who have reviewed this
chapter.
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The assumption that NATO could not tolerate a conventional failure in
Europe presumably serves to deter the Soviet Union and its allies from engag-
ing in a process where the dangers of escalation would (in the Soviet calculus)
deter Warsaw Pact aggression of any kind.

The factors that could contribute to a failure of conventional deterrence
in Europe were rarely examined until recently. Such faith had been placed in
the deterrent capacity of atomic weapons that little serious analytical atten-
tion was paid to the character of the conventional balance in Europe. Rather,
the level of force was emphasized, by calculating a range of conflict scenarios
at various levels of engagement. Significantly, it is generally understood that
the Warsaw Pact will retain at least a quantitative advantage in Europe at
both the conventional and theater nuclear levels.

NATO’s refusal to match Soviet conventional strength in Europe is an
enduring geopolitical reality. For much of the postwar period, the U.S.
nuclear guarantee served to mask the unwillingness of the European allies to
increase their conventional posture substantially. NATO planners postulated
that the balance of nuclear weapons (on both sides) would govern whether an
East-West conflict would be initiated. In short, it was assumed that neither
aNATO nor a Warsaw Pact commander could make his strategic calculations
on the basis of the conventional balance alone. Yet it would be the failure of
conventional forces to hold the Warsaw Pact in check that would, in all
likelihood, begin the process whereby the nuclear forces of the United States
and the Soviet Union could be engaged.

With the achievement by the Soviet Union of strategic nuclear parity in
the early 1970s, confidence in the capability of the American nuclear umbrella
to deter a Warsaw Pact conventional attack against NATO forces began to
wither. A series of events focused the attention of the Western nations on
addressing NATO’s conventional deficiencies. These included an impressive
quantitative buildup and qualitative improvement of Warsaw Pact conven-
tional forces facing NATO in Western Europe, and they served to reinforce
a desire by Western governments to address seriously whether the complex
task of arriving at an East-West conventional reductions regime could be
accomplished.

After fifteen years of discussions the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduc-
tion (MBFR) talks in Vienna ended with virtually no progress achieved on
reducing the size of opposing conventional forces in Central Europe. Indeed,
the parties to these discussions acknowledged that it had not been possible
even to reach agreement on the level of forces deployed by both sides.

With the signing of the Treaty Eliminating Intermediate-Range and
Short-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) in December 1987, a sense of greater
urgency now accompanied the twin tasks of bolstering the alliance’s conven-
tional capabilities (regarded by most observers as politically and economically
quixotic) and designing an arms control regime to reduce the size of the
opposing forces. Increasingly these two objectives appeared to be mutually
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exclusive. The INF imbroglio illustrated the difficulty of pursuing arms con-
trol and modernization in tandem. Despite NATO’s original pledge to pursue
each of the two tracks of deployment and arms control with equal vigor,
political reality prevented such an approach. Inevitably the requirements of
one policy competed with (and often prevented) the successful implementa-
tion of the other.! The INF weapons were deployed, but the circumstances
of their removal seemed to confirm the maxim that political pressures to
accommodate the public’s attraction for arms control will probably doom a
parallel effort to modernize forces.

Certainly any reasonable reading of NATO’s history dictated extreme
skepticism that the allied governments could be persuaded to enhance conven-
tional forces even if accompanied by an arms control palliative. It seemed
foolish to expect that the alliance would seriously entertain proposals to
bolster its ground and air units in Europe. Indeed, NATO’s inability (or
unwillingness) to reinforce its conventional posture in Europe became axio-
matic and central to a range of subsequent policy decisions and choices.

Canonical alliance statements and communiqués notwithstanding, the
Western governments have effectively proclaimed the impossibility of sub-
stantially altering the conventional balance in NATO’s favor through quan-
titative or qualitative Western force improvements. A series of alliance-wide
cooperative force modernization initiatives withered as key national gov-
ernments refused to contribute additional funds or develop public support
among their electorates for greater national commitments to defense spend-
ing. From the Long-Term Defense Program (LTDP) adopted in the late 1970’s
to NATO’s current Conventional Defense Improvement program (CDI), the
alliance has failed to implement quantitative improvements to its conventional
force posture, although qualitative measures have been instituted. The net
result is that nuclear weapons will continue to bear the greater burden of
deterrence in Europe.

Mikhail Gorbachev has introduced a new variable into the European
security equation. There is great debate over the effect that perestroika will
have on Soviet foreign policy and whether the changes Gorbachev promises
will be more stylistic than substantive. In particular, it remains unclear how
and whether Moscow’s claims of a shift in Soviet military doctrine toward
a more “defensive” posture designed to meet requirements of “reasonable
sufficiency” will be effected.

In his landmark December 1988 address to the United Nations, Gor-
bachev pledged to restructure Soviet military forces worldwide and to make
radical cuts in air and ground units deployed in Europe and Asia. Com-
pelling evidence of fundamental changes in Soviet military posture has not
yet surfaced, but it is clear that the rhetorical power of promised reforms
has already had a considerable effect on alliance policy and is likely to
affect a range of NATO decisions on force modernization and-arms control
planning.
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For the first time in the postwar period, a Soviet leader has proposed truly
massive reductions in the levels of both Soviet and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact
conventional forces. This is perhaps the first tangible (albeit tentative) evi-
dence that Soviet policy toward the Western alliance is at least in transition,
if not in the early stages of a fundamental transformation. Nevertheless, both
the Central Intelligence Agency and the Defense Intelligence Agency have
estimated 3 percent real growth in Soviet defense spending during 1988.2
The synergistic effect of Gorbachev’s call for a “common European home,”
his pledge to reduce Soviet defense spending by more than 14 percent, and
dramatic proposals for conventional and nuclear force reductions have
already been politically dramatic. Gorbachev’s proposals have emasculated
alliance plans to modernize both conventional and theater nuclear forces.

As the May 1989 NATO Summit meeting illustrated, the political and
strategic terms of reference for alliance planning and policy have changed.
Conventional force issues have already replaced the INF controversy as the
nucleus of the East-West dialogue. The negotiations on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe (CFE), inaugurated in March 1989, will dominate the East-
West and West-West dialogue for the next several years as NATO struggles
to respond to both Western public insistence that Gorbachev’s arms control
initiatives be “seriously” addressed, while simultaneously struggling to imple-
ment the much-heralded “Comprehensive Concept of Arms Control and Dis-
armament” adopted at the May Brussels Summit.

It is within this climate that the West must begin to formulate a strategic
approach to European security and, most particularly, attend to the problem
of crafting a longer-term strategy designed to preserve some semblance of
conventional force sufficiency in Europe.

A Sketch of the Current CFE Proposals

NATO’s initial proposal, tabled in March 1989 in Vienna, focused on the
three weapons categories where Warsaw Pact advantages were regarded as
of most concern: main battle tanks, artillery, and armored troop carriers
(ATC).? The NATO position proposed five guidelines governing the deploy-
ment of conventional forces in Europe. The Western rationale is to accom-
plish substantial reductions of systems that are highly mobile or generate
high rates of fire. In addition, the Western CFE proposals are designed to limit
the capability of any one nation to dominate the order of battle on either side.

Finally, NATO was determined to focus on both the level of deployed
armaments and the state of military readiness in those regions where the
concentration of force is greatest, in addition to prohibiting redeployment of
forces from one region to another. This requires establishing a series of
connected sublimits covering ground forces in the theater along with addi-
tional limits on all active units.*
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The first guideline established overall levels for each of the three weapons
categories in the Atlantic to the Urals (ATTU) region, of which NATO and
the Warsaw Pact could each retain 50 percent: 40,000 main battle tanks,
33,000 artillery pieces, and 56,000 ATC.

The second guideline proposed that no single nation could field more than
30 percent of the total weapons deployed. This would limit each nation to
no more than 12,000 main battle tanks, 10,000 artillery pieces, and 16,800
ATC.

The third guideline focused on stationed forces, units deployed by alliance
members outside their national territory in active units. This measure is
designed principally to limit and reduce the percentage of forces contributed
by the Soviet Union to the Warsaw Pact’s capability. This would effectively
restrict each country from deploying more than 3,200 main battle tanks,
1,700 artillery pieces, and 6,000 ATC outside their own territory.

The fourth guideline establishes a series of four geographic zones, ranging
in territorial scope downward from the entire ATTU region—encompassing
eleven of the sixteen Soviet military districts, the territory of the Warsaw
Treaty Organization (WTO) nations, and the European NATO countries—as
the first zone, to three smaller zones, the last of which is the critical Central
Region area encompassing Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG),
Luxembourg, and the Netherlands on the NATO side and Czechoslovakia,
the German Democratic Republic, and Poland on the WTO side. In this last
(and smallest) zone, each alliance would be limited to 8,000 main battle
tanks, 4,500 artillery pieces, and 11,000 ATC. NATO and the WTO are
both free to determine how to allocate forces within the zones among the
nations, although rigid guidelines on stationing would restrict both sides from
moving large numbers of forces at will.

The fifth guideline proposes an annual exchange of data on forces for
both the NATO and WTO alliances, disaggregated down to the battalion
level. It stipulates that any structural changes in combat units above the
battalion level (including increases in personnel strength) will be reported.

Subsequent to the tabling of these proposals, President George Bush
announced further reduction proposals at the NATO Summit meeting in
Brussels in May 1989. There were three components to these proposals: (1)
NATO and WTO negotiators would register their agreement on weapons
ceilings already proposed in Vienna in March 1989, (2) there would be a 15
percent reduction to equal ceilings, in current NATO levels of helicopters and
land-based combat aircraft in the ATTU zone, and (3) there would be a 20
percent reduction in U.S. stationed combat forces in Europe (the United
States currently deploys roughly 150,000 combat troops, so this could repre-
sent a reduction of 30,000 U.S. personnel) and a resulting ceiling of 275,000
on U.S. and Soviet stationed ground and air force personnel in the ATTU
zone. This would require the Soviet Union to reduce its stationed forces in
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Eastern Europe by some 325,000.5 The Bush proposals were offered in dra-
matic fashion, including the assertion that the reductions could be agreed to
within 6 to 12 months and implemented by 1992-1993.

The Warsaw Pact proposals were announced in July 1988, expanded
during Mikhail Gorbachev’s December 1988 U.N. address, and formally
tabled in Vienna in March 1989. The proposal’s structure repeats the three-
stage framework offered earlier.

The first stage (to be implemented between 1991 and 1994) would reduce
the levels of combat aircraft, tanks, combat helicopters, armored combat
vehicles and armored personnel carriers, and artillery pieces to equal alliance
ceilings, 10 to 15 percent lower than current levels. Subsequently the WTO
has proposed specific ceilings of 20,000 tanks, 28,000 armored troup car-
riers, and 24,000 artillery pieces. In addition, new proposed ceilings of 1,500
tactical strike aircraft, 1,700 combat helicopters, and 1.35 million personnel
for each side were proposed, all to be accomplished by 1997. In addition, the
WTO proposed “surprise attack prevention measures,” including zones of
“reduced levels of armaments” along the inter-German border. The second
stage of the Gorbachev reductions (to be implemented by 1997) proposed
equal reduction of some 25 percent of total armed forces strength (roughly
500,000 personnel). In the final stage (to be accomplished by 2000) the forces
of both alliances would be reduced further and restructured to achieve “a
strictly defensive character.” Furthermore, ceilings on categories not covered
in the earlier phases would be implemented. Force modernization would also
be constrained. Finally, the Soviet proposal implies that all short-range
nuclear forces (SNF) would be removed.

Subsequent refinements to the Soviet proposals yielded the following
goals: a global reduction of 500,000 in Soviet forces by 1991; a reduction of
Soviet forces in the ATTU region of 10,000 tanks, 8,500 artillery pieces, and
800 combat aircraft; a reduction of six Soviet tank divisions (2,000 tanks) in
Eastern Europe (four to be withdrawn from East Germany, one from Czecho-
slovakia, and one from Hungary); a withdrawal of 3,000 tanks from the
remaining twenty-two Soviet divisions in Eastern Europe; and removal of the
remaining 5,000 tanks from the western military districts.

Assessing the Conventional Balance in Europe

Few other issues incite the passions of strategists more effectively than the
question of how to measure the conventional balance in Europe. Schools of
thought have developed to differentiate competing approaches to this issue.
Committed students of the art of net assessment have watched such a debate
unfold over the last several years in the respected journal International
Security.b
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Weighing the Contributing Factors

Although sharp differences remain among those who attempt to draw conclu-
sions about the numerical asymmetries in NATO-Warsaw Pact forces, a
consensus has developed that many previous non-governmental assessments
have relied excessively on “static indicators” of military strength in reaching
determinations about wartime performance. These analyses were generally
“bean counts,” relying almost entirely on numerical comparisons of com-
parable weapons and equipment. Conclusions regarding the prospects for
victory or defeat were based principally on judgments of numerical advan-
tage, calculations of force-to—space ratios, and inferiority in key weapons
classes.

Calculating the balance, however, is not simply an academic exercise, and
such net assessments will grow in importance as both NATO and the Warsaw
Pact reduce their theater forces in Europe. As the aggregate air and ground
(and possibly naval) forces are cut, the importance of nonnumerical factors
will increase. Further, enlightened bean counting will continue to be impor-
tant in macroassessments since decisions on how to prioritize force reductions
will be necessarily affected by evaluations of the balance. Force ratios will be
carefully scrutinized to determine whether proposed cuts in key weapons
systems or equipment will increase overall vulnerability.

As the debate over how to measure capability continues, greater emphasis
will be placed on such qualitative factors as reinforcement capabilivy, mobili-
zation requirements, training, technological trends, logistics, doctrine, and
political reliability. All of these factors introduce uncertainty into the calcula-
tions of military planners and therefore could affect the outcome of a battle,
in particular, a conventional battle.

The personnel mix of the NATO and Warsaw Pact forces provides an
example of how critically qualitative factors can affect judgments about capa-
bility. Over the last two decades, the NATO nations have in the aggregate
decreased the percentage of active-duty units deployed in the Central Region
of Europe, choosing instead to rely more heavily on reservists and therefore
on time-consuming mobilization in the event of a crisis. The Warsaw Pact,
in contrast, has increased its commitment of active forces in this region.
Thus, in wartime, NATO could be more dependent on the mobilization of
reserve units than would the Warsaw Pact.” This reliance would complicate
reinforcement planning for the alliance and could affect its ability to defend
forward positions early in an engagement.?

Reaching a conclusion about comparative advantage solely on the basis
of mobilization time, however, ignores another qualitative factor: warning
and response. Should NATO react quickly to signals of an impending Soviet
attack, the time required to mobilize reserves could be less significant to the
outcome. Moreover, there is legitimate debate about how effectively the
NATO alert system would operate and how rapidly the alliance would recog-
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nize and react to indications of imminent hostilities.® Two factors are critical
in this regard. First, all of NATO’s assets are drawn from the national armed
forces of the contributing nations. There is no absolute governing supra-
national authority in peacetime. In the event that one of the key contributing
nations hesitates to transfer national military authority to the NATO Supreme
Allied Commander (SACEUR), the alert and mobilization system would . >
immédiately and adversely affected. These hobbling political factors do not
constrain Soviet forces to nearly the same extent. First, all WTO commanders
are Soviet officers (unlike the alliance practice of distributing senior command
billets to allied officers), and Soviet authority over WTO forces in peacetime
is unquestioned. A central, permanent supranational authority determines the
level and speed of a fully integrated military response. It should be noted that
centralized control within the WT O command structure is no longer taken for
granted, however. Analysts of the southern tier Warsaw Pact nations have
great doubts about the willingness of Hungary and Rumania, for example, to
contribute forces to a Warsaw Pact invasion force.!?

In sum, military balance calculations increasingly will be affected by sub-
jective assessments of intangible but potentially critical factors, which at
lower levels of force (such as those envisioned in the CFE framework) could
affect both judgments about the wisdom of striking first and the prognosis for
success.

NATO-Warsaw Pact Comparisons

Although qualitative factors are critical, numercial comparisons are necessary
to establish a data base from which judgments about quantitative advantage
can be determined. These in turn would be useful as a guide to establishing
milestones in conventional force negotiations. In addition, quantitative com-
parisons of in-place forces are useful in evaluating the feasibility of a Warsaw
Pact standing-start attack, where there would be little or no mobilization. It
is this concern to avoid a surprise attack that has motivated much of the East-
West confidence-and-security—building measures (CSBMs) initiatives over
the last several years.

There are considerable discrepancies between the NATO assessment of
the European conventional balance and the calculations made by the Warsaw
Pact. For comparison purposes, table 9-1 summarizes NATO and Warsaw
Pact estimates of the balance, focusing on six broad categories of weapons
and personnel. The two sources used for this comparison are generally
regarded as the most authoritative official documents for both NATO and
Warsaw Pact deployments. The NATO material is current as of January
1988. The Soviet-supplied figures are current as of July 1988. The estimate
covers the ATTU region, the agreed-upon zone of reductions for the CFE
negotiations.
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Table 9-1
NATO and Warsaw Pact Official Force Estimates for Europe
Force Deployments for Force Deployments for
NATO Warsaw Pact
NATO wWTO NATO wWTO
Estimates Estimates Estimates Estimates
Main battle tanks 22,220 30,690 51,500 59,470
Artillery? 17,330 57,060 43,400 71,560
Armored troop carriers and
infantry fighting vehicles 47,640 46,900 89,100 70,330
Aircraft 4,510 7,130 8,250 7,875
Combat helicopters 2,600 5,270 3,700 2,785
Total military personnel
(thousands) 2215 3,660 3,090 3,575

Sources: NATO: Conventional Forces in Europe: The Facts (Brussels: NATO Headquarters,
NATO Press Service, January 1988). Warsaw Treaty Organization: Warsaw Treaty Organiza-
tion and North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Correlation of Forces in Europe (Moscow: Mili-
tary Publishing House, Novosti Press Agency, 1989).

2The Soviets include anti-tank guns and small caliber systems (i.e., below 100mm), which
NATO excludes from its count.

The differences in Warsaw Pact and NATO estimates are significant and
reflect divergent approaches to estimating force levels, due principally to
differences in counting rules for specific weapons systems. These differences
may become a significant obstacle to an early accord, since complex counting
formulas (a contentious issue among the NATO allies) will be required to
reach agreement where the disparity in estimates is greatest.

In addition, Soviet methodology in arriving at force balances differs mar-
kedly from that employed by Western planners. Generally Soviet planners
assume a much wider range of conflict scenarios and a much richer set of
assumptions about how the qualitative factors would affect the balance. The
effect of training, doctrine, and the extent of surprise contribute to Soviet
calculations. Uncertainty about how the Soviets calculate the quantitative
balance is compounded because military planners have been careful not to
reveal publicly the precise force ratios they use in reaching combat net assess-
ments.

Further, Soviet planners have developed an elaborate system of sub-
dividing the globe (including the European region) into theaters of strategic
military action (TVDs) in order to maximize the flexibility of their forces in
meeting a range of scenarios. Soviet conceptions of “strategic directions” of
attack, for example, could significantly affect Western assumptions about
how the Soviets would allocate forces within the European theater.!! While
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command-control specialists debate the military operational significance of
the TVD concept, it does suggest a more sophisticated approach to military
planning than has generally been ascribed to Soviet military thought in the
past.!12

Table 9-1 summarizes total European deployed forces for NATO and the
Warsaw Pact in order to provide a context for a comparative assessment. The
principal focus of concern for NATO in a crisis, however, would be the Cen-
tral Region. NATO nations contributing forces to the Central Front are the
United States, West Germany, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, the
Netherlands, and Great Britain. WTO forces are those of the Soviet Union,
the German Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. Table 9-2
lists WTO Category I divisions (those at the highest level of Warsaw Pact
force readiness) available for the Central Region; table 9-3 lists NATO divi-
sions available for a Central Region conflict; and table 9-4 estimates the size
of fully mobilized forces for both NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

Table 9-2
Warsaw Pact Divisions in the Central Region
Peacetime
Soviet Divisions Location® Strength Mix?
Baltic MD 2 AIR
_ ) Belorussian MD 2 1 MRD, 1 AIR
Soviet forces in USSR Carpathian MD 1 1 TK
Moscow MD 1 1 AIR
Soviet forces in East Germany 19 11 TK, 8 MRD
Soviet forces in Czechoslovakia 5 2 TK, 3 MRD
Soviet forces in Poland 2 2 TK
Total Soviet divisions 32 16 TK, 12 MRD,
4 AIR
East German forces 6 2 TK, 4 MRD
Czechoslovakian forces 6 3 TK, 3 MRD
Polish forces 8 5 TK, 3 MRD
Total Warsaw Pact divisions 52 26 TK, 22 MRD,
4 AIR

Sources: William P. Mako, U.S. Ground Forces and the Defense of Central Europe (Washington,
D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1983); U.S. Ground Forces and the Conventional Balance in Europe
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Congressional Budget Office, 1988).

Note: Soviet divisions are classified in three categories, depending on their strength and readiness
status. This table lists only Category I divisions—those evaluated by NATO as fully equipped and
fully manned within twenty-four hours.

4The Warsaw Pact deploys three types of divisions: tank (TK), motorized rifle (MRD), and air-
borne (AIR).

PMD = military district. The Soviet Union is divided into sixteen military districts for purposes
of administration, training and mobilization.



Conventional Force Reductions in Europe: In Pursuit of Stability « 137

Table 9-3
NATO Divisions Available for a Central Region Conflict
Active Reserve
In Place® Rer'nfora:emerrtsh Reinforcements*© Total

United States 5 10 15 30V
West Germany 12 0 2 14
Belgium 2 7! % 2
Canada %) 0 0 4
Denmark 0 1 0 1
France! 3 12 0 15
Netherlands 14 124 1Y 3
Great Britain 2% Y 2 4

Total divisions 24, 26 1924 70

Source: Adapted from U.S. Ground Forces and the Conventional Balance in Europe (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Congressional Budget Office, 1988).

A portion of the in-place forces would be prepared to engage Warsaw Pact forces immediately,
with the balance available 24-72 hours after NATO mobilization commences.

bThe availability of these forces varies depending on national mobilization plans but are gen-
erally expected to be in place within one week. Six of the U.S. active reinforcement divisions are
expected to arrive in Europe within ten days, with the remainder following over a period of two
weeks. Questions have been raised, however, about the logistical difficulties inherent in such a
massive reinforcement operation, aggravated by the paucity of U.S. heavy lift assets for such an
operation.

“European reserve units are expected to be in place, beginning seven days after mobilization
(M +7). The final U.S. reserve units would not arrive until approximately eleven weeks after
mobilization commences.

4French armed forces have not been committed to NATO since President de Gaulle’s decision in
1966 to withdraw France from the alliance’s military framework. A series of bilateral agreements
between France and NATO outline the conditions under which French forces would participate
in a NATO operation.

Although one cannot produce precise time schedules of either NATO or
Warsaw Pact mobilization capabilities, the resource pool from which both
alliances would draw its forces is known with some precision. Soviet forces
would come principally from the three western military districts (MDs):
Baltic, Belorussian and Carpathian. Additional forces could be brought to
bear from the Kiev, Odessa, and Leningrad districts. The three MDs support-
ing the Central Strategic Reserve (Moscow, Urals, and Volga) would add to
the mobilization base of the MDs in European Russia. It has been estimated
that after a sixty-day mobilization, the nine MDs could provide more than
ninety-six divisions.!? Over the past decade, the Soviets have significantly
bolstered their reserve complement, adding more than twelve divisions.*
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Table 9-4
NATO-Warsaw Pact Balance after Full Mobilization
NATO Warsaw Pact
Divisions Divisions
United States 30V Soviet Union 90
West Germany 15V5 East Germany 6
France 15 Czechoslovakia 10
Great Britain 3% Poland 1324
Belgium 2
Netherlands 314
Canada Vs
Total mobilized divisions 70 11924

Source: U.S. Ground Forces and the Conventional Balance in Europe (Washington, D.C. Con-
gressional Budget Office, 1988).

Note: A condition of full mobilization for both NATO and the Warsaw Pact would not occur
until after at least thirty days beyond the initiation.

On the NATO side, Europe’s dependence on early reinforcement by
American ground forces deployed by air from the continental U.S. (CONUS)
has actually grown over time.!’ If one is impressed with declarations by
previous SACEURs (and the results of a series of NATO-Warsaw Pact con-
flict simulations) concluding that NATO’s in-theater ground units are so
insufficient to repel a Soviet conventional attack that early nuclear release is
probable (perhaps as early as D—day plus 10), then the increased allied depen-
dence on early insertion of U.S. ground reinforcements is cause for alarm.

Unless the European allies are able to increase their contribution of
ground forces, NATO’s reinforcement disadvantage will grow, particularly
because U.S. budgetary pressures will likely force a reduction in both the
European-deployed and CONUS-based American units as well as cuts in
planned air- and sea-lift capabilities. Should NATO be able to increase the
European share of early (D + 1-5) ground reinforcements, U.S. reinforcement
priorities could shift to accelerating the number of air wing deployments to
Europe early enough in the mobilization process to benefit the theater air
balance, thus allowing U.S. ground troops to arrive later. This could enable
American forces to function essentially as an operational reserve for European
ground units.

Responding to adverse demographic trends in Europe that will substan-
tially reduce available manpower over the next two decades, a number of pro-
posals have been offered designed to result in a radical shift in the division of
labor between the European and American forces. In a recent issue of Foreign
Affairs, a former U.S. army chief of staff, General Edward C. Meyer, and
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Table 9-5
NATO-Warsaw Pact Force Ratios for the Central Region
Estimated Estimated

WTO Assets NATO Assets Force Ratio
Main battle tanks 19,700 7,100 2.77:1
Infantry fighting vehicles 10,700 4,800 2.22:1
Tube artillery 8,200 2,100 3.90:1
Armored personnel carriers 13,400 10,600 1.26:1
Heavy mortars and multiple
rocket launchers 4,000 1,300 3.07:1
Air defense guns 3,900 1,300 3.07:1
Surface-to-air missiles 3,200 1,300 3.00:1
Arttack helicopters 900 500 2.46:1
Combat aircraft 3,000 1,400 2.14:1
In-place divisions 36 24%; 1.50:1
Armor division equivalents? 23 22 1.10:1

Sources: The Military Balance, 1987-1988, 1988-1989 (London: International Institute for
Strategic Studies); John M. Collins, “NATO-Warsaw Pact Conventional Forces,” in NATO-
Warsaw Pact Conventional Force Balance: Papers for U.S. and Soviet Perspectives Workshops
(Washington, D.C.: General Accounting Office, December 1988, report no. GAO/NSIAD-89-
23B); and Phillip A. Karber, “The Military Impact of the Gorbachev Reductions,” Armed Forces
Journal International (January 1989).

Note: The Central Region includes the Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands,
Luxembourg, the German Democratic Republic, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.

2 Armored division equivalents (ADE) are a measure of combat capability developed by the U.S.
Army to estimate and compare the performance of heterogeneous forces more precisely.

former State Department official Henry Owen proposed that a greater burden
of heavy armor reinforcement be given to the Europeans, allowing the Amer-
icans to focus on providing forces that emphasize non-heavy armor technol-
ogies, including precision-guided missiles, directed energy weapons, unpiloted
aerial and ground vehicles, and the application of low observable technologies
to the battlefield.'®

It is generally accepted that the Warsaw Pact forces enjoy a margin of
quantitative superiority over NATO forces in most of the key indicators of
static military power. The greatest margins of advantage are in the Central
Region, where the bulk of NATO’s forward combat elements are concen-
trated to defend the East-West frontier. In the aggregate, NATO forces are
outnumbered by roughly two and a half to one. This figure is not very mean-
ingful, however, until one examines the component force ratios used to arrive
at this conclusion. Table 9-5 estimates key NATO-Warsaw Pact force ratios
for the Central Region. In each of the eleven categories listed, the Warsaw
Pact enjoys some degree of numerical advantage. The asymmetries are most
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severe in tube artillery, heavy mortars and multiple rocket launchers (MRLs),
and surface-to-air missiles (SAMs). The smallest gaps are found in armored
personnel carriers (APCs) and armored division equivalents. In the aggregate,
the Warsaw Pact advantage appears substantial, regardless of how one defines
the terms.

The Soviet conventional advantage in Europe was achieved over more
than two decades of a sustained program of investment in military moderniza-
tion. Ironically, the alliance’s preoccupation over the state of the theater
nuclear balance was most acute during the height of the Soviet conventional
buildup.

CFE’s emphasis on the Central European military competition is well
placed. Over the last two decades, this region has seen an unprecedented con-
centration of mechanized, modern weaponry, the vast majority of it contrib-
uted by Soviet and non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces. More than 80 percent of
the tank buildup alone in the Central Region is attributable to increases in
Soviet inventories. More than 75 percent of the armored infantry vehicle
buildup is also due to Soviet modernization. The artillery and MRL inventory
has also increased dramatically, with the Soviets responsible for 90 percent of
that increase.”

The most alarming modernization and quantitative increases in Soviet
forces have come in connection with the Western Group of Forces (WGF) in
East Germany, where the most modern equipment is deployed to support the
most capable Soviet units. The five Soviet WGF armies deploy some 7,000
tanks, predominantly the latest generation T-64 and T-80 models.!® Of the
twenty-six Soviet tank and motorized rifle divisions (MRD) deployed on the
territory of its key Warsaw Pact allies, nineteen are located in East Germany,
and all are Category I status. The WGF forces would be of the most concern
to NATO planners, and therefore any significant reductions in these units
would be regarded as serious evidence of Soviet intentions to reduce the
potential for a surprise attack.

Force Reductions and the Implications for Stability

The principal concern of alliance military planners is to deploy sufficient
forces to deter a Warsaw Pact at any level. Therefore reductions in the forces
of either or both sides must not be allowed to increase NATO’s vulnerability
to an attack but should erode incentives for such action.

Clearly, the reductions Mikhail Gorbachev has proposed would reduce
the effectiveness of an unreinforced attack, but it is unclear whether the
remaining Soviet force would be insufficient for such an operation. Soviet
military and political authorities have said that their post-CFE forces in
Europe will be substantially reorganized. Although they deny it, a stream-
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lined force structure could actually improve the Soviet Union’s attack capa-
bility by removing extraneous support elements. Gorbachev has pledged,
however, that post-CFE Warsaw Pact forces would be left with only a “defen-
sive” capability. Further, if President Bush’s proposal for a 20-percent reduc-
tion in U.S. combat forces is implemented, NATO’s post-CFE posture could
actually make it less prepared to meet a Soviet standing attack even if faced
by a substantially smaller force. Although under both the NATO and Soviet
proposals NATO would be removing far fewer personnel, weapons, and
equipment, the post-CFE balance would afford the Warsaw Pact some resid-
ual and significant advantages. The Soviets could still plan a rapid mobiliza-
tion attack that would exploit all of NATO’s structural and political dis-
advantages.

NATO planning is founded on the assumption that the Warsaw Pact
would require one to three weeks to mobilize its most important forward units
and would be prepared to attack after the second week, with most of its divi-
sions in Eastern Europe and in the western military districts of the Soviet
Union.!” NATQO’s assumptions, however, have not changed, despite a series
of Soviet initiatives to reorganize its command structure and to alter its tac-
tical approach to allow the introduction of new operational concepts. These
initiatives could reduce the military impact of even large reductions in Soviet
front-line forces.

For example, the Soviet high command has reorganized air force and air
defense units to give them greater flexibility in defending ground forces and
deploying conventionally armed long-range strike aircraft against key NATO
targets, including airfields and command-and-control headquarters. The old
Soviet mobile group concept has been revised to enable them to penetrate
NATO forward positions, possibly preempting NATO early use of theater-
nuclear weapons.

In addition, Soviet airborne forces have been modernized, along with the
creation of helicopter-borne air assault brigades’® to enable Warsaw Pact
forces to carry out deep strikes against NATO high-value targets.?! Soviet
deep-strike capability has also been strengthened indirectly through the INF
treaty, which, although removing the threatening SS-20, SS-23, and SS-12
tactical missiles, allows continued deployment of the $5-21, a system that can
carry accurate nuclear, chemical, or conventional warheads. These signif-
icantly increase Soviet ability to hold at risk communications, command,
control, and intelligence assets, air defense sites, airfields, and key choke
points.?2

Table 9-6 estimates the impact of Soviet-proposed conventional force
reductions for both the Central Region and the entire ATTU area. The reduc-
tions would be significant and would remove a substantial portion of forward-
deployed Warsaw Pact armor and personnel. As the respected analyst Phillip
Karber has noted, the size of the force that Gorbachev is proposing to with-
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Table 9-6
Estimated Impact of Soviet Conventional Reductions for the Central Region
and ATTU Area

Central Region ATTU Area
Level of Cuts % Reduction Level of Cuts % Reduction
Personnel 50,000 9 240,000 10
Tank divisions 6 20 — -
Main battle tanks 5,000 50 10,000 20
Artillery 800 10 8,500 20
Combat aircraft 150 e 800 10

Sources: Phillip A. Karber, Soviet Implementation of the Gorbachev Unilateral Military Reduc-
tions: Implications for Conventional Arms Control in Europe, Briefing Prepared for Committee
on Armed Services, U.S. House of Representatives, March 14, 1989; “Documentation, Conven-
tional Arms Control,” Survival (London: International Institute for Strategic Studies, May-June
1989); author's discussions with U.S. Defense Department officials.

Note: There has been some ambiguity and contradiction in and among statements by Soviet offi-
cials regarding the precise geographical breakdown for the proposed reductions. These estimates
should be regarded as tentative, pending further clarification at the CFE negotiations in Vienna.

2 There are significant differences between the Warsaw Pact and NATO counting rules for air-
craft, and therefore there is no agreed-upon data base for this category.

draw from Europe is greater than the forces now deployed in Europe by the
U.S. 7th Army.23

Even after the reductions are implemented, the Soviets would still be left
with about a two-to-one advantage in manpower, although the remaining
armored divisions would be lighter. In addition, the Warsaw Pact tank mar-
gin, at 25,000, would still be considerable.?* General John Galvin, currently
SACEUR, notes that despite the seemingly dramatic impact of the Gorbachev
cuts, the Soviet arms industry will still continue to produce 2,700 tanks annu-
ally, nearly three times the production level of the alliance, and will still be
able to field three new regiments of artillery every month. Galvin estimates
that after all the Gorbachev reductions, the Warsaw Pact would still enjoy a
2.5:1 advantage in tanks, a 2.4:1 margin in artillery, and nearly a 2:1 advan-
tage in combat aircraft.?® A recent net assessment by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Staff concludes that Warsaw Pact forces will “continue to have numerical
superiority over NATO in all categories, although near parity exists in attack
helicopters, anti-tank guns, and anti-tank guided munitions (ATGM). This
Warsaw Pact advantage would remain if recent Soviet arms reduction pro-
posals are implemented.” 26

It is difficult to draw conclusions about comparative military advantage
in Europe with any precision because such judgments are the functions
of many factors, all susceptible to bias. In addition, a real net assessment of
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NATO and Warsaw Pact capabilities will inevitably raise a debate over the
significance of qualitative versus quantitative factors. For example, although
Warsaw Pact forces are quantitatively superior in virtually every weapons
category examined, their in-place ground forces, according to some analysts,
are in a generally lower state of readiness than is the case with NATO’s
in-place ground units, and therefore one could conclude from that assessment
that in a standing-start attack, NATO could fare more favorably than a static
analysis would suggest.?” Still other observers conclude that Warsaw Pact
quantitative advantages have been exaggerated and that the actual balance of
forces is considerably less gloomy than conventional wisdom suggests.*®

Force Improvements versus Reductions: Reaching a Balance

Regardless of how one evaluates the current state of the NATO-Warsaw Pact
balance in Europe, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that significant reduc-
tions in forces could change assumptions (in Moscow and the NATO capitals)
about preserving deterrence in Europe. To a large extent, the CFE negotia-
tions will highlight NATO’s refusal to address seriously two decades of mili-
tary neglect in Europe. Generally U.S. ground force modernization rates in
Europe have not been competitive with Soviet rates over the last decade.?’
The same has been the case with allied units. As a result, the reductions asym-
metry in WTO-NATO forces must be substantial. A 1987 RAND Corpo-
ration study concluded that in order to achieve a meaningful effect on the
balance, the reductions would have to approach a five-to-one ratio, which
in real terms would mean removing eighteen to twenty-four Warsaw Pact
divisions for every three to four NATO divisions.?"

The cuts NATO proposed would seriously erode the alliance’s ability to
conduct a forward defense, especially if the combat reductions are centered
primarily on U.S. forces. Although the precise details of how U.S. forces
would be removed from Europe have not yet been determined, the sheer mag-
nitude of the proposed U.S. cut (30,000 combat personnel) would adversely
affect NATO’s posture in the Central Army Group (CENTAG) region, where
two U.S. corps (V and VII Corps) share defensive responsibility with two
West German corps (II and IlII Corps). A reduction of 30,000 personnel
(roughly the equivalent of two divisions) would place enormous pressures on
the remaining West German and U.S. forces in the CENTAG region. !

Much would depend on the degree of flexibility given to U.S. negotiators
to tailor the reduction in order to reduce the strategic impact. It is unclear,
for example, whether the reduction will focus exclusively on smaller combat
units (brigades and battalions) where the support forces (noncombat per-
sonnel) are relatively small or whether entire divisions (with their larger
supporting elements) will be removed. Generally the smaller the unit being
reduced, the greater the likely impact on combat capability.
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Over the past four decades, the U.S. military presence in Europe has
developed an unusually large supporting infrastructure. Much of that infra-
structure could be removed without a significant erosion of actual combat
potential. Considering the magnitude of the proposed Soviet reductions under
the Bush plan (some 325,000 stationed Soviet forces), however, it is difficult
to imagine that Soviet negotiators would allow the United States to structure
the reduction in a way that does not significantly erode the U.S. combat role
in the CENTAG region.

This would suggest that NATO adopt a method of reducing the U.S.
presence over a greater time than the current proposals would allow for.
Although the demographic and political trends in West Germany are quite dis-
couraging, stretching out the implementation period of a CFE agreement
might allow the Federal Republic to adjust its conscription laws to compen-
sate partially for the reduction in U.S. combat units.

Quite apart from arguments about the strategic logic of reducing the U.S.
combat presence in Europe is the larger issue of whether the Soviet threat to
Europe remains as serious today as it clearly was when American forces
became part of the European landscape four decades ago. The predominant
school of thought is that in order for Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms to succeed,
the burden of Soviet defense expenditures must be substantially reduced. This
would require the Soviets to focus on those components of military force that
would afford the greatest savings if disbanded. Clearly conventional forces
offer such savings, and a large proportion of Soviet conventional forces are
deployed in Europe. As part of this strategy, and supposedly in accordance
with a newly embraced benign policy toward the West, Soviet civilian and
military leaders (including Gorbachev) have offered elaborate doctrinal argu-
ments to support radical changes in Soviet political-military thinking.

Although I accept the pragmatic economic necessity for change in Soviet
international behavior, I am neither persuaded that Soviet military doctrine
is experiencing a radical transformation nor am I yet convinced that a reduc-
tion in the Soviet military presence opposite Western Europe will appreciably
reduce the threat to the alliance. Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to describe the
tenets of Soviet “new thinking” as it applies to European security.

The twin pillars of Soviet claims that doctrine is under revision are the
reasonable sufficiency and nonoffensive defense arguments. The sufficiency
argument advocates force levels necessary only for deterrence rather than to
balance the capabilities of the opposing forces. This, of course, assumes the
Soviet Union has no territorial ambitions in Western Europe and therefore
does not pose a threat to NATO. The nonoffensive argument focuses on the
elimination of those forces most useful for lightning strikes and surprise
attacks and supports Gorbachev’s thesis that substantially smaller forces (on
both sides) would be sufficient for this goal.3? This argument has also been
offered by former Warsaw Pact commander in chief Marshal Victor Kulikov??
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and by Alexei Arbatov, a leading Soviet analyst at the Institute for World
Economy and International Relations (IMEMO) in Moscow.**

The claims of doctrinal revision and genuine reductions in Soviet defense
spending were supported by the extraordinary appearance before the House
Committee on Armed Services of Marshal Sergei Akhromeyev, former chief
of the Soviet General Staff and now a close adviser to Mikhail Gorbachev.
Akhromeyev testified that Soviet weapons production would be reduced by
19.5 percent by the end of 1990 and that tank production would be cut by
40 percent. In addition, he reaffirmed earlier claims by other senior Soviet
officials that the current Soviet defense budget totaled only 77.3 billion
rubles, or 8.4 percent of estimated Soviet GNP.%

It is too early to determine the seriousness of Soviet claims regarding the
revision of their military doctrine or the promises to implement radical reduc-
tions in conventional arms. It is, however, difficult to imagine that it is simply
an elaborate campaign of deception. The question is to what extent the West
can afford to alter radically its security strategy and defense commitments
simply on the promise of reform.

Conclusion

The current effort at the CFE negotiations in Vienna to reach an East-West
accord, significantly reducing the level of conventional arms in Europe, is
forcing both the NATO and Warsaw Pact leadership to assess whether an
aspect of the cold war has come to an end. For more than four decades, the
military component of East-West competition has been symbolized by the
sustained presence and continued buildup of conventional and nuclear forces
across the East-West frontier.

Concern over the conventional buildup was eclipsed until recently by a
preoccupation with limiting nuclear arms, regarded by the Western public and
its governing elites as the most immediate threat to peace. To some, the imple-
mentation of the 1987 INF treaty marked a desirable watershed in that it
represents the settlement of issues that have been marked historically by diver-
gent approaches to contentious East-West nuclear arms control problems.
The treaty has also, however, exposed a set of even more technically abstruse
and politically complex conventional force issues, which will likely present the
alliance with stark choices about the viability of its deterrent mission. Most
particularly, the CFE negotiations will unveil a politically painful aspect of the
burden-sharing issue.

If the Vienna talks result in significant reductions of American troops sta-
tioned in Europe (which appears likely), NATO’s leaders will be obliged to
move from an essentially existential debate about nuclear deterrence to one
that confronts the emerging core question for the alliance in the 1990s: how
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serious 1s NATO about conventional defense? How likely is it that the Euro-
pean allies will adopt measures to compensate for the removal of U.S. (or for
that matter European) troops? Will the alliance be able to sustain political
support to modernize the post-CFE force posture? What will be Western
priorities in an environment where perestroika is the guiding concept, and can
a reasonable policy of deterrence be developed in such an environment? As
with the INF debate, the CFE negotiations will again focus attention on the
arms control-force modernization dichotomy.

The struggle to modernize NATO’s conventional forces has been a subset
of a larger policy problem—that of encouraging the European allies to make
more significant contributions to the common defense. Those contributions,
however, cannot be measured simply by the amount of resources invested.
The Federal Republic of Germany, for example, has arguably made greater
strides in improving its forward defense capability than any other European
ally, but its defense spending (measured as a percentage of gross domestic
product) has actually dropped over the last fifteen years.3®

Efforts by the United States to establish a baseline for annual defense
spending increases among the NATO members (begun in 1978 by the Carter
administration) failed to produce the desired result, sometimes referred to as
the 3 percent solution. Washington sought a commitment by each of the alli-
ance members to a 3 percent annual real increase in defense expenditures.
Instead, the pressure of the 3 percent goal fueled isolationist sentiment in the
United States and created a sense of resentment among the allies, who are
quick to remind their critics that the bulk of NATO manpower, tanks, artil-
lery, aircraft, and so forth facing a Warsaw Pact attack will be European, not
American.?”

The alliance has failed every year since 1979 to meet the 3 percent goal
for a majority of the NATO nations. A special report by the American secre-
tary of defense to the U.S. Congress in March 1988 concluded with diplo-
matic understatement that a successful burden-sharing program “will require
a degree of allied cooperation and integration not yet fully realized in
NATO.”3® The annual NATO aggregate increases over the last decade have
averaged barely 2.0 percent, a level the United States itself will fail to meet
in fiscal year 1990.%°

To be fair, the alliance has been able to fund selected projects that have
contributed to allied defensive capabilities. The NATO air command and
control system is an example of successful cooperative efforts on a very large
scale. It involved a $20 billion commitment by the allies, including $10 bil-
lion in national procurement pledges, to field a European-wide air defense
umbrella. In addition, a number of allied cooperative efforts, including the
advanced conventional munitions program designed to produce weapons for
antiarmor and air-defense missions have been spurred by NATO’s follow-
on—forces—attack (FOFA) initiative.
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FOFA depends heavily on the exploitation of emerging technologies, a
dependence urged by former SACEUR General Bernard Rogers. In order to
institutionalize this effort, NATO approved the Conceptual Military Frame-
work in May 1985 to establish priorities for research, development, and
acquisition of FOFA technologies.*’ To date, neither the CDI nor CMF has
produced significant improvements in conventional capability. Concern over
the erosion of NATO’s conventional posture has produced little more than
new bureaucracies tasked to study the problem.

I remain doubtful that conventional force improvements can be made
in the current political climate, which is likely to regard force modernization
as antithetical to the CFE process. As a West German military analyst has
recently observed, “Whether the effort not to allow arms control hopes to im-
pair improvements will be sustainable is doubtful, given the growing resource,
demographic and psychological constraints which are already affecting the
defense planning of some allies.”*!

There are force enhancement options that could be pursued in tandem
with even a radical conventional arms agreement and that could also usefully
test whether pledges by Mikhail Gorbachev and senior Soviet military figures
to change Soviet military doctrine are genuine. It is unlikely, however, that
they will be seriously pursued as long as political accommodation is allowed
to dictate alliance strategy.

Gorbachev’s dramatic arms control proposals and NATO’s response
(including President Bush’s unprecedented offer to remove U.S. combat forces
from Europe) are designed to explore whether the East-West political land-
scape is in fact becoming such that maintenance of large opposing forces in
Europe will be unnecessary or even undesirable. The CFE negotiations will
provide a window on the future for both NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev will learn whether their respective alli-
ance partners share their vision of the future. More specifically, both leaders
will find out whether they will be allowed to plan for their security on the
basis of expectation rather than demonstrated change. In this sense, both
Gorbachev and Bush are taking rather large risks, although it appears that
Gorbachev’s hopes (if unrealized) carry a considerably larger penalty in the
near term than do Bush’s.

For the Warsaw Pact, the CFE proposals, if implemented, would alter
the political foundation of Soviet power in Eastern Europe. There will be
increased pressure for Gorbachev to make further reductions in the size of
Soviet forces deployed on the territory of satellite nations. At some point,
the Soviet leadership will have to face the prospect that the era of enforcing
its will through a garrison strategy is no longer credible. This prospect is
certainly not lost on the Eastern European leaders who are slowly forming
competing and divergent political approaches toward Moscow and who may
find WTO membership (and the expensive contributions to that alliance)
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superfluous. Should the Soviets begin a total withdrawal from their Eastern
European allies (a prospect | regard as fanciful in the near term), much of the
basis for the current bipolar security paradigm in Europe would vanish.

For the Western alliance, CFE will serve several purposes. First, it will test
whether the European allies are willing to accept the possibility that either:
(1) an era of East-West relations defined essentially through rigid systems of
opposing alliances may be coming to an end, or (2) Mikhail Gorbachev may
represent only a political aberration and, once he has left power, the political
status quo in Europe will be reinforced and a return to a Brezhnevite Soviet
policy could materialize. Alternatively, the alliance may be facing a long
period of political uncertainty in the East, which can only fuel the simmering
disputes over political-military policy within NATO and perhaps force a pre-
mature break in the transatlantic relationship. I regard this alternative possi-
bility as the most likely near-term prospect against which NATO must plan.

Clearly, if Soviet reform results in a significantly reduced military threat
to Western Europe, then much of NATO’s rationale erodes quickly. In that
sense, CFE may be a very effective Soviet Trojan horse, designed to probe for
opportunities to split NATO further—along predictable fissures of nuclear
allergy and the European public’s impatience with an incremental Western
negotiating style—while delaying actual implementation of force reductions.
That would move NATO along the path of radical change at a greater pace
than the Soviet reforms that are supposedly the catalyst for a revision in
Western strategy.

Because CFE is a multilateral forum, the ability of Washington to set the
pace for these negotiations (preferably by linking implementation of any
accord with Soviet actions to reduce the threat of attack in Europe) will be
constrained to a greater extent than if the only parties at the table were the
Soviet Union and the United States.

For Washington, the most immediate priority should be to establish
obstacles to premature action. Considering the budgetary and political cli-
mate in the U.S. Congress, a precipitous removal of U.S. forces from NATO
or the giddy encouragement of reform before the conditions are clear and
favorable to the West could remove the alliance’s framework for defense
before the threat has receded. That would be fatal perestroika for both Amer-
ican and allied interests.
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The Changing Nature of
Deterrence in Europe

Paul Bracken

f officials in the United States take seriously the changes occurring in

Europe, then they should act by relating them to U.S. military strategy.

The changes in Soviet foreign policy, the increasing perception of the
implausibility of a bolt-from-the-blue attack, and the proposed cutbacks in
Soviet and Eastern European armed forces signal a long-term transformation
of the European security situation. U.S. political and military strategy must
adapt to this new environment by a broader kind of analysis than has
heretofore been common in its national security policy.

The tendency to read the European strategic situation in terms of a
military balance between two blocs leads to asking who is ahead in this
balance, who would win in a large war, and how particular weapons affect
general deterrence. This focus, however, misses some of the most important
relationships affecting the United States in Europe. The big attack on NATO
is the simplest case and the one that can most easily be studied. Although per-
tinent, discussing the simple case means that the complicated cases are usually
never reached.

The nature of deterrence in Europe is changing, and it is becoming more
important to discuss some of these more complicated relationships. Specific-
ally, military forces have roles that go beyond fighting large wars. First, they
influence the long-term deterrence environment by their deployment and doc-
trine, preventing certain developments and encouraging others. U.S. military
forces and doctrine can influence the size and scope of European nuclear
forces, the consolidation of European defense efforts, and the rate at which
intra-European bilateral security cooperation advances. All of these clearly
have an important effect on stability and deterrence in Europe.

Second, the role of military forces in crisis management, and especially
in preventing forces withdrawn from Central Europe from coming back,
increases. The business of crisis management changes with a smaller Soviet
presence in Eastern Europe in ways that are quite complex. Similarly, deter-
rence of reentry or reinforcement into Europe becomes far more important
and represents a different kind of deterrence from that which has shaped
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extended deterrence policies aimed at preventing a large-scale attack on
NATO.

The ability of military forces to influence the future environment involves
the way they can contribute to a transformation of the long-term security
environment in Europe. Their ability to cope with certain contingencies, espe-
cially for a shifting set of contingencies, involves whether any long-term envi-
ronment can be reached peacefully, or at least with a minimum of danger. The
relationship between these two functions—influencing the future security
environment and coping with crisis contingencies—must be taken more seri-
ously than it has in the past.

The problem with much of the discussion in the United States over alter-
natives in Europe is that the relevant strategic concepts and information are
not developed to a degree whereby the overall level of debate is raised. All too
often positions are advocated about U.S. policy options without any con-
sideration of the alternatives or of the uncertainties associated with particular
outcomes and developments. Concepts too often are excessively stark, posing
artificial and extreme choices. Unless a greater appreciation of complexity
and subtlety enters its planning strategy, the ability of the United States to
shape developments in Europe will be ceded to other nations, both allied and
adversary.

Trends

Following a decade and a half of intense rivalry after World War II, the super-
power competition in Europe settled down to a stalemate. Sometime between
1962 and 1972, depending on differing interpretations, the political contest
peaked. Many people believe the 1962 Cuban crisis signaled the height of con-
frontation, a crisis where both sides became scared at the prospect of
operating with brinkmanship strategic policies.

In the 1960s, NATO changed its military strategy and also emphasized
arms control. Formerly NATO strategy was premised on the immediate use
of atomic weapons to defeat a Soviet attack. Under the flexible response
strategy adopted in 1968, NATO decided to rely on stronger conventional
forces, and delaying nuclear use. This change reflected an American recogni-
tion that the Soviet Union was unlikely to attack Western Europe in a
premeditated manner. The path to war through inadvertent escalation of a
crisis in Eastern Europe was one that ought to be managed conventionally, .
and the new NATO strategy took this into account. Within Europe, there was
also a new emphasis on arms control and stability, reflected in the 1967
Harmel report, which called for opening a dialogue on these matters. Such a
dialogue was a recognition of the status quo of a divided Europe. The fact
that Moscow and Washington were diverted by other problems and competi-
tions away from Europe also reduced tensions there.



The Changing Nature of Deterrence in Europe » 155

All of these factors produced a dramatic series of political events. Willy
Brandt’s historic meeting in 1970 with Willi Stoph, East Germany’s premier,
the signing of the 1971 Berlin accords, Bonn’s recognition of Polish territorial
boundaries, and renunciation of the use of force to change boundaries in
Europe greatly defused the main sources of contention between East and West
and ratified a new period of declining political tensions in Europe.

A curious effect of that decade of political developments was to institu-
tionalize a military competition that was more and more decoupled from an
underlying political competition. This was an unusual development in
historical terms. Typically in European history, arms races caused political
tension, or alternatively, political tensions caused arms races. Political scien-
tists have studied these alternative models at length to see which way the ar-
row of causality went.! But both alternatives presume some coupling bet-
ween political and military activity. What is striking about post-1970 Europe
is that an arms competition developed without an accompanying effort to
change political boundaries or change in other ways the status quo that
developed in the aftermath of World War II. After 1970 both superpowers
accepted the division of Europe, forswore dangerous meddling in the other
side’s affairs as occurred in the late 1940s and even agreed to a set of arms
control negotiations that for all intents and purposes concertized this
relationship.

The remarkable nature of this competition is not readily appreciated.
After the mid-1960s, most Soviet challenges to the West in Europe had to do
with attempts to block different kinds of military deployments or moderniza-
tions. While certainly real, these challenges were nothing like those launched
by Moscow in earlier periods. At one time Moscow directly interfered in free
elections in France and Italy through front groups and with intelligence opera-
tions. The Soviets instigated labor strikes at critical moments to block distri-
bution of Marshall Plan aid through Belgium and France. And the Soviet
Union’s repeated attempts to sever Berlin from the West nearly led to uncon-
trollable confrontations. These were all provocative challenges to the West.
They were not limp attempts to separate the United States from its allies in
Western Europe or feeble efforts to undermine the will to resist. There would
have been nothing limp or feeble about the election of a Moscow-oriented
communist government in France or Italy or a stunning capitulation of the
West in Berlin.

After the peak in political confrontation, the Soviet Union directed its
energies toward stopping new generations of NATO arms, especially atomic
arms. While this new challenge could at some level be described as an attempt
to intimidate the Western democracies, the election of centrist-right govern-
ments throughout most of Western Europe around 1980 signaled that even
if this were the goal, it would be counterproductive. More fundamentally, the
political challenge was of a far lesser magnitude than that of the earlier period.

One consequence of this situation was to produce a kind of ritualistic
competition in the 1970s between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The instru-
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ments of competition were the two sides’ military programs. NATO was
driven by a need to avoid the appearance of falling behind in an arms race
with the East. This competition was expensive. It had to be run, however,
because not engaging in it would produce subtle but unacceptable conse-
quences and risks. If the military balance in Europe became too one-sided,
security could be threatened in some unlikely, unintended, and largely
unimaginable contingencies.

Extended deterrence became easy because the Soviet military buildup in
Europe did not lead it to take any of the risks and provocations it had taken
a generation earlier. In the 1950s, the French strategist Pierre Gallois argued
that deterrence had to be directed at preventing a specific threat by utilizing
a specific set of capabilities. Yet in Europe during the 1970s, specific believ-
able threats, like the large attack on NATO, degenerated into something
murky and ambiguous.

“If It Ain’t Broke . . .”

Throughout the 1970s the United States was in a position in Europe of closing
doors that the Soviets did not want to open. The Soviets did not mount efforts
to change the division of Europe through either political or military means.
U.S. policy, however, was designed to resist such initiatives. Almost anything
that Washington might have done in the 1970s would have secured the status
quo for the simple reason that the Soviet Union had no great desire to change
it.

Now it appears that the Soviets may be opening some of these doors.
What is clear is that the way the Soviets are going about this was not foreseen
in past examinations of deterrence and NATO strategy. Through more
benign policies, arms control, and unilateral internal restructuring, Moscow
is opening up the European political situation in a truly fundamental way.

The essence of the problem confronting American leadership is whether
to continue a holding operation in the face of these developments. A holding
operation would attempt to preserve a U.S.-dominated NATO, although
there could be many variations even around this objective. An alternative to
a holding operation is to embrace this new strategic situation with counter-
offers and initiatives, basically accepting an open agenda that could include
questions that might be easier to leave unexamined—such as the issues of Ger-
man reunification, long-term stability in southeastern Europe, and economic
viability of the East European states. The problem is that we cannot know
in advance if the United States were to join this examination exactly how far
Moscow might take it.

Although most U.S. political leaders appear willing to entertain sore
degree of change to American European policies, there is an understandable
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caution and conservatism against undertaking major examinations of policy
on Europe because these would necessarily bring the fundamental relationship
of the United States to the alliance under review.

For four decades NATO and U.S. European policies have performed
extremely well. They have blocked the expansion of Soviet influence in West-
ern Europe, contributed to an environment for recovery, reconciled France
and Germany—reversing the long historical pattern—and more broadly gone
a long way toward creating a viable Europe. Why, then, would any sane
country change course, especially if other courses consisted of unexplored ter-
ritory and unknown dangers and pitfalls where American influence might be
considerably less than in the present arrangement?

There is nothing wrong with a holding operation for a great power like
the United States, especially when it produces beneficial results.? All other
things being equal, there is a great deal of wisdom contained in the American
saying, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” There is much to be said for continuing
with the devil one knows rather than the devil one does not know. And there
is a great deal of difference between a holding operation and a policy of mud-
dling through, where short-term individual and bureaucratic interests push
the overall direction of policy. In a holding operation, one is trying to main-
tain a successful policy. If different groups forget or overlook the successes,
then education is the answer, not fundamental policy change.

Exactly this distinction—between a holding action and muddling
through—characterizes America’s stance today. By slowing down the changes
in Western Europe, the United States may appear to get a better deal and at
the same time apply economic pressure to the Soviets. This is a policy that has
a focus to it. Alternatively, the American security establishment left to its own
direction would likely push for a continuation of the military balance
approach to Europe, something that is not germane to that situation. The
appearance of such an irrelevant policy could itself have many destructive
consequences. The United States, for example, might be seen as having a
vested interest in a stalemated cold war.

It seems likely that we will increasingly hear calls for a precipitate dis-
mantling of the NATO military apparatus. The prospect of American diplo-
macy freed from the artificial constraints imposed on it by its allies and of the
possibility of swift exploitation of sweeping arms control opportunities, a
grand European settlement, and a definitive conclusion to the cold war will
be offered.

All of these things should be treated with the greatest care. The cold war
is receding and has been at least since 1970. This process is historical, and
there is no great reason to incur risks in order to accelerate it beyond its
already steady pace. Moreover, there is a possibility, whose likelihood may
not be high but with consequences that would be disastrous, that some radical
or revitalized successor to the present leadership of the Soviet Union will come
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to power to revive the military and political threat to Europe. The ability for
the United States to reenergize a powerful NATO is worth preserving and
might be difficult to achieve if some of the more far-reaching changes being
called for are acted upon in haste.

The chief difficulty for a U.S. holding operation is that it can be tested
and strained by developments in the Soviet Union and by U.S. allies. If
Moscow carries out a substantial military withdrawal from Eastern Europe
and a major demobilization of its armed forces or even a significant cutback
of its forces deployed against Western Europe, it will compel significant
changes in the alliance. It will also lead to political changes and strains in
Eastern Europe, and it may lead to military instabilities there as well.

Although precipitous changes in U.S. policy should be resisted, a dispas-
sionate analysis of European policies, and especially of the role of U.S.
military forces in the new situation, is long overdue. Ultimately the question
will emerge whether NATO is a functional institution, designed for some
specific purposes, or whether it exists unto itself as a good, independent of
changes in the external situation. If the level of changes under way is an indi-
cation of future developments, then a U.S. holding operation cannot succeed
in the long term. It is therefore essential to think about changes in the Euro-
pean environment that would benefit long-term stability there.

The United States should recognize that its military forces can contribute
to achieving desirable environments in Europe. It is not destined to respond
to whatever the Soviet leadership offers. The range of strategy includes arms
control initiatives of its own, but it also includes a wider set of alternative
force postures in Europe with their doctrines and weapons. The United States
should avoid getting boxed into a narrow game of arms control escalation,
where each side increases the number of forces it offers to cut. There is no
reason, or even likelihood, to think that this game in and of itself is the most
robust path to stability in Europe. Besides, this approach militarizes strategy
excessively: it focuses on forces as the source of tension in Europe, something
only partly true.

More attention needs to be given to the short-term consequences to
stability emerging from Soviet-initiated changes. Increased strains in Eastern
Europe, crisis management, deterrence of the reintroduction of withdrawn
forces into Central Europe, and countermobilization strategies are all subjects
that take on increased importance. Indeed, even armaments once considered
to be destabilizing may be important contributors to deterrence in the new
environment.

In analytical terms, the strategic problem facing the United States in
Europe can be divided into two parts: environmental strategies to reduce and
manage the military competition while cultivating new or existing structures
for long term stability and hedging strategies to cope with failures in this or
other policies.3
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Using Military Forces to Shape
the Security Environment

The classic scenario for first use of U.S. nuclear weapons is to attack Soviet
forces as they attempt to invade Western Europe. The United States has
guaranteed the defense of Western Europe with these and other forces, prom-
ising to defend against any Soviet aggression, whether conventional or
nuclear, a pledge that constitutes the extended deterrent that it has provided
to its allies for forty years.

While the details of how this is achieved constitute a subject of justifiable
importance, there is another dimension to extended deterrence more salient
in the current situation. Alternative U.S. policies and forces for extended
deterrence can influence the force postures and strategies of other nations,
both opponents and allies. Some of these alternatives are more or less
desirable from the U.S. viewpoint, and some are better than others for stabil-
ity in Europe.

Security environments do not just happen by historically deterministic
laws. The European security environment cannot be determined by fore-
casting, if this assumes that the forecaster has little influence on what hap-
pens. In order to estimate where current changes in Europe may lead,
something more ambitious than forecasting or playing a wait-and-see-game is
demanded. The function of strategy is not to cope with change, at least not
exclusively. It is to try to nudge the forces of change in certain directions
rather than others. If the Soviet military and political threat aimed at Europe
declines, this dimension of strategy will become increasingly important.

U.S. military forces, weapons, and doctrine, as well as U.S. arms control
efforts, can greatly influence the long-term European security environment.
In the past decade, this aspect of strategy has received relatively little atten-
tion.

What are needed are more systematic explorations of the dynamics of
how military forces can shape the security environment and how different
packages of initiative can be designed and integrated into overall strategy.
One way to view this is to consider the U.S. role in Europe as managing dif-
ferent kinds of barriers to encourage or discourage certain developments.

Two kinds of barriers merit special attention: entry barriers and exit bar-
riers. Entry barriers are obstacles actors face in trying to expand their activ-
ities into certain areas, such as those that restrain the West European states
from carrying out more of their own defense. Exit barriers are obstacles to
leaving certain activities, such as those faced by the Soviet Union in trying to
remove military forces from Eastern Europe.

The United States has been in the business of defending Europe for a long
time because the West European states themselves were unable to do this. In
the early days of NATO, only the United States had the economic power
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and technology to enter into the business of defending Europe against a Soviet
threat. Now this is changing. Not only has the European economic and
technical ability for self-defense increased, but the threat has declined. Conse-
quently the entry barrier for European self-defense is lowered. If an entry bar-
rier for self-defense is lowered, states may or may not seek to enter this
business for themselves. The degree to which it is or is not lowered, and the
encouragement for European states to enter this business more fully than they
have are factors over which the United States has some influence.

Exit barriers are often neglected but constitute a vital feature of any
strategic situation. In Europe, even after the political competition peaked in
the 1960s, there were many books and articles suggesting that the withdrawal
of both superpowers would not be far behind.* This did not happen. One of
the main reasons that it did not happen is that the exit barriers to
withdrawals, particularly for the Soviets, were high. Having never institution-
alized a system of political parties in Eastern Europe, the Soviets virtually
became an occupation army whose presence was required to prop up the satel-
lite communist regimes.

Exit barriers to major military withdrawals in Europe are now declining.
The announcement of a unilateral removal of five divisions made by Mikhail
Gorbachev in his December 1988 United Nations speech and later announce-
ments in which he essentially agreed to parity in troops and armaments from
the Atlantic to the Urals represent a significant lowering of the exit barrier to
Soviet military withdrawal from Central Europe. Prudence and caution must
always characterize Western policies. A major new development in the Euro-
pean security situation is the significant Soviet withdrawal from Eastern
Europe.

Military forces can shape a security environment through the effects they
have on the entry barriers to new European efforts at self-defense and the exit
barriers to Soviet military withdrawal from Eastern Europe. Focusing on
these particular strategic concepts seems to yield a better management handle
for American leaders in the current environment than focusing on the con-
cepts of deterrence, containment, and forward defense.

The United States could lower entry barriers to greater European self-
defense by gradually cutting back on the applicable cases where the American
nuclear guarantee would apply. This would continue what has been a de facto
trend already. Regardless of stated doctrine, a limited U.S. nuclear guarantee
applies. If the United States continues to move its central war forces toward
a purely second-strike posture, if tactical nuclear weapons continue to be
withdrawn from Europe, and if intermediate-range nuclear weapons like the
ground-, air-, and sea-launched cruise missiles are given up or greatly con-
strained in the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), then the number of
cases where the United States can credibly employ nuclear weapons in the
defense of Europe is greatly limited but not altogether eliminated.
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The declared nature of the American guarantee to Europe also could be
altered as part of an effort to lower entry barriers to European self-defense.
For example, the United States could announce that by the year 2000 the form
of its guarantee would change from the threat of first use against aggression
to a declaration of war on any aggressor that attacks Western Europe. This,
after all, was the mechanism for U.S. involvement in 1917 and 1941, and that
very fact normalizes the U.S.-European defense relationship. In war, the
United States might decide to use nuclear weapons first, but, then again, it
might not. No power can take lightly the prospect of war with the United
States, so this would not have the undercutting effects that many no-first-use
pledges have on U.S allies. The effect of such a change in policy would
encourage European conventional and nuclear force development and would,
in turn, more closely approximate the kind of security ties the United States
has with other countries.

The level and armament of U.S. troops in Europe can also lower the entry
barrier for European defense. A U.S. conventional strategy in Europe that
emphasizes its air and naval contributions and deemphasizes its ground force
contributions would encourage greater European efforts at self-defense. The
size of the ground forces could be determined by different principles, such as
making up the shortfall from European contributions or as a forward com-
mand and control skeleton to prepare the way for troops from the United
States using a reserve and mobilization strategy.

These military postures and doctrines would lower entry barriers and
encourage a European defense capability that is more independent but still
linked to the United States. They would do this gradually and in a planned
way. However, the United States could act in the opposite direction if it
chose—that is, by raising entry barriers to European self-defense.

Although many political stresses might follow if this avenue were pur-
sued, in certain respects this is how Washington has been operating over the
past few years. The significance of increased Franco-German military cooper-
ation is denigrated and even criticized, U.S. relations to NATO often empha-
size bilateral rather than multilateral dealings, the Western European Union
is cast as at best irrelevant and at worst as a French trick to advance its narrow
national interest within NATO without paying the burden, and the prospect
that French nuclear forces contribute any real deterrent (even as French forces
build up) is dismissed as naive. All of these actions contribute to the United
States’ feeling threatened by these developments.

Raising the barriers to an independent European defense capability is not
without some advantages for the United States. With a declining threat, the
overall defense burden may level off or even decline, so that the unit price of
a given level of deterrence may actually decline. The classic reason the United
States has been lukewarm toward the idea of a more independent and inte-
grated Europe is that such a Europe may act in ways the United States does
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not like. However, the forces for a more autonomous and independent West-
ern Europe are quite strong, and the period of the American protectorate over
Europe now seems to be drawing to a close. To resist this development will
probably create many more stresses and ultimately be unsuccessful.

American military strategy can also influence exit barriers. By agreeing
not to exploit conditions in Eastern Europe to the Soviets’ disadvantage,
Washington can reassure Moscow that it will not use these states as a base
for political attacks on the Soviet Union. It may be necessary for the United
States to maintain a reduced level of ground forces in Europe for a transition
period so that a new, stable system for Eastern Europe may develop. How-
ever, by winding down the U.S. role, Washington could encourage the forma-
tion of a new, more European-dominated security system for the Continent.

When entry and exit barriers are managed together in a coordinated way,
a serious policy to reshape the European security environment can come
about; the two are related. Lowering the exit barrier to Soviet military with-
drawal should also lower the barrier for European states to mount more of
their own defenses. Of course, these are all questions of degree rather than
ones of absolute capabilities. But one of the reasons for the European percep-
tion that self-defense is utterly impossible has been the magnitude of the Soviet
threat. For decades it has been U.S. policy to get Europeans to spend more
on their defense, but when the perception that the Soviet exit barrier from
Eastern Europe was very high, such expenditures seemed to add little mar-
ginal military or political benefit to what was already being spent. If the Soviet
threat recedes, greater European self-defense becomes more credible.

Managing exit barriers is a relatively abstract concept, which includes the
political notion of the United States facing the question of how best to manage
the decline of Soviet power in Central Europe. One answer to this question
is to do it gracefully. In that process, however, there is a need to hedge against
unanticipated failures and to deter major reversals, such as a reintroduction
or reinforcement of Soviet troops back in to Central Europe. Managing these
risks depends on Western military forces and strategy.

Using Military Forces to Hedge
against Uncertainties

The need to consider hedging strategies will increase across a wide range of
alternative security environments in Europe because no one can say with con-
fidence whether the path to a new security arrangement will be peaceful or
crisis prone. While the threat of the classic big attack on Europe may be
decreasing, other dangers are increasing, certainly in a relative sense.

The thrust of virtually all of the arms control initiatives in Europe is to
reduce forces in the Central Region. Doing this may have many positive



The Changing Nature of Deterrence in Europe » 163

benefits, but it recreates the classic military conditions for war in Europe that
have existed for the past one hundred years. From the race toward the for-
ward mobilization of the infantry armies of 1914, to the remilitarization of
the Rhineland in 1936, and to the 1939 partition of Poland, military stability
in Europe has been determined less by force balances and more by the ability
of quick-reacting forces to advance ahead of an opponent’s opening moves.
An arms control regime that works toward the goal of a demilitarized Central
Europe will necessarily cause military staffs to reconsider the development of
rapid deployment mobilization plans.

Another consequence of current arms control initiatives is the assumption
that large-scale force reductions can be made without having political conse-
quences. The picture acvanced is one of bringing the military competition into
line with the reduced political competition. While this may be possible, it is
hard to believe that reductions of the scale being discussed will be the end of
the transformation if they are carried out. The proposal by President Bush for
20 percent reductions will lead to further reductions. If the American forces
were reduced by 50 percent and the Soviet forces were also reduced to this
level in Eastern Europe, strains and tensions in Eastern Europe could, in cer-
tain circumstances, necessitate a reintroduction of Soviet forces into the area.
A significant mobilization of Soviet armed forces and their forward deploy-
ment back into Eastern Europe is something that could not be idly watched
in the West. Moreover, a protracted period of turmoil in Eastern Europe may
not be likely, but it is a contingency whose management deserves careful
attention.

Several military issues arise from these possibilities. If the threat of a
short-warning attack recedes because of Soviet withdrawals, then the object
of Western deterrence is to prevent these forces from being reintroduced into
Central Europe. Several mechanisms can be designed to accomplish this. The
American nuclear guarantee could be changed so as to come into effect
automatically should Soviet armies cross a particular geographic threshold,
say, the Russo-Polish border or some obvious line farther east. Then, if ad-
vancing Soviet armies attacked NATO, the West would be free to employ
nuclear weapons in defense. This shifts the onus of breaking the nuclear
threshold onto the Soviet side and ought to restrain their willingness to move
back into Central Europe.

This could be a unilateral American declaration intended to serve notice
that reentry of forces would be a grave threat to world peace. For lesser con-
tingencies, such as military operations involving only remaining Soviet forces
in Eastern Europe, the United States might consider having a de facto no-first-
use policy and posture. With the numbers of forward Soviet forces cut, it
should be more than possible for U.S. allies to build adequate defenses.

In order to counter such a reintroduction, the United States would have
to acquire a mix of conventional and nuclear systems, and to defeat it, to posi-
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tion them farther from the Federal Republic’s border than has been considered
in the past. The United States could take military responsibility for handling
a big Soviet attack away from Europe in order to protect a nascent European
ability to defend itself against whatever Soviet forces might remain in Eastern
Europe.

One troubling aspect of this is clear. If the Soviets engage in significant
withdrawals back to the motherland, and if an arms control environment
dominates the European security arena, then it could be very difficult to
muster support for new weapons systems of the kind needed to support the
mentioned policies. Funding for new systems would also be hurt by the
bureaucratic pressure to maintain the kind of forces the United States already
has. As U.S. strategic forces move to a posture that is essentially a second
strike against Soviet strategic targets, as distinct from Soviet projection forces,
then a significant disjunction could develop between strategy and capability.
The evolution of American strategic forces has been under way for over
twenty years, save certain initiatives during the Reagan administration, and
with the budget cuts of the current era, they are once again evolving in just
this direction.

The demands on Western crisis management abilities also become more
complex. On one hand, with military reductions in the forward area, the
danger that a spark in Eastern Europe will lead to general war should decrease
because NATO will not feel as outnumbered. And with a thinning out of tac-
tical nuclear forces, the necessity to take provocative alerting actions, such as
dispersing thousands of tactical nuclear weapons from peacetime storage sites
and turning them over to military users, declines. Since such actions can
themselves trigger counteralerting actions by an opponent and since in crisis
management the threat of short-range nuclear attack is unneeded, there would
be less danger that these systems would get mixed up in some complicated
crisis interaction.’

On the other hand, fewer Soviet forces in Eastern Europe, and a shift in
the strategic landscape wherein ending the division of Europe becomes a more
legitimate subject of discussion, could lead to more frequent and bolder
challenges to the remaining Soviet authority there. Crisis management is not
the best way to handle such a situation, but depending on the foresight of
political leaders, it may be the only way available under those circumstances.

Several desirable features of crisis management in Eastern Europe need
greater elucidation. First, it would be desirable tc keep nuclear weapons out
of crises—certainly when it comes to use but also when it comes to alerts, con-
ventional mobilizations, and implicit or imputed threats. As obvious as this
may appear, for the past twenty years, it has not been a feature of the crisis
management regime existing in Europe. That is, an East German uprising that
necessitated Soviet intervention would also entail a rolling nuclear alert of
thousands of weapons from the Netherlands to Turkey. It is imprudent to
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continue such a policy if we anticipate a greater likelihood of such incidents
in the future.

Second, and this is a delicate subject, if the Soviets reduce deeply enough
and a crisis should follow in Eastern Europe, then it is conceivable that Mos-
cow could be defeated. The Soviet army has 165 divisions and an almost
unlimited number of sophisticated weapons. The conventional argument is
that the Soviets would ultimately prevail and that the West would not be
drawn into the fray. However, the political use of military force imposes
major constraints on its use. If the Soviets can be defeated in Afghanistan and
if the United States can be defeated in Vietnam, then Moscow may be more
militarily vulnerable than it thinks in Eastern Europe, especially after major
troop withdrawals.

Finally, the greatest hedging strategy for crisis management is to maintain
U.S. forces on the ground in Europe. Air and naval forces have many uses,
but crisis management in Central Europe is not one of them. U.S. forces deter
crises because both superpowers have an interest in not rocking the boat in
an area as sensitive as Europe. The size and character of the American pre-
sence needed to accomplish this mission is difficult to quantify, but the vision
of a Europe completely free of a U.S. ground presence is difficult to reconcile
with the intense uncertainties surrounding the changing European situation.

While clear guidance on what to do is difficult to specify in advance, the
more complicated cases suggest a great need for flexibility. Instead of focusing
on the one big attack, a far wider range of messier crises with politically
imposed military constraints and a new demand on intelligence and command
and control needs to be factored into planning.

Relationship between the Two Uses of
Military Forces

The two uses of military forces described are intimately related to one another
and together provide a useful management framework for conceptualizing the
problems and opportunities facing the United States in Europe. Relying on a
one-dimensional conceptualization of strategy ignores too many of the issues
that must be considered.

A hedging strategy for military forces is to recognize that alternative long-
term security environments can never be fully mapped out. Although certain
outcomes and developments seem more likely than others, the actual state of
affairs years hence may be quite different from that provided for in any one
vision of Europe’s future.

Moreover, although military forces can shape a future environment, there
is no assurance that this will work in the intended way. It is a common error
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to conclude that the future environment is totally under American control or
that the forces of chance and resistance are so large that nothing done with
military postures makes the slightest bit of difference in the long term. The
truth lies somewhere in the middle, and thus hedging strategies must be
adapted.

Strategies to shape the environment and to hedge against uncertainties
often conflict. If, for instance, developing an ability for the nations of Western
Europe to defend themselves completely were desired, then maintaining a
U.S. ground presence there would be inconsistent with this policy. Conflicts
of this kind abound in strategy, and all that can be done is to manage them
as well as possible. A good European strategy for the United States will bal-
ance the risks of difficulty in coping with a range of adverse contingencies
against the risk of defeating its long-term objectives for the shape of the Euro-
pean security environment.

One additional advantage of looking at military forces in these terms is
that it does not call into question the cornerstones of past policies. If these are
openly reviewed, the tremors to alliance cohesion could be large and counter-
productive. As a practical matter, the U.S. government can hardly announce
that it is launching a review of whether to continue stationing U.S. troops in
Europe. In the past, when Washington has changed significantly its troop
levels in Europe, it has always been without an announced policy review, as
for example, during the Vietnam War when Europe was used essentially as
the cash cow to generate manpower for Southeast Asia. This was acceptable
to the allies as long as Washington did not declare the withdrawals to be part
of a change in fundamental policy.® In the same way, the current environ-
ment may not be a good one to announce a NATO study of alternatives to
MC 14/3, the doctrine of flexible response.

Yet it is still necessary to reexamine policy toward Europe in ways that
take account of the fundamental changes that have begun. Alterations in MC
14/3 may be desirable, and it is certainly desirable to look beyond the military
balance when thinking through alternatives in Europe. This will be an espe-
cially difficult task for the United States; as a nation, it has been better at
ideology and crusade than at subtlety, complexity, and diplomacy. If any
broad generalizations can be made, it is that the United States will have to
improve in these characteristics if it is to be a significant influence on the
changes occurring in Europe. If it is not prepared to think through alterna-
tives, if it rejects complexity in favor of the simple cases, then its interests will
be damaged. To attempt to lead Europe and the West on the basis of an alleg-
edly inherent military dependence on the United States in the face of all alleg-
edly stark and overwhelming Soviet military threat is likely to lead to exactly
this result.
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Notes

1. For example, see Jeffrey S. Milstein and William C. Michell, “Computer Simu-
lation of International Processes: The Vietnam War and the Pre-World War [ Naval
Race,” Peace Research Society Papers 12 (1970): 89-141; and the discussion by Peter
A. Busch, “Mathematical Models of Arms Races,” in Bruce M. Russett, What Price
Vigilance? (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1970).

2. I do not dispute that some legitimate objections can be raised as to the com-
plete success of America’s European policy. Some critics point out that a free-rider
problem has developed wherein the United States shoulders a disproportionate share
of the alliance’s burden. Even if this is true, however, this criticism must be viewed
as picayune, and certainly if compared to the overall benefits that NATO has contrib-
uted to the United States.

3. This conceptualization draws from corporate strategic planning. See William
Ascher and William H. Overholt, Strategic Planning and Forecasting (New York:
Wiley, 1983).

4. See Ronald Steel, The End of Alliance: America and the Future of Europe
(New York: Viking, 1964); and David P. Calleo, The Atlantic Fantasy: The U.S.,
NATO, and Europe (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins Press, 1970).

5. For a discussion of this, see my Command and Control of Nuclear Forces
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1983), chap. 5.

6. I know of no studies that make this point, and this represents something of
a gap in the scholarly literature. There have been many studies of troop levels in
Europe and of the American buildup in Vietnam; however, the direct relationship
between the two has not received the attention it deserves.
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NATO and Warsaw Pact Forces:
A Grand Strategic View

William S. Lind

he usual approach to a topic such as this—prospects for NATO and

Warsaw Pact force reductions—is to dive immediately into the arcana

of arms control. Force reductions are automatically seen as the result
of elaborate, carefully negotiated agreements, the purpose of which is to leave
everything the same at a different level of forces.

This is not a satisfactory approach. As Henry Kissinger recently wrote,
“The West needs to put arms control into a better perspective. What started as
an understandable preoccupation with controlling weapons of mass destruc-
tion has turned into a cult administered by a priesthood of esoteric techni-
cians advancing arcane formulas leading to agreements which they rationalize
to their parliaments on the astonishing ground that they will leave existing
military capabilities unaffected.”! That is, the game assumes that the larger,
strategic situation stays the same, and the agreements must keep it the same.

In one sense, this is correct. The balance of forces in Europe, and a great
deal more besides, reflects a certain grand strategic situation. To get at the
heart of the question of the balance of forces and changes in that balance, it
is necessary to look first at grand strategy. If the grand strategic situation is
stable, then force reductions almost certainly will proceed as the priesthood
of the arms controllers anticipates, through complex negotiations leading to
elaborate agreements. No agreement that results in strategic changes is likely
to be acceptable to all parties.

On the other hand, if the grand strategic situation is changing, then force
reductions may proceed from entirely different causes, and drastically differ-
ent balances may be established and accepted. The careful business of arms
control may be swept aside by far larger forces and the esoteric technicians
replaced by strategists and statesmen.

The available evidence suggests that, in Europe and elsewhere, this is
precisely what is about to happen. The current balance of forces in Europe
and the division of Europe between NATO and the Warsaw Pact reflect a
passing era in grand strategy. The prospect for force reductions in Europe is
more—far more—a factor of changes in the world strategic situation than of
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arms control negotiations. While the reductions that result may formally be
proposed in the forum of such negotiations, they will be products of these
larger changes, not of arms control as we have come to know it.

The Grand Strategic Situation

To see what these changes might be, we must first look at three aspects of the
current grand strategic situation: the grand strategy that lies behind the cur-
rent balance of forces in Europe, the actual grand strategic situation in today’s
world and notable trends in it, and the contradiction, if any, between the two.
The potential for change in the European force balance, beyond that which
might be achieved by the usual arms control process, is a product of the
dimensions of that contradiction. The greater the contradiction is, the greater
is the potential for change.

What is the grand strategy that lies behind the current balance of forces
in Europe? To answer that question, we must first ask, Whose grand strategy?
We could answer from the standpoint of a number of nations: the United
States, the Soviet Union, West Germany and the European Community,
France, and others. From the Soviet standpoint, the grand strategy behind the
current balance of forces has arguably been either to bring Western Europe
under its control or to defend itself from the capitalist West. From the Euro-
pean standpoint, it has been to prevent another war in Europe. Seen from
Paris, it has been the latter plus the restoration of France as an independent
great power.

This chapter will look at grand strategy from the standpoint of the United
States. What American grand strategy lies behind the current force balance?
The answer is multilayered. On the most fundamental level, it is a great power
grand strategy. The United States seeks to play the classic great power game,
exerting influence around the world through diplomacy backed by military
power. It must be emphasized that this is itself a major grand strategic choice.
Through most of its history, the United States rejected the role of great power.
Only since World War II has it accepted it unreservedly. The current situation
in Europe is, first and foremost, a product of that choice.

Within that framework, we have further assumed that the United States
is the dominant great power in an essentially bipolar world. The “threat” is
the Soviet Union, and while Soviet power is dangerous, the United States has
viewed its own as superior. Indeed, most American policymakers have
assumed (and still tend to do so) that U.S. power is sufficient to achieve essen-
tially any end. This is often expressed in the sentiment, “we have the capa-
bility; the only question is whether we have the will.”

Moving up another layer, the United States has followed a strategy of
containment. While it has not been precisely clear what is to be contained
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where, containment has generally meant opposition to any expansion of the
Soviet sphere of control. Because the United States has viewed Soviet expan-
sionism as virtually universal, at least in ambition (as it may at one time have
been), its opposition has also been universal. All conflicts have been subsumed
into this conflict, with the result that the United States has seen virtually
everything happening around the world as touching on it and therefore on its
vital interests. The outcome has been what might be called a universalistic
internationalism.

While the United States has involved itself globally, Europe has generally
remained the top priority. American policymakers have felt that if Europe
were to fall under Soviet sway, all would be lost for America. This brings us
to the next layer: translating containment and “Europe first” into strategy,
the United States adopted and still follows a continental strategy; that is, it
committed its continued existence to land battles on and for the European
continent.? It did so through the nuclear guarantee to the European NATO
nations, in which it stated that it would if necessary initiate a strategic nuclear
war with the Soviet Union in response to Soviet aggression in Europe.

These three choices—to follow a great power grand strategy, contain-
ment, and a continental strategy—produced the current grand strategic envi-
ronment, as seen from the American perspective. They created the current
balance of forces in Europe to the extent it was generated by American actions
(others, principally the Soviet Union, played at least an equal role; this
chapter is not an argument for revisionist theories about the origin of the cold
war). Other, more specific decisions, of course, shaped the details of that
force balance: the doctrine of flexible response, the inability of NATO to
generate adequate conventional military power despite superior resources (a
totally unnecessary failure, as Steven Canby, among others, has shown), the
unwillingness of allies to specialize their forces, and so forth.? But at the
grand strategic level, a great power strategy, containment, and a continental
strategy were the central factors. They remain so today, as they remain the
pillars of American grand strategy.

How does this American grand strategy accord with the grand strategic
realities and trends today? To answer this, we need first to look briefly at the
world in which the grand strategy arose: the world of the late 1940s. In that
world, it was necessary—and easy—for the United States to play the great
power game; it was the only real great power. The Soviet Union was the only
competitor, and it was far inferior in all measures of power except land forces
on the Continent. The other prewar great powers had been battered into a
bloody pulp during the war, and most of the rest of the world was just begin-
ning to emerge from colonial status. Soviet intentions were threatening, and
Soviet power was attempting to expand wherever it could. It needed to be
contained, and the United States was the only nation that could do the
containing. In Europe, a massive Red Army could roll almost unhindered to
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the English Channel; all that could stop it was an American commitment to
defend the Continent, a continental strategy based on the nuclear guarantee.
At the time when it was devised, America’s grand strategy made eminent
sense. It was complementary, not contradictory, to the world grand strategic
situation. Its creators, particularly George Kennan and Dean Acheson, are to
be admired for their handiwork.

But what of today? In the past forty years, the world has changed greatly
and in ways that have made hollow each of the three pillars of the grand
strategy. The great power game has become highly competitive and difficult.
The Soviet Union has become much more powerful relative to the United
States than it was in the late 1940s, in a military sense. At the same time, it
has become much weaker as an ideological threat; communism is now almost
wholly discredited. More important, other nations and forces have entered
the game. China is now a great power, as, economically, is Japan. Power has
generally become much more diffuse, with some smaller powers (Vietnam,
Afghanistan) able to defeat supposed superpowers militarily and others
(Korea, Taiwan) able to compete with them economically. Nonnational
forces and elements, such as the Palestinian diaspora and Islamic fundamen-
talism, are now players. America controls only a small fraction of the total
sum of world power—military, economic, and cultural—compared to what
it had forty years ago.

This change in the nature of the environment in which the great power
game must be played, if it still chooses to play, is of special meaning to the
United States. Its governmental institutions were never designed to enable it
to play the great power role. The fundamental obstacle is the separation of
powers mandated by the Constitution. The founders adopted a tripartite
government—executive, legislative, and judicial—where each element was in
constant tension with the others in order to protect domestic liberty. They
wanted a government that would have difficulty making decisions and stick-
ing with them. When Congress hobbles the president, or the action of both
is overturned by the courts, the government they established is functioning
exactly as the founders intended.

These same tensions make it difficult for the United States to act as a great
power. Great powers need to make cold, calculated decisions and stick with
them. They need to isolate foreign and military policy, including military
action, from public opinion. They need governmental unity. The United
States does not, and cannot, have it. This observation would not surprise the
founding fathers. They understood it perfectly well. De Tocqueville wrote
about it, noting that the new nation would need to be a monarchy to act effec-
tively as a great power. The founders had no such ambitions; they explicitly
decided not to play the great power game.

For about twenty years after World War 1I, Americans could ignore this
fundamental contradiction because the country’s overwhelming power made
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playing a great power easy. They can ignore the contradiction no longer.
Since the game again became competitive, the United States has not done very
well at it. The public is not comfortable with it, and public opinion cannot
be isolated from foreign affairs. The Congress expresses it, as it did during
the Vietnam War and as it does now in regard to Central America. At some
point, some point soon, the United States will have to face the contradiction
and think through how to resolve it.

Change has also undermined the policy of containment. Who is to be
contained? The world is no longer bipolar; a growing number of challenges
do not emanate from Moscow. Indeed, threats of a wholly new nature are
arising, not identifiable with nation-states, and potentially equally threatening
to both the United States and the Soviet Union; the Islamic revival and the
international drug traffic are examples. With them, the very nature of inter-
national relations may change, not to speak of alignments of states, and a new
generation of warfare may emerge.*

At the same time, under Mikhail Gorbachev, the Soviet Union appears
to be adopting the status of “satisfied power.” This would be a change of
historic importance; the cold war would be over and, with it, containment.
It is too soon to say with certainty whether it will in fact occur. While it seems
to be the policy of the current Soviet government, the stability of that govern-
ment remains in question.

But even if the Soviet-American rivalry persists, containment is clearly out
of date. It fails to account for the real state of world affairs, which no longer
revolves around a Washington-Moscow axis, and it fails to consider the great
relative decline of American power. The hubris of the “inside the Beltway”
crowd notwithstanding, it is not just a matter of will. The United States lacks
sufficient power to impose its will even in Central America or Lebanon. In the
showdown between the United States and Panama’s lilliputian Mussolini,
General Manuel Noriega, Noriega is winning. The Soviet Union finds the
same problem, not only in its relations with China, Poland, and Rumania,
but also in Estonia and Lithuania. Being a great power does not mean what it
used to.

The termites have gotten at the third pillar of the grand strategy, the
continental strategy, as well. The continental strategy is directed at defending
Western Europe from Soviet aggression. But is Soviet aggression in that direc-
tion at all likely? Even before the advent of Gorbachev, U.S. military leaders
consistently referred to a war in Europe as the least likely contingency. Now
it appears the Soviets may be willing to agree to roughly equal levels of
conventional armaments in Europe. Especially in view of Soviet military
doctrine and characteristics, this would make successful aggression almost
impossible.® Increasingly, Europeans, especially the West Germans, do not
see a Soviet threat.

Even if there is such a threat, Western Europe is quite capable of defend-
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ing itself against it. In the late 1940s, Europe, exhausted and devastated by
war, could not defend itself. Today, it can; in the words of the old jingle, it’s
got the ships, it's got the men, it's got the money, too. By use of the classic
German army reserve system, it can have a viable conventional defense.®
More important, in the British and French nuclear forces, it has its own stra-
tegic deterrent. The French force is particularly important; because of French
military doctrine, even a purely conventional attack is likely to bring a stra-
tegic nuclear response.” While the American defense subsidy is undoubtedly
welcome to the Europeans and they will cry endless tears at the thought of
losing it, they do not need it. They are entirely capable of defending them-
selves.

Finally, it must be asked, what does the United States contribute to
Europe’s defense? It contributes about five divisions of troops, at enormous
cost, in view of the price of the rotation base that must sustain them overseas.
Incorporated as they are into NATO’s unviable cordon defense, their ability
to fight a conventional war successfully is doubtful. But as every European
knows, that is not their function. Their function is to serve as a trip wire—
hostages, really—for the American nuclear deterrent.

Is that deterrent real? This raises the nasty question all the NATO part-
ners like to avoid: would the United States in fact initiate a strategic nuclear
war with the Soviet Union in response to a Soviet attack on Western Europe?
No definitive answer is possible (which itself contributes to deterrence), but
it must be said that if the United States did, it would quite possibly be the most
unwise strategic decision in history. For the United States to commit suttee
on the pyre of a burning Europe would be the ultimate gesture of pique. That
is exactly what it would be because the whole point of the nuclear guarantee
is deterrence. If it fails to deter, there is no point whatever in honoring it.
Others—Charles de Gaulle was the first—have noted this point, with the
result that the deterring effect of the guarantee is clearly not what it was
before the Soviet Union gained a real capability to inflict nuclear devastation
on the United States. A European nuclear force might have a greater deterrent
capability, despite its smaller size, for the reason that it would be significantly
more likely to be employed.

Where does all this leave us in terms of the third question we began with:
is there a contradiction between America’s current grand strategy and the
environment in which it must operate? The contradiction is evident, and it is
great. The world in which the current grand strategy was born, and to which
it was appropriate, has vanished. Its shadows remain, and they often mislead
us into thinking they are real. But shadows they are: shadows of a lost Amer-
ican power, shadows of a weak and helpless Europe dependent on America,
shadows of Stalin’s Russia. The balance of forces in Europe is a shadow too,
deterring a war that is not going to happen for reasons larger than the balance
of forces. Future events in the Soviet Union could again lend some substance
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to the shadows, at least for a time. But the world is moving steadily onward,
away from the late 1940s. If it stops briefly at some point, it will only be to
glance back, not to return.

Some Alternative Grand Strategies

The current U.S. grand strategy is obsolete, reflecting a world gone by.
Therefore, we need a new grand strategy. What will it be? No one, of course,
can say what it will be. But we can discuss what it might be. We can identify
some promising alternatives, with the goal of getting people talking and
thinking about them. That is the first step in initiating change.

Variations on a Great Power Grand Strategy

Starting with the least radical alternatives, we can identify two that bring
some greater consistency with the world as it is, yet remain within the frame-
work of the great power game. The first is a maritime strategy. Adoption of
a maritime strategy would continue both the great power grand strategy and
containment but change the nature of the U.S. role in containment, especially
in Europe.

A maritime strategy is very different from what the U.S. Navy means
by the term. The navy uses it to describe its plans in a war with the Soviet
Union—in effect, to describe a campaign plan that is a subset of the larger
continental strategy. While in classic usage a continental strategy and a mari-
time strategy are opposites, the Navy sees the latter as an element of the
former. This has led to considerable confusion.®

Here I use the term in its classic sense, following Sir Julian Corbett.? A
nation following a maritime strategy—it must be a nation separated from the
European continent by water—makes only a limited commitment on and for
the Continent. It may station forces there or send an army in wartime, but
it does not commit its national existence to a battle on or for the Continent.
If it is driven from Europe, it survives (to return). This was Great Britain’s
grand strategy from the time of Marlborough up until the formation of the
Entente Cordiale. Britain was twice driven from the Continent in modern
times, by Napoleon and by Hitler. It survived and returned.

There would be a number of ways a maritime strategy might change the
U.S. force posture in Europe. Two elements would be common to all, for
without them, there would not be a maritime strategy. The United States
would no longer offer Europe a nuclear guarantee, which commits it to a
battle on and for the Continent, and, for its own defense, it would maintain
an adequate nuclear deterrent and a dominant navy. Beyond those two points,
it could vary the strategy in a number of ways. It could still maintain an
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army in Europe, probably a smaller one. Whether the Europeans would want
it after its trip-wire function were taken away is a question. The United States
could withdraw all ground forces and keep tactical air forces there. It could
keep no forces in Europe in peacetime but be prepared to reinforce in time
of war, with ground or air forces or both. The best “cost benefit” would prob-
ably come from a promise to reinforce quickly with tactical air power and,
more slowly, after a mobilization, with ground forces.

The second alternative is a grand strategy of reuniting the West, including
the Soviet Union. This continues the American role as a great power but
changes both the continental strategy and containment. Instead of containing
the Soviet Union, the objective would be to reintegrate it into the community
of Western nations: not détente but entente.

The arguments for this grand strategy are two. First, it seems to be
becoming possible. If, as its present leadership has indicated, the Soviet Union
is prepared to end the cold war and act as a satisfied power, then it should
be possible to reunite the West. The West, it must be remembered, includes
Russia. It is Christendom: the culture that has grown up from Jerusalem and
Athens, Rome and Constantinople over the last 3,000 or so years. Since the
Bolshevik revolution, the Soviet Union has waged war on this culture, at
home and abroad. The necessary response of the rest of the West was the cold
war. But if the Soviet leadership is now prepared to end its offensive, at home
and abroad, the West should be prepared to welcome it back. Where there
is no attack, there need be no defense.

Second, the West needs to reunite to face increasing non-Western and
anti-Western challenges. Geostrategically, the Soviet Union holds the West’s
long right flank, from the Black Sea to Vladivostock.!? Should that flank col-
lapse, we might well again see Islam at the gates of Vienna. Around the world,
the axis of conflict is shifting to north-south. It will be very difficult for the
West as a whole to meet this shift if it is still warring among itself on an east-
west axis. Nor is a military conflict the only consideration. Economically, the
West will compete far more effectively if Russia and Eastern Europe are part
of it than if they remain Third World economies.

The grand strategy of reuniting the West is, to some extent, prospective.
It is consistent with what appear to be current trends in Soviet policy and
behavior, but it is not certain those trends will continue. Should the Soviet
Union’s policy change back to a class basis and thereby revive its attack on
Western culture, the cold war would necessarily be revived also. The West
would again have to defend against the attack. However, should current
trends continue and prove solid—within the Soviet Union as well as in its
foreign policy—then reunification of the West would make a sensible, and
perhaps a vital, grand strategic goal. Should such a strategy be successful, the
question of balance of forces in Europe would be moot.
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A Populist Grand Strategy

Unlike the two previous alternatives, this one moves away from the great
power game itself, and with it the universalist internationalism the United
States has pursued since World War II. To see clearly what it is, we must first
set aside a notion that the internationalist foreign policy establishment has
made dogma. That is the idea that the United States has only two choices:
universal internationalism or isolation. The latter is portrayed in dire terms,
usually as a return to the tragic errors of the 1930s—as if this were the world
of the 1930s. Isolationism, in this mythology, means Fortress America, in
which the country walls itself off from the rest of the world, as Tokugawa
Japan did.

Isolation is indeed a strategic error of the first rank.!! But it is by no
means the only alternative to the establishment’s desire to play the great
power game—a game off which it lives, it should be noted, with a bow to
public choice theory.!? A promising alternative, one of a grand strategic
nature, is a populist grand strategy.

What is a populist grand strategy? It is seeking to relate actively to the
rest of the world but primarily through commerce and ideas rather than
diplomacy and military force. It is relating on a people-to-people basis more
than government to government. It is the grand strategy the United States pur-
sued very successfully through most of its history as a nation. It was never
“isolated” in the nineteenth century. Quite the contrary, it was a shining
beacon of hope, the hope of democracy and opportunity, to peoples from
Poland to China. It spoke to those peoples through the ideas it stood for and
also through commerce, which was very active.

Can the United States do so again? A world in which diplomatic and mili-
tary power is much more evenly distributed than it was in the late 1940s
should be friendlier to this sort of grand strategy. A world in which the econ-
omy is international and where information flows quickly across all borders
should be more hospitable than was the world of the nineteenth century. In
such a world, a populist grand strategy would play from American strengths—
as a great power grand strategy plays from its weaknesses, a government of
separated powers, and the public’s discomfort with overseas military action.

It does, of course, bring with it a requirement: that the United States gets
its house in order at home. Its ability to follow a populist grand strategy in
the nineteenth century was a product of what was happening within the
United States. Culturally it was sound, not only calling for but on the whole
following traditional Western values. Because the culture was sound, the
United States was economically productive and, by the end of the century,
able to compete internationally. If, in contrast, the United States enters the
twenty-first century disintegrating culturally and uncompetitive economically,
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then a populist grand strategy is unlikely to work. So, however, is any other
strategy beyond making certain the United States does not have ambitions
that overreach its rapidly falling capabilities.

Should the United States adopt a populist grand strategy, the question of
the balance of forces in Europe is irrelevant—or rather, it changes its nature.
America would not have military forces stationed in Europe or treaty commit-
ments to defend Europe, but it might well have considerable force there,
through its example. How many divisions is the force of example worth?
Potentially, quite a few. An example is President Wilson’s Fourteen Points
proposal in World War I. The Fourteen Points played a significant role in the
collapse of the home front in Germany in 1918 because they offered Germany
an honorable peace and a better postwar world (an offer that proved, of
course, deceptive). Had they been offered by Lloyd George or Clemenceau,
it is safe to guess that their credibility would have been doubtful. But they
were offered by the American president, and that gave them force with the
German people because of what America stood for in their eyes. They may
have been worth a great many divisions, in that without the collapse at home,
Germany was quite capable militarily of fighting on.

A Cultural Grand Strategy

Normally, when we think of a nation, we think of an outline on a map, a
capital, a government, a flag, army, and navy. But in most cases, these are
merely superstructure. What defines a nation is its culture.!3

Cultures can be subject to attack, external and internal. Internal attacks
include decline and revolutions. External attacks may be mounted formally by
other nations using armies and navies. But sometimes the attacks are quite dif-
ferent from what we normally think of as war. They are attacks on the culture
that bypass a nation’s national security apparatus. Examples include the
spread of religions or ideologies, immigration, or simply information flow.

The United States is currently under at least one direct cultural attack: the
drug invasion. The drug trade bypasses its national security apparatus,
despite its best efforts. It is supported by a powerful fifth column: American
drug users. It has already had a damaging effect on the culture; it has probably
done more direct damage in the United States than have the Bolsheviks in all
the years since the Russian Revolution.

Other Western nations could point to different attacks on their culture.
Together they should raise some questions. Do they portend a major change
in the world grand strategic environment, a change potentially far greater
than that which has already occurred since World War II? Are they part of
the shift from an east-west to a north-south conflict axis? Do they represent
at least part of the first serious non-Western threat to the West since the last
Turkish siege of Vienna in the seventeenth century? Most of these attacks
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do not come from a nation-state. Do they represent a movement away from
the {Western-conceived) nation-state as the basic actor on the world stage? It
is too early to answer these questions, but it is not too early to pose them.
At least to the degree the answers are affirmative, they suggest how much of
an artifact the whole debate over force levels in Europe is, along with the
grand strategy that is focused on those force levels.

If we conclude that cultural attacks represent the wave of the future, what
might a response—a cultural grand strategy—look like? Because most cultural
attacks will bypass the national security system, a response by that system will
probably not have much utility (as it has not in the case of drugs). The
response itself will need to be cultural. One approach would be cultural
revival: reviving the traditional culture that rejects the invader on the basis
of morals and values. In such an effort at revival, education policy would
obviously play a major role. So would legal policy. Governmentally, depart-
ments other than the defense department would become the first line of
defense. Government alone would probably not be sufficient. The support of
the media would be of central importance, as it is in the current campaigns
against drug use and drunk driving. The goal would be to create a popular
movement, like the movement against cocaine use that was developed in
response to the cocaine epidemic earlier in this century. The invader would
be fought on the highest level of conflict, the moral level.!*

Conclusion: Are We Asking the Right Question?

I began with the question of prospects for NATO and Warsaw Pact force
reductions but have gotten far afield from that question. That is precisely the
grand strategic point. When we look at what has happened and what is hap-
pening in the world in terms of grand strategic developments and trends and
consider what the U.S. response to those might be, the question of the balance
of forces between NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Europe fades into insignif-
icance. It suggests Vienna and St. Petersburg in 1914, each thinking only
about whether Romanov or Hapsburg will win the coming confrontation,
when the world is changing around them in ways that will make that issue
wholly irrelevant.

What should we do? We need to change the terms of the debate. We must
look beyond the usual minutiae that preoccupy discussions about NATO,
discussions that revolve around how to keep everything the same, to preserve
NATO like a fly in amber, despite the changes taking place in the surrounding
world. Until that changes, until considerations such as those raised here
become the subject of official thought and consideration, the world will con-
tinue to change more rapidly than the West can adapt to it. That, unfortu-
nately, is a well-traveled road to disaster.
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The End of the Soviet Threat?

Stanley H. Kober

Reassessing the Threat of the Soviet Union

The Soviet Union is undergoing a revolutionary transformation. Recognizing
the serious economic situation their country was in, Soviet leaders have taken
significant steps to reduce the burden of their military expenditures. Not only
have they agreed to the INF (intermediate nuclear forces) treaty whose terms
were rejected out of hand by the Brezhnev regime, they have pledged to reduce
their overall military budget by 14 percent and the production of military
equipment and arms by almost 20 percent. Moreover, the Soviet reductions
in personnel and equipment, announced by General Secretary Mikhail Gor-
bachev in a speech to the United Nations in December 1988, have served as
an apparent spur to the other members of the Warsaw Pact. In addition to
the Soviet troop cut of 500,000 men, the other members of the Warsaw Pact
will reduce their forces by 56,300 men. Similarly, they will eliminate almost
2,000 tanks to augment the Soviet pledge to demobilize 10,000.!

These actions by the political leadership have had a mixed reaction from
the Soviet military establishment, which must see its position in the Soviet
policymaking hierarchy threatened.? Indeed, the Soviet military has appar-
ently witnessed a steady erosion of its authority since Gorbachev took office.
A U.S. State Department expert on Soviet affairs observed in early 1988, “Re-
cent symbolic actions . . . suggest a decreased role for the Soviet military,”
which “appears to be losing ground in important foreign policy areas.” Top
Soviet officers are now beginning to express open resentment at the way they
are being treated. “In the past 2-3 years the prestige of the Armed Forces has
been somewhat undermined,” complained the commander in chief of the
Soviet navy in February 1989. “Should this not alarm society? And all those
who really think about our motherland’s security and inviolability?*

The admiral’s outburst reflects the military’s conviction that the West still
represents a threat. According to the chief of the General Staff, Colonel
General Mikhail Moiseyev, although “confrontation in international relations
has begun to give way to cooperation . . . there has been no fundamental
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breakthrough in these relations.” The United States, he warns, “has not re-
nounced and is not thinking of renouncing a single one of its military-
technical programs. . . . It is not a case of some ‘alleged military threat.””’

Moiseyev’s statement is nothing short of an open challenge to one of the
basic principles of perestroika (restructuring), for revising the image of the
United States as the implacable enemy of the Soviet Union lies at the heart of
Gorbachev’s “new thinking” in foreign affairs. “We certainly do not need an
“enemy image” of America, neither for domestic nor for foreign-policy in-
terests,” he writes in Perestroika. “An imaginary or real enemy is needed only
if one is bent on maintaining tension, on confrontation with far-reaching and,
I might add, unpredictable consequences. Ours is a different orientation.”®
Elaborating on this position, an article in Izvestia in April 1988 maintained
that the United States has no intention of attacking the Soviet Union:

The group of Soviet forces in Germany is a guarantee that the past will not
repeat itself. Could it repeat itself? Could a second Hitler emerge? No,
history never copies itself exactly. Do the Americans covet our territory?
No, because they ascribe [sic] to ideas of maintaining their influence in the
world by means other than the seizure of territory.”

The question must naturally be asked: If history cannot repeat itself, if
the United States does not covet Soviet territory, why does the Soviet Union
need such large military forces? For decades the Soviet people have supported
a backbreaking military burden, generally estimated to be approximately 15
percent of their gross national product, because they felt they were faced with
a serious military threat and because they had no choice in the matter. Now
that this threat appears to be easing and they have been given an effective fran-
chise, they are eager to reduce military spending and to devote the savings to
improving the quality of their lives. In their electoral campaigns, some Soviet
military leaders, like good politicians anywhere else, responded to the yearn-
ing of the voters. The newspaper Rural Life reported that in a candidates’
debate, First Deputy Defense Minister K.A. Kochetov received the greatest
applause when he declared that “maintaining the Army is costing us an im-
mense amount of money. So would it not be better to cut the army by half
and use the money that is saved for the development of the national
economy?” The newspaper concluded its account by noting that Kochetov
was “the only candidate registered by the okrug electoral commission.”®

This incident illustrates the extent of the changes occurring in the Soviet
Union. While Western defense analysts have been studying the pro-
nouncements of Soviet military officials about the criteria of “reasonable suffi-
ciency” and the new defensive military doctrine, power has been shifting from
the strategists in their offices to the people in their voting booths.” After all,
can anyone seriously believe that Kochetov, in proposing to a cheering crowd
that the army be cut in half, was basing his position on detailed studies by
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the General Staff? And if he was not, what importance do such studies
have?

In short, there can be no doubt that the nature of the debate on military
spending in the Soviet Union has changed significantly. The issue is no longer
whether it should be reduced but rather by how much. In a speech in January
1989, Gorbachev described the budget deficit, rather than the Reagan
buildup, as the gravest problem he inherited on assuming office. To deal with
this threat, “We will also have to take a look at our defense expenditures. A
preliminary study shows that we can reduce them without lowering the level
of the state’s security and defense capabilities.”!? Shortly afterward, an
editorial article in International Affairs, a journal published by the Soviet
Foreign Ministry, observed that “a realistic estimation of security re-
quirements” could lead to “the possibility of further unilateral reductions
meeting our interests.”!! Similarly, another article in this journal stressed
that the shift in military “doctrine” is not from offensive to defensive orienta-
tion of the armed forces but rather from military to political approaches to
solving problems of national security:

Attempts which are still made by our press to link new political thinking
with “defense-oriented” conscience are in fact relapses of that “siege” think-
ing which rejects a weaker emphasis on the role of military force and the
disintegration of the “enemy complex,” regarding this as a dangerous
encroachment on national security. In reality, however, it is a truly new
political thinking. . . It will permit, among other things, to avoid an
unnecessary waste of funds and forces of our society, to do away with the
“militarized” approach to security issues, and to see political solutions which
previously were in the “dead zone.”!2

In other words, having decided that the United States and the other
Western democracies do not harbor aggressive intentions against the Soviet
Union, Gorbachev has decided to refocus Soviet resources on satisfying
domestic needs. His foreign minister, Eduard Shevardnadze, has explained,
“The goal of diplomacy is the formation of an external environment that is
favorable for internal development.” This means not only saving money on
defense but also avoiding burdens in the Third World and elsewhere. “We
must enhance the profitability of our foreign policy,” he has stressed, and take
care that “relations with other states burden our economy to the least possible
extent.”3

Democracy and Foreign Policy

This reorientation of Soviet foreign and defense policy, while critical to under-
standing “new thinking,” still does not grasp the full dimensions of the
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changes now under way. Gorbachev himself has stressed, “Soviet foreign pol-
icy today is most intimately linked with perestroika, the domestic restructur-
ing of Soviet society.”'* The fundamental nature of this linkage between
domestic and foreign policy is made clear in an extraordinary article in Kom-
munist in January 1988. Assessing the military threat from the United States,
the authors state that “it is in principle impossible to resolve the problems of
capitalism at the end of the 20th century by means of military aggression
against socialism. This is one of the main reasons why today there are no
politically influential forces in either Western Europe or the U.S. that place
such tasks before them.” But even if there were such forces, they continue,
America’s democratic institutions would make such large-scale aggression
impossible:

. . . bourgeois democracy serves as a definite barrier in the path of unleash-
ing such a war. The history of the American intervention in Indochina
clearly demonstrated this. . . . the Pentagon now cannot fail to recognize
the existence of limits placed on its actions by democratic institutions.$

It is remarkable enough to see an article in the leading theoretical journal
of the Soviet Communist party praise Western democratic institutions in this
fashion, but even more important, the authors pose, albeit only implicitly, an
extremely profound question. For if it is the West’s democratic institutions
that prevent it from unleashing a world war, then, logically, the absence of
such institutions in the Soviet Union must make Moscow the only feasible
source of such a conflict.

Astonishing as it may seem, this realization is one of the foundations on
which perestroika is being built. Again and again, one reads in the Soviet press
that the tragic decision to invade Afghanistan and other blunders in Soviet for-
eign policy were a result of the lack of democratic institutions in the Soviet
Union and that this situation must be corrected. In the words of a commenta-
tor on the popular nightly news program “Vremya:”

Taking a critical look at our way of life, we can now see that, in the domain
of foreign policy, our state mechanism has not been notable for its demo-
cratic nature. Afghanistan is, perhaps, the most dramatic example. Even the
Supreme Soviet, the plenipotentiary organ of power, was unaccustomed to
meaningful foreign policy discussions. Where, for instance, were its relevant
commissions when our intermediate-range missiles were being deployed in
ever-increasing numbers? Who stood up and said that was an invitation to
bring the Pershings into Western Europe?'6

What Western observers seem to be missing is that perestroika is, in Gor-
bachev’s own words, “a legal revolution.”!” As Soviet commentators have
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explained, it is an effort to create a “government of laws not by men,” which
amounts to “reform or changes of the whole political system.”!® Indeed, the
reforms under way in the Soviet Union today are heavily influenced by the
constitutional debates that took place in the United States 200 years ago.
According to Ambassador Vladimir Lomeiko, “We . . . admit the need to
advance towards the ideals of common human democracy, the humanistic
ideals adopted back at the time of Ancient Greece and the epoch of the
Enlightenment, the ideals of the French, American and Russian revolu-
tions.”’® In the even blunter words of Deputy Foreign Minister Anatolii
Adamishin:

In building a rule-of-law state, it is useful to borrow some “formal” struc-
tures of bourgeois democracy. Some important questions we are now work-
ing on have been posed within its framework and have been handled in a
unique way. They are the correlation between executive and legislative
power, the independence of the judiciary, and safeguards of political
pluralism.20

This principle of the separation of powers, so intimately associated with
the American form of government, is one of the main foundations of pere-
stroika. “We must prevent excessive power from being concentrated in the
hands of a small group of people,” Gorbachev has warned. “We have started
dividing responsibility up strictly and consistently between the Party and legis-
lative, executive and judicial authorities.”?! Tatyana Zaslavskaya, a leading
proponent of perestroika, has bluntly described this new distribution of
power:

Restructuring may be called a revolution. . . .

A revolution signifies a substantive change in the structure of political
power.

We are now dealing with such a change. The decisions of the 19th Party
Conference signify a redistribution of a significant part of existing powers—
from Party to state agencies, from executive to representative agencies, from
central to republic and local agencies.22

The diminution of the role of the Communist party has been acknowl-
edged even in the pages of its central organ, Pravda. “The reorganization of
the CPSU [Communist party of the Soviet Union] Central Committee appara-
tus and the apparatus of local party organs . . . must result in a substantial
reduction of the total number of workers,” it noted in an editorial in August
1988. “The time when the party apparatus, in the conditions created by the
administrative edict system, felt entitled to take charge of everything and
everybody . . . [is] irretrievably receding into the past.”23
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To be sure, top party officials still pay lip-service to “the strengthening
of [the party’s] functions as the political vanguard of society,” but at the same
time they point out that the “new supreme organ of state power” for which
elections were held in March 1989 “will determine our country’s domestic and
foreign policy, direct restructuring, and create a socialist rule-of-law state.”2*
Perhaps most striking, the introduction to a recent book on perestroika states
that “the 19th Party Conference, held in June 1988, found it necessary . . .
to restore the leading role of electoral bodies with respect to the executive and
its apparatus.”® But if electoral bodies are to be restored to their leading
role, then that must mean the body that performed this function in the past—
the Communist party—will no longer do s0.%¢

This diminished role of the party raises questions about the possible emer-
gence of a multiparty system. Party officials still formally dismiss the possibil-
ity of a multiparty system in the Soviet Union, but there are interesting rum-
blings beneath the surface. For example, in a remarkable interview in Pravda
in April 1988, a history professor argued that Lenin had no objections to a
multiparty system in which the Communist party would share or even sur-
render power:

Lenin not only did not show intolerance toward the existence of other par-
ties, he also did not rule out cooperation with them in bodies of power, since
these parties expressed the opinion of certain strata of society. Lenin was not
frightened by the inevitability of diversity, or, as we would say today, by
a pluralism of opinion. . . .

Soviet power—and here again we turn to Lenin’s words—is higher than
parliamentary forms of democracy; “it gives the working people the oppor-
tunity, if they are dissatisfied with their party, to elect new delegates, to
transfer power to another party and to change the government without the
slightest revolution.”?”

The evolution in Soviet attitudes is also reflected in discussions of multi-
party systems in Eastern Europe. Whereas just a few years ago indications
that Eastern European leaders were thinking of introducing multiparty sys-
tems in their countries would have prompted violent denunciations from Mos-
cow, now they are reported objectively and without criticism, and some press
accounts even have a favorable tone.?® Indeed, when Hungary’s Communist
party chief, Karoly Grosz, met with Gorbachev in March 1989, he reported
that the Soviet leader expressed no objections to plans to create a multiparty
system.?? If anything, far from being concerned about these developments in
Eastern Europe, Soviet proponents of perestroika appear to be viewing them
as a way of introducing such concepts into the Soviet Union in the future. In
an interview on Budapest television, a Soviet scholar assessed the implications
of the developments in Hungary for his country in these words:
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Political pluralism is an indispensable condition of democratic socialism or
socialist democracy. However, the concrete form of this political pluralism,
coming about either through a multiparty system or the emergence of such
social organizations that advocate different alternatives within the
framework of one-party rule, is to be determined by given historical condi-
tions. Our party has not put the issue of a multiparty system on the agenda
for the time being.30

Ending the Division of Europe

Soviet tolerance toward developments in Eastern Europe reflects a new view
about security concerns also, for when Gorbachev proclaims the need for all
countries to have “freedom of choice” to determine their form of government,
he is, in effect, repudiating the Brezhnev doctrine. As a Soviet journalist put
it while assessing the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia on its twentieth
anniversary:

After 1968, the trenchant cliche “the Brezhnev doctrine” began appearing
in the Western press. No such “doctrine” existed, of course, in any thought-
out and formulated way. Nor can there be a situation in relations between
socialist countries where one arrogates the right to decide for the others.
This is inadmissible. Respect for this principle is the most reliable guarantee
that there will be no repetition of 1968. Those who were involved in those
events have drawn the most serious lessons possible from them.?!

Indeed, one Soviet commentator has gone so far as to chide Western observers
for failing to acknowledge the emergence of this new “Gorbachev doctrine.”:

No party has a monopoly of the truth and no one has the right to lay claim
to a special position in the socialist world. In March 1988, during M.S. Gor-
bachev’s visit to Yugoslavia, these provisions were supplemented by the
thesis on the impermissibility of interference in internal affairs on any
pretext whatever. It is of fundamental importance that this approach is . .
. proclaimed in the biggest, politically and economically most powerful,
socialist country—the Soviet Union. This is not a question of imprecisely
formulated statements like Brezhnev’s, it is, if you like, a real doctrine,
which, for some reason, the Western press is in no hurry to label the “Gor-
bachev doctrine,” continuing, instead, to harp on the notorious “Brezhnev
doctrine.”32

This acceptance of ideological diversity in the Soviet bloc reveals a new
attitude in Moscow’s views of its own security requirements. Given their
revised assessment of the threat from NATO and apparent recognition of the
burden of their empire in Eastern Europe, Soviet officials have begun to
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indicate that they would be willing to remove all their forces from Eastern
Europe if the United States would also withdraw its troops to its own ter-
ritory. In February 1987 Gorbachev called for “dismantling foreign bases and
bringing troops stationed there back home,” adding pointedly that “we apply
this to ourselves too.”3 More recently, when asked by the West German
magazine Der Spiegel about the “possible withdrawal of all foreign troops
from Europe,” he replied that “we are for the solution of this issue. . . . We
are prepared to consider on a reciprocal basis the issue of our troops on the
territory of our allies.”3* Similar sentiments were expressed by Foreign
Minister Shevardnadze at a major conference on Soviet foreign policy:

It is in everyone’s, including our own, interests to seek to have the military
activity of all countries confined to their national boundaries. This stand has
been stated by us and is already being implemented. The withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Afghanistan and troops from Mongolia is the most
graphic illustration.

The same idea is expressed in the proposals to dismantle military bases
on the territory of other countries and also to dissolve opposing military-
political alliances.?’

To be sure, such proposals will evoke skepticism because Soviet forces in
the Soviet Union are still on the European continent, while American forces
in the United States are an ocean away. Nevertheless, these proposals do not
stand in isolation but are accompanied by other initiatives that, together, sug-
gest a genuine rearrangement of the division of Europe may be possible. For
example, an article in International Affairs, noting the success of the INF
agreement in resolving asymmetries of forces by the zero option, urges talks
“in the nearest future . . . on deep cuts in the tank strengths of both Warsaw
Treaty and NATO, or, better still, a complete elimination of all tanks in
Europe.3 Other proposals being made by Soviet officers involve transform-
ing the Soviet armed forces into a small standing army supplemented by a ter-
ritorial militia or moving from a conscript to a professional force.’” The
Soviet military establishment is resisting these proposals, arguing that they
would reduce military effectiveness and increase costs. Another reason un-
doubtedly behind its hostility is the reduced role for the defense establishment
that would accompany such developments.

In addition, in implementing their unilateral pledge to cut conventional
forces in Europe, the Soviets are promising to concentrate on reducing the
threat of surprise attack.?® In this vein, an article in Pravda welcomed a pro-
posal by two former American officials to create a demilitarized corridor in
Europe.?® Emphasizing the importance of this problem, Gorbachev has pro-
posed the creation of “a European risk-of-war reduction center as a venue for
cooperation between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization.”? Com-
menting on this initiative, a Soviet general notes that it is based on the U.S.-
Soviet nuclear risk reduction centers and would establish “the first ever supra-
national body in European history.”#!
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This apparent willingness to put their forces under the supervision of a
supranational body is new for the Soviets and reflects their desire to create a
“common European home.” Although some Western observers have dis-
missed Moscow’s initiatives for a common European home as merely a replay
of earlier Soviet efforts to evict the United States from Europe, it is instead
an effort to base peace in Europe on the integration of Western and Soviet
values. Thus, in discussing the concept while visiting Paris in October 1988,
Shevardnadze expressed interest in a French suggestion “to consider the con-
cept of a European community under law,” which “presupposes a comparison
of the legal practices of European states and the highlighting of common
norms in defending human rights.”#?

Astonishing as it may seem, respect for the Western concept of human
rights has now been made the cornerstone of Soviet foreign and domestic
policy. According to Shevardnadze:

The image of a country in the eyes of the world is shaped definitively and
above all from the overall orientation of its policies, from the values and
ideals which the country upholds and implements, from the extent to which
these values are in harmony with the predominating universal notions and
norms and with its own conduct. . . .

We should not pretend, Comrades, that norms and notions of what is
proper, of what is called civilized conduct in the world community do not
concern us. If you want to be accepted in it you must observe them. . . .

Today we are shaping a foreign policy that will forever rule out the very
possibility of our conduct being incongruous with our ideals. . . .

.. . We cannot exhibit indifference to what others are saying and think-
ing about us. For our self-respect, our well-being, our position in the world
hinge largely on the attitude of others toward us as well. . . .

. . . The image of a state is its attitude to its own citizens, respect for
their rights and freedoms and recognition of the sovereignty of the individ-
ua[. . e e

We are revamping our approach to human rights not because someone
is pressuring us or speculating on this theme but because this approach is
in tune with the ideals and principles of socialist society.*?

In contrast to their earlier objections to American interference in what
they considered to be solely their own affairs, Soviet diplomats now acknowl-
edge that in a world in which human rights are violated, international security
cannot be safeguarded.* Emphasizing the Soviet Union’s need to learn from
the West, an article in Izvestia in January 1989 drew explicit links between
perestroika and the political philosophy of Ronald Reagan:

In his farewell television address to the American people, recalling the first
words of the U.S. Constitution, he said: “Ours was the first revolution in
the history of mankind that truly reversed the course of government, and
with three little words: ‘We the people.” “We the people’ tell the government
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what to do, it doesn’t tell us. “We the people’ are the driver—the government
is the car. And we decide where it should go, and by what route, and how
fast.”

Earlier we would have called this demagoguery. But now another word
comes to mind: paradox. It’s paradoxical, but isn’t there really a similarity
between this credo of an American conservative and the strategic principles
of the political reform that Soviet Communists are now conducting?! We
recognize that this common nature is grounded in the eternal idea of democ-
PACY s 5 o

... To elevate society and social forces, to create channels for the effec-
tive expression and protection of the interests of social groups, and to put
the state and the government “in their place,” within the framework of the
law, which in equal measure defines not only the duties but also the rights
of citizens—it is completely possible to express these highly important,
urgent tasks of ours in Reagan’s image of the people who, taking the wheel,
drive the car of government.

One of the most profound ideological and practical divergences
between us and the Western-type democracies, divergences that Reagan
“personally” emphasized, was our different view of the relations between the
state and the individual. They assigned first place to the individual, while
we assigned it to the state. . . . In recent years, while gradually breaking
down the Stalinist and Brezhnevian stereotypes, we have been gaining an
understanding of the sovereignty of the human individual and have thereby
found a common language with the West on a question that we used to
regard as an infringement on our internal affairs—human rights.45

The Gorbachev Revolution

What is occurring in the Soviet Union, therefore, is not simply a reform of
the system that has existed for seventy years but rather a fundamental reorien-
tation of its political philosophy and structure. Although efforts are made to
justify this shift by references to Marx and Lenin, it actually is grounded in
the study of Western political philosophers and institutions, with particular
attention apparently devoted to the Enlightenment. In fact, if any single phi-
losopher can be said to have influenced these changes, it is Immanuel Kant.
In an article that appeared in Kommunist immediately following the Nine-
teenth Party Conference, which established the rule of law as the objective of
perestroika, the head of the Institute of State and Law, Vladimir Kudryavstev,
wrote flatly that “the philosophical foundation of the rule-of-law state was
formulated by I. Kant.”¢ Drawing the link between domestic and foreign
policy, Foreign Minister Shevardnadze himself has observed that “we cannot
help being amazed at the prophetic power of many ideas about disarmament,
in particular the one expressed by Immanuel Kant in his treatise Towards
Everlasting Peace.”



The End of the Soviet Threat? 193

Carl Friedrich sums up Kant’s philosophy in these words in the preface
to his anthology, The Philosophy of Kant:

[Kant] believed that of all freedoms that of speaking and writing with com-
plete liberty on philosophical and scientific matters was the most impor-
tant. . . . To make that personal freedom secure was the meaning and signif-
icance of laboring for constitutional government; i.e., for government under
and according to law throughout the world.*3

These themes—of turning the Soviet Union into a society governed by the
rule of law, of making Soviet law consistent with international law, and of
raising the importance of international law in the conduct of international
relations—are now pervasive in the Soviet media. “In this context,” proclaims
Ambassador Lomeiko, “the task of bringing our own legislation further into
line with international law becomes most important.”™® As Igor Blishchenko,
head of the department of international law at Patrice Lumumba University
in Moscow, has written in International Affairs:

International law has been underestimated in our country. . . . This situa-
tion should be rectified immediately. . . .

... We must first of all include in [the Soviet Constitution] a provision
that a treaty signed by the USSR is to be applied on the entire territory of
the Soviet Union as a national law, and in case of a contradiction it super-
sedes a national law.5"

This Kantian obsession with the rule of law is also reflected in discussions
of another Kantian theme, representative constitutional government, which
was the basis of Kant’s vision of perpetual peace. In contrast to their previous
experience, Soviet officials and scholars are focusing on the importance of the
separation of powers to guarantee individual rights and preserve international
peace. “Marxists criticized the ‘separation of powers’ theory which drew a
clear dividing line between legislative and executive power,” acknowledges
Kudryavtsev. “Yet, history has shown that it is not always useful to combine,
or intermingle those functions.”!

The need to shift power from a government dominated by an executive
apparatus (which, in turn, is controlled by the Communist party) to a govern-
ment embodying a separation of powers has been a dominant theme in the
Soviet political literature since the June 1988 party conference. Unlike the
American model, however, in which the executive and legislative branches are
generally regarded as coequal, the Soviet system envisions the subordination
of the executive to the legislature—for example, the Soviet president will not
have a veto over legislation. Indeed, explicitly drawing the parallel, an article
in Kommunist notes that the Soviet government now being formed does not
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duplicate “that part of the scheme of ‘separation of powers’ that reduces the
role of parliament by means of providing the president broad powers allowing
him to oppose himself to the legislative organ.”2

To some degree, this caution with regard to executive power reflects the
horrible experience the Soviet Union underwent during the Stalin era. “The
danger,” writes Kudryavtsev, “is not so much that a legislative body would
assume executive, instruction-giving or control functions as the opposite, i.e.,
that executive machinery would begin to promulgate laws.” 3 At their most
benign, such laws would simply interfere with economic efficiency. At their
worst, however, they could be used by the executive to rearrange the political
system by suppressing opposition, thereby paving the way to a new reign of
terror.

Just as important, though, this scheme also reflects the lesson of
Afghanistan, in which a few top officials ordered the invasion. The Soviets,
mindful of this experience and perhaps also observing the American debate
on war powers, apparently have made a decision that the power to commit
military forces abroad—not merely to declare war—should rest with the
Supreme Soviet exclusively. “The present Soviet Constitution does not contain
a provision allowing the Supreme Soviet to decide the question of using our
armed forces abroad,” states an article in International Affairs. “This is utterly
absurd and cannot be tolerated under any circumstances.”* Echoes an arti-
cle in Izvestia:

Most acts of aggression have been committed by expansionist countries
under the pretext of acquiring “lebensraum.” . . . It is now clear to everyone
that neither unbounded lebensraum nor immense natural resources can at
all guarantee a high living standard. . . .

... It is difficult now to imagine a government in any highly developed
country with an effectively operating parliamentary system of control over
executive power being politically capable of such actions.®®

This emphasis on legislative control over the war-making power, it
should be noted, may also be indicative of Kant’s influence. “If, as is neces-
sarily the case under the constitution, the consent of the citizens is required
in order to decide whether there should be war or not,” he wrote in Perpetual
Peace, “nothing is more natural than that those who would have to decide to
undergo all the deprivations of war will very much hesitate to start such an
evil game.”5®

NATO’s Opportunity

These are extraordinary developments, which are full of hope that the state
of military confrontation in Europe may be ending. If the Soviet Union with-
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draws all its forces to its own territory, if it eliminates all its tank forces in
Europe, if it transforms its army into a much smaller volunteer force, and if
it places the war-making power in the hands of a popularly elected legislature,
then its conventional military threat to the European democracies would
disappear. Indeed, even the partial implementation of these measures, and
others that have been mentioned, would significantly reduce the potential for
Soviet aggression.

To stop there, however, would miss the main point. As a Soviet commen-
tator has observed, the objective of perestroika is “the development of a Soviet
parliamentary system.”S” NATO, it must be remembered, was formed when
the Western democracies confronted an expansionist Stalinist regime. NATO
has endured because the Soviet Union, while shedding many of its Stalinist
characteristics, remained fundamentally totalitarian. But if the Soviet Union
becomes a parliamentary democracy, then the situation changes entirely.
Simply put, NATO is not a military alliance of parliamentary democracies
designed for the purpose of guarding against military aggression from other
parliamentary democracies.

To be sure, we cannot know how events in the Soviet Union will develop,
but we can no longer reasonably doubt the fundamental nature of the
transformation now under way. The major question before us, therefore, is
not one of force structure or burden sharing. Rather, the question is how we
can encourage these developments in the Soviet Union and thereby help
transform it into a parliamentary democracy sharing Western values.
Specifically, the members of NATO should be engaging the Soviet Union and
the other Warsaw Pact countries on two broad fronts.

The first, and most obvious, is arms control. In this regard, NATO
should not hesitate to pursue the suggestions made by Gorbachev and
Shevardnadze that they would be willing to remove Soviet forces from Eastern
Europe if the United States would withdraw its forces from Western Europe.
To be sure, in the light of the geographical asymmetry, such a negotiation
would have to be conducted carefully. Nevertheless, one cannot help noting
that if Soviet forces withdraw to their own territory, a surprise conventional
attack against Western Europe becomes impossible. Indeed, a Soviet
withdrawal would not only present a physical barrier to an invasion of
Western Europe, but just as important, it would also amount to the liberation
of Eastern Europe. The point must be made bluntly: having enjoyed the bless-
ings of democracy, the members of NATO would be immoral if they did not
pursue every reasonable opportunity to extend these benefits to the long-
suffering people of Eastern Europe.

Another arms control proposal that should be pursued vigorously is a
mutual East-West ban on conscription, which would have both military and
political advantages for NATO. Militarily, a ban on conscription would
reduce Warsaw Pact, and especially Soviet, forces much more than NATO
forces and would also undercut the danger of surprise attack by reducing the
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Soviet cadre of highly trained reservists. Politically, a ban on conscription
would further weaken the military’s grip on Soviet society, since it would no
longer have the ability to indoctrinate all young men with its worldview.58

The second front is ideological and is designed to be responsive to the
avowed desire of the Soviet leadership to incorporate universal human values
into their political and economic system. Accordingly, we should vigorously
pursue opportunities to encourage a freer flow of information and people be-
tween the two blocs. For example, in May 1989 the head of news for Soviet
television, Eduard Sagalayev, told a Western delegation that “we do not see
any political obstacles to accepting direct satellite broadcasting on our televi-
sion sets.”? This statement is a stunning repudiation of the previous Soviet
position, and Western negotiators should waste no time in investigating its
seriousness.

Opportunities should also be provided for Soviet students to study
Western political, legal, and economic institutions. As a commentator wrote
in Pravda in February 1989, “We are using the experience of the West,
especially in matters concerning the protection of personal rights and
freedoms.”®” Limited programs have already been established to allow Soviet
lawyers to study the American legal system and work in the United States, and
they should be expanded. Similarly, the response to President Reagan’s speech
at Moscow State University during the 1988 Moscow summit highlights the
benefits that can be derived from having Western professionals in these areas
lecture and study in the Soviet Union.

Western businessmen and financiers can also make a significant contribu-
tion to this process. Unfortunately, to date the debate in this regard has
centered around questions of trade and loans. Although these issues are im-
portant, they ignore one of the fundamental transformations now under way
in the Soviet bloc: the development of equity markets. Hungary has already
established a stock market—albeit not very active—in which Westerners can
buy shares.5!

More important is the movement toward equity markets in the Soviet
Union. In a little-noticed decree, “On the Issuing of Securities by Enterprises
and Organizations,” adopted in 1988, the Council of Ministers gave Soviet
enterprises the right to issue two kinds of shares. The first kind is issued only
to employees of a given enterprise and will allow them to share in the profits
by collecting dividends but will not include any ownership rights. The second
kind of shares will be sold to outsiders and apparently will convey some own-
ership rights. According to the chairman of the Soviet Gosplan, “Shareholders
are to a greater degree in charge of production, and have a direct stake in the
careful handling of state property placed at enterprises’ disposal. A number
of labor collectives are already utilizing this democratic form of involvement
in management and are getting pretty good results.”®? An enterprise that
buys another’s shares, echoes Deputy Finance Minister Vyacheslav Sencha-
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gov, “joins in the active process of decision-making, not only at home but also
in the associated enterprise.”®3

To be sure, these are only tentative initial steps, but they provide a wedge
that should be widened. Already the Soviets are planning to create special eco-
nomic zones in which Western companies will be able to own 100 percent of
a plant.%* It is only a short step from Western ownership of plants in special
economic zones to Western ownership of enterprises elsewhere in the Soviet
Union, especially if that ownership can be achieved by purchasing shares in
a stock market. Such equity investment would provide a firmer basis for East-
West economic relations than loans could. More important, the development
of an equities market would necessarily involve a tremendous shift in Soviet
attitudes toward capitalism, further integrating the Soviet Union and its allies
into the Western community.

The attractiveness of these proposals is that they do not call for any uni-
lateral Western concessions that would put NATO at risk. At the same time,
they can hardly be dismissed as one-sided, since they are all responses to ini-
tiatives already made by the Soviet Union and its allies. What better “tests”
could we want? If the Soviets reject these ideas, we shall have a much clearer
understanding of the purposes behind Gorbachev’s perestroika. On the other
hand, if the Soviets are receptive, we should be able to make giant strides
toward ending the East-West confrontation in both its military and ideologi-
cal aspects.

We are living in a very exciting time, full of hope and challenges. In coun-
tries as different from the NATO members as China and Burma, common
people are demonstrating for democracy. Increasingly the Soviet Union is also
following this path; but whereas the Chinese and Burmese governments have
suppressed their people’s yearning for democracy, Gorbachev is leading the
movement toward democracy in the Soviet Union. Although caution in
responding to this new situation is understandable, given its extraordinary
novelty and a history of bitter disappointments, it would be inexcusable to
miss an opportunity to end the East-West rivalry. It is possible for NATO to
safeguard its security while at the same time actively responding to the
changes in the Soviet Union. Given the political tensions in the alliance, it may
be impossible to safeguard its security any other way.
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The American Role in NATO

David P. Calleo

years is a long time for a modern alliance. The NATO partners have

had some severe and intractable differences over the years, but the
alliance has served the United States and its allies well. The long-standing pre-
disposition to leave NATO’s arrangements alone seems quite understandable.
“If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it” has been the motto of the NATO bureaucracy
and of a great many policymakers in the United States and Europe.! This
complacency, however, has been fading rapidly. Today there is a widespread
view that the status quo in NATO has become a bad deal for the United
States.

Militarily, NATO is a hegemonic American protectorate. An American
general is Europe’s Supreme Allied Commander (SACEUR), and Europe’s
defense depends on the willingness of the United States to initiate a nuclear
war rather than see Europe overrun, even by conventional forces. It is not that
the Americans forced this arrangement on the Europeans. On the contrary,
the Europeans embraced it warmly, and they still contemplate abandoning it
with great reluctance.?

From an American perspective, the most obvious problem with this status
quo is its high cost for the United States. Half the American defense budget,
some $150 billion a year, is said by the Pentagon to be devoted to sustaining
the NATO commitment.? It is significant that this $150 billion is double the
entire defense budgets of France and Germany, which combined come to only
a little more than $70 billion a year.* Not surprisingly, there is a widespread
view that the Europeans are free riders who are not contributing enough to
the alliance. There is strong pressure in Congress for more burden sharing,
and there is increasing discussion of the possibility that the United States
should disengage from NATO.

The reasons are not only economic but also military and diplomatic. Mili-
tarily, many think that the NATO commitment has become too dangerous
now that the United States has lost its nuclear superiority.’ Diplomatically,
many hope that Gorbachev offers a chance to end the U.S.-Soviet military

T he NATO alliance has been celebrating its fortieth anniversary. Forty
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confrontation in Europe, a chance that should be seized to rid the United
States of what has become an unsustainable strategic and economic burden.®

Devolution

My own position is that the status quo is no longer viable but that both
burden sharing and disengagement are inadequate or inappropriate policies.
Burden sharing I define as letting others pay more while the United States
continues to run things. America has done quite well by this formula over
the years but should not be surprised that the approach has limitations.
Today burden sharing is no longer enough. But while an American protec-
torate no longer suits military, economic, and political realities, an American
disengagement from NATO is an excessive and self-destructive solution. The
American stake in Europe is enormous, and the geopolitical significance of the
transatlantic connection remains vital. The problem, then, is to find some
way to continue the alliance but to reform it so that the disproportionate and
unsustainable diplomatic economic and strategic burden on the United States
is relieved.

The only way to do this successfully, in my view, is through a policy of
devolution.” By devolution I mean a shift of responsibility within the alli-
ance. Europe’s own major powers should take the primary responsibility for
managing their own territorial defense. Such a policy does not preclude an
American contribution to Europe’s nuclear and conventional deterrence. The
United States should continue to keep a substantial number of conventional
forces in Western Europe. And it should continue to extend its nuclear guar-
antee, for whatever such a guarantee is worth under present circumstances.®
But devolution does preclude a hegemonic alliance, that is, an alliance in
which the United States takes the primary responsibility for organizing and
managing Europe’s defense. In the future, the United States should assume the
role of an ally rather than that of a hegemonic protector managing Europe’s
defense.

Devolution in Europe ought to be the first move in a more general
American strategy for adjusting to a more plural world. In general, devolution
is the appropriate strategy for the United States to take advantage of the rising
power of the European allies while at the same time conserving its own rela-
tively shrunken resources.

Let me develop these arguments further.

Why is Western Europe so important to the United States? Militarily,
three of the world’s half-dozen major military powers, two of them nuclear,
are in Western Europe. Commercially, Western Europe forms a market larger
than that of the United States. Financially and industrially, its economy rivals
that of the United States. And it is the other major center of world power
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where economic and political liberty is deeply implanted and reliably prac-
ticed. Culturally, the world would be very lonely for an American democracy
alienated from Europe.

Geopolitically, the American alliance with Western Europe has allowed
the United States to contain the Soviet Union on its own home ground. It has
also given America the necessary margin of superior power to shape the
postwar world. As a result of the European alliance, the United States has
been able to build a “Pax Americana,” an integrated, liberal world economy
that comes reasonably close to its own postwar ideals.

This postwar Pax Americana is a great achievement, but it also has had
certain predictable long-term consequences. Invevitably, as other countries in
the world have developed, American power has declined in relation to them.
This is not a result of American failure but rather of American success. The
United States wanted Europe and Japan to recover. They have. The result,
inevitably, is that they are now much more powerful economically and also
militarily, in relation to the United States than they were in 1949, when
NATO was established.? The United States also wanted Third World coun-
tries to develop. Success means that many of them are becoming formidable
industrial competitors. They are also much harder to push around than they
were in the immediate postwar years, a lesson that both Americans and
Soviets have had to learn from painful experience.

Even the Soviet Union has benefited disproportionately from the Pax
Americana. Again, this is not the result of a failure of American policy but
of its success. The United States never wanted to destroy the Soviet Union but
rather wanted to contain it. Containment has given the Soviet Union over
forty years of peace, no small contribution considering the rest of twentieth
century Russian history. Despite its subsequent follies, the Soviet Union is
now a vastly more developed country than it was after the terrible destruction
of World War II.

It cannot be stressed enough that this decline of American power is not
absolute but relative. Relative decline, moreover, need not imply a loss of
America’s own vitality. There is no reason that the United States should not
continue to be the world’s leading nation for the indefinite future. But
America’s relative decline since the beginning of the postwar era does pose a
major historical challenge for American policy. How is the United States to
adjust its role to reflect its changing resources? And how can it do this while
at the same time preserving the liberal global structure that it has created?

This is not only America’s problem but also the rest of the world’s. The
international system has become highly dependent on American leadership
and resources. Can other leading powers rise to the challenge of a more plural
management now that there is a more plural distribution of resources?

These challenges have been growing more and more immediate. Clearly
the United States is increasingly overstretched in its present role. The strain
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is reflected in the financial bad habits that have grown endemic to American
policy over the past twenty years. The most obvious illustrations are the
extraordinary fluctuation of the dollar since the beginning of the 1970s and
the ballooning public debt of the 1980s.'% Americans have grown so used to
their fiscal and monetary disarray that its dangers have come to seem rather
banal. We can only pray that the United States continues to be lucky enough
to avoid a financial train wreck.

But even if Americans are spared the worst in the short run, they should
not ignore the long-range costs for both the national economy and for the
future of a global integrated economy. It is not possible for capitalist markets
to work efficiently over the long term when the value of money is perpetually
unstable. The dollar is the world’s currency as well as America’s own. From
a global perspective, a United States unable to sustain a stable currency has
become a sort of hegemon in decay, using its unique privileges as leader to
exploit the international system it is supposed to be sustaining. At the same
time, these same unstable and unsound economic policies undermine its own
national economy. Relative decay thus threatens to become absolute decay.

Reorganizing NATO

In the beginning, NATO was the foundation of the postwar Pax Americana.
Today, reforming NATO offers the best opportunity to deal with America’s
relative decline by putting in place a more plural structure of international
management. Under its present arrangements, NATO has become both
militarily unstable and economically unsustainable. The two deteriorating
trends combine. NATO could be saved by being organized differently, if only
the United States and its allies can rise to the occasion.

The reasons that NATO has become militarily unstable are well known.
NATO has always depended on the willingness of the United States to initiate
a nuclear war. The commitment was easy to undertake when the United
States was essentially invulnerable to Soviet nuclear attack. It has become a
very different sort of commitment as the American strategic position has
declined from invulnerability to parity. The strategic shift has been a long
time in developing and has also been long anticipated. The more it has
become real, the more it has revealed a fundamental conflict of interest
between the United States and Western Europe.

America’s strategic interest is that any war that starts in Europe should
stay there. As a result, American strategy has stressed flexible response. If at
all possible, a European war should be limited to conventional forces. If not,
there should be many firebreaks between limited nuclear war and all-out
nuclear war. American nuclear strategy, the so-called counterforce doctrine,
has sought to limit even intercontinental nuclear exchanges to very gradual



The American Role in NATO « 209

increments. Again, the reasoning is clear and intimately related to America’s
European commitments. If there ever is a nuclear war, it should be kept as
far away from the United States as possible. Should it reach the United States,
it should do so in as limited a fashion as possible.

Europeans have had a contrary interest: there should be no nuclear war
in Europe that does not spread automatically to the superpowers. European
governments have favored this position not out of insensitivity to the horrors
of a nuclear Armageddon but because they have believed the prospect of auto-
matic escalation is the best way to deter a Soviet attack. What they feared was
that a nuclear war between the superpowers would be confined to Europe.
They found this belief a much greater risk than the certainty that any Euro-
pean war would immediately become intercontinental. In short, the United
States and its NATO allies have been separated by a fundamental conflict of
strategic interest.

Skilled diplomats on both sides have managed this conflict well enough
over the years. NATO’s official strategy of flexible response gives something
to the Americans but not enough to alarm the Europeans. Essentially flexible
response calls for sufficient forces to make certain that any Soviet conven-
tional attack will result in a major battle. Flexible response does not expect
to win that conventional battle but instead expects it to be large and long
enough to make sure that the use of nuclear weapons before it is finished
seems highly plausible.

Neither Americans nor Europeans have been satisfied, but both have been
satisfied enough to continue their alliance. The Americans feel relieved that
they are not required to use their nuclear weapons immediately. The Euro-
peans feel reassured that nuclear escalation is sufficiently certain so that the
Soviet Union will not be tempted to start a conventional attack. To prevent
flexible response from turning into a real conventional strategy, Western
Europe’s big powers, other than the Federal Republic of Germany, have
carefully limited their commitments of conventional forces. The compromise
is therefore very expensive for the Americans. It absorbs half the U.S. defense
budget and takes up ten of its eighteen standing divisions. Thus, although
there is not a real conventional balance, the cost to the United States is
enormous.

In recent years, Americans have become more and more conscious of the
nuclear risk and the economic cost of extended deterrence for Europe. One
significant sign of the strategic malaise was the no-first-use campaign of the
early 1980s, sponsored by some of the leading American officials and plan-
ners of the postwar era. And then there is the intermediate nuclear forces
(INF) episode. Europeans, prodded by Soviet §5-20s, grew anxious that
American coupling be reaffirmed. The United States first decided to deploy
new nuclear weapons in Europe but at the first opportunity took them out
again. Allied governments that had supported the deployment were left angry
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and demoralized. Americans were greatly relieved. Both the left and the right
in the United States seemed to share a strong disposition to downgrade
nuclear forces in European defense.!!

The problem with this inclination is that the United States cannot provide
the conventional forces that such a shift in emphasis requires. One of the
reasons that NATO costs the United States so much is its great comparative
disadvantage in providing Europe with conventional forces. The cause is
the Atlantic Ocean. When this basic geographical disadvantage is combined
with America’s fiscal crisis, it is clear that the more NATO’s strategy comes
to rely on conventional forces, the less the United States is suited to lead the
alliance.

The solution is not American withdrawal but a shift in the American role.
This is justified not only for political and economic reasons but also for mili-
tary reasons. There is no military solution for the problems that arise from
the diminishing credibility of American extended deterrence other than a
European-directed alliance. Logically, there are two ways out of the military
problems of extended deterrence: the Europeans could have a nuclear deter-
rent of their own, or there could be a genuine conventional balance. In prac-
tice, any successful solution would probably involve some combination of
European nuclear forces and a more effective conventional defense.

The United States is incapable of providing either. On the one hand, the
United States cannot, by definition, manage a European nuclear deterrent.
Americans can provide Europeans with technological assistance; but if they
control the deterrent, it becomes American and not European. On the other
hand, if there is to be a genuine conventional balance in Europe, the forces
will have to come from the Europeans. The United States is going broke pro-
viding its present conventional forces. Increasing its conventional forces for
Europe is an utterly inconceivable notion under present fiscal circumstances.
But if the Europeans are to strengthen and reorganize conventional forces for
Europe, they will certainly not do so under American tutelage.

Do the Europeans actually have the military resources for such a shift?
By and large, they do. Britain and France have nuclear deterrents in the
process of a major upgrading. By 1995, they will have, between them, ten
submarines and some 1,200 warheads, a force that seems more than adequate
for a European strategic deterrent.!? The major West European NATO
countries already have large conventional forces and could certainly increase
those forces if necessary.!3 France in 1914 was able to field an army of 8
million, and we hardly need remind ourselves what the Germans have been
capable of. Today the principal obstacle to a serious European conventional
defense is the nonparticipation of France in the alliance. For all intents and
purposes, no conventional defense of West Germany is possible with the
French army disengaged and French territory neutral.

For a long time, the French have made it clear that they will not integrate
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with an American-dominated alliance. There is an obvious solution: in a
European-run NATO, the French could take on their proper responsibilities.
Whether the Europeans could succeed depends, above all, on whether France
and Germany could cooperate sufficiently in the military sphere. Since they
never have but have preferred to rely on the Americans, they are often said
to be incapable of military cooperation.

I prefer a different conclusion: Europeans have not developed a military
coalition because they have not needed to do so. Their efforts have been pre-
empted by the United States, and they have been more than happy with the
arrangement. To see the real possibilities for European military cooperation,
look at what is going on in other spheres. In economic matters, Europeans
have achieved remarkable cooperation. The Common Market is unquestion-
ably the most successful experiment in intergovernmental cooperation in
modern times. France and Germany are the essential motors of the European
Community.

Is military cooperation more difficult than economic cooperation? Quite
the contrary. Economic interdependence involves interest groups throughout
the whole spectrum of national politics and therefore enters intimately into
the domestic politics of every country. Compared to these complexities,
military cooperation is relatively simple. In fact, Europeans have greatly
increased the military dimension of their cooperation in recent years. France
and Germany, in particular, have been holding intensive talks for the past
several years on how to increase their military cooperation. They have even
begun experimenting with joint conventional forces.

Europeans have increased their military cooperation because they implic-
itly recognize that the American role must change and that they must prepare
an alternative. They are not eager for the transformation, but they know it
must take place. At this point, it is up to the United States to take the initiative
to make clear that it would welcome a European-run NATO and indeed will
eventually insist on it.

Devolution does not mean withdrawal. The United States should keep
its nuclear commitment to Europe but should not be expected to bear the
full weight of collective deterrence. The task should be shared with a par-
allel European deterrent. Similarly, the United States should continue to keep
substantial conventional forces in Europe, to supplement West European
armies, but it cannot continue to sustain the present ten divisions for NATO.
Cutting out even half of those divisions would eventually have an appre-
ciable impact on the U.S. fiscal situation. It would at least make it possible
to begin to bring military spending under rational control and in some
fashion commensurate with America’s present geopolitical situation. Cutting
military spending is certainly no panacea for America’s fiscal disarray, but
a reduced military budget that reflects a coherent geopolitical strategy is
an essential part of any package to restore balance to American fiscal and
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monetary policy. In the long run, rebalancing the American economy will
prove a far greater contribution to world order than a few more American
divisions in Europe.

Arms Control: No Substitute for NATO Reform

These same arguments could have been made forcefully five or ten years
ago. In the interim, the American position has grown more unstable and the
European cooperation has intensified. These were trends already clear by the
middle of the 1970s. What is new today is Gorbachev and his remarkable
transformation of the Soviet scene. How does this affect the need and prospect
for an American devolution within NATO?

One widespread reaction has been to regard Gorbachev’s arms control
negotiations as the heaven-sent opportunity to avoid changing the funda-
mental structure of the alliance and perhaps also to reduce America’s defense
burden. The tactic is tried and true. Fifteen years ago, the Mutual and Bal-
anced Force Reduction (MBFR) negotiations were launched to delay or pre-
vent changes in the structure of NATO. MBFR served its purpose extremely
well. The negotiations achieved nothing in the way of arms reduction but did
preempt any serious congressional discussion about American troop with-
drawals from Europe.'® Today such a tactic seems dangerous. Arms talks
should not be used as a diversion from serious and long overdue reforms in
the Western alliance. The military and economic difficulties of the American
role have begun to reach a critical stage. For those who care about the alli-
ance, it would be far more prudent to prepare an orderly transformation than
to risk a sudden collapse of the American role. Moreover, it seems unlikely
that Gorbachev will be able to accept changes in the Soviet military posture
that would reduce NATO’s requirements to the point that the United States
could afford to continue its traditional protector’s role.

To argue that the upcoming arms talks cannot be a panacea for NATO’s
problems is not to denigrate their importance. They may greatly improve
Europe’s political atmosphere. And they may greatly reduce the military
danger of a surprise attack, a very significant accomplishment. But arms talks
cannot negotiate away the need to maintain a military balance in Europe.

Inevitably the Soviet Union must remain a great military power—perhaps
because of its inherent character, certainly because of its geopolitical situa-
tion. From Moscow, the Russians see themselves surrounded by Japan,
China, India, the Muslims—including Iran—and Europe. Not surprisingly,
they feel the need to remain a superpower. One can only imagine American
behavior if suddenly placed in a similar geopolitical situation.

So long as the Soviets remain a military superpower, an independent
Western Europe will need to have a military balance. So long as that Euro-
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pean balance is necessary, the fundamental reform of NATO’s internal
arrangements cannot be avoided. Negotiations could be used as a cover for
an American devolution and withdrawal. But the particular issues of arms
control should not deflect us from our more fundamental purpose: to make
the Western alliance viable over the long term. Moreover, the kinds of secu-
rity arrangements likely to evolve out of Gorbachev’s initiatives will hasten,
rather than delay, the advisability of a diminished American role. If, for
example, European security should come to depend more and more on reserve
forces and defense in depth, the United States has less and less to offer. The
United States is not well suited to organize that kind of defense. The sooner
we can transfer the responsibility for it to the Germans and the French, the
better it will be for Europe’s security.

Devolution and Pan-Europa

When the broader political aspects of Europe’s arms talks are considered, the
case for American devolution becomes still more compelling. Negotiations
about future security arrangements invevitably bear heavily upon the political
and economic, as well as the military, character of some new pan-European
system. The United States has a vital interest in the outcome of these talks but
a lesser interest, nevertheless, than the European states themselves. The spring
of 1989 witnessed an explosion of acrimonious misunderstanding between
Bonn and Washington over plans for “modernizing” NATO’s short-range
missiles and negotiating their levels with the Soviets. This is only a foretaste
of what may follow if the United States tries to hang on to its role of lead
manager while formulating Western security proposals from an American
perspective.

Traditionally Europeans have often preferred leaving Europe’s military
negotiations to the Americans while reserving the economic and political
negotiations to themselves. Under present circumstances, this is a formula
that puts the United States in a false position and threatens grave damage not
only to the Atlantic alliance but also to Western Europe’s own cohesion. As
the prospects for political change grow, Europeans can no longer afford to
allow American preoccupations to determine their security posture toward
the Soviets. The United States should therefore encourage the Europeans, in
particular the Germans and the French, to take the initiative in formulating
the Western position. It is Europeans, after all, who will have to live most
intimately with the results and provide the bulk of the forces upon which
Europe’s security will depend in the future. Meanwhile, the lingering Amer-
ican hegemony in NATO will not only lead to increasingly dangerous trans-
atlantic friction but also encourage Europeans to procrastinate resolving a
common position among themselves.
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At this critical juncture in postwar Europe’s evolution, it is hardly in
America’s interest to be subsidizing European disunity while delaying Amer-
ica’s own geopolitical adjustment. The United States, of course, continues
to have a vital interest in European stability. But that interest is no longer
served by playing the traditional hegemonic role in NATO. Devolution is
the answer.

Conclusion

Reflecting on the Soviet geopolitical situation helps put America’s problem of
overextension in better perspective. It is sometimes observed that both super-
powers face a common problem of overextension and may look to resolve it
through some form of European disengagement. The parallel is obvious, but
so is the difference. The difficulty for the United States arises not from having
failed but from not knowing how to take advantage of success. It has sus-
tained Europe through its period of weakness and promoted the remarkable
transformation of Japan. In recent years, it has also helped sustain the Chi-
nese. Today these countries provide the essential elements of an indigenous
Eurasian balance. It is absurd that the United States should be bankrupting
itself, and destabilizing the world economy, by trying to sustain a balance
against the Soviets that could almost exist without it. In short, the West has
won the cold war. The United States needs to take advantage of that victory.
America has to learn how to harness the forces of its allies for purposes that
are very much in the common interest. To do this, Americans must finally
abandon that bipolar perspective that cannot see how much this victory has
changed the world since 1950.
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Disengagement from Europe:
The Framing of an Argument

Earl C. Ravenal

The Name of the Game

The purpose of this chapter is not so much to make the substantive case for
American strategic disengagement from Europe but to indicate how I think
the case should be made (and to distinguish my argument from those of others
who may come out in the same place but for reasons that I either would not
share or do not think really arrive there). In the method is where much of the
trouble lies between those (still few) critics who “advocate” American disen-
gagement from the defense of Western Europe and those (still many) loyalists
who argue for its indefinite continuance.

The problem is how the question is framed. The typical debate on the
future of NATO is entitled, “Should the United States disengage from
Europe?” That conveys and invites an air of pure prescription; it even suggests
or allows arguments based on animus, on one side, countered by sentiment,
on the other. It almost demands a normative tone. My version of the debate
is entitled: “Should the United States accommodate, or adjust to, the actual,
progressive dissolution or disintegration of NATO?” That form properly indi-
cates the complex predictive-presciptive nature of the problem. This is not the
ordinary normative or prescriptive argument. It is not: “NATO: for or
against?” If that were the question, I might even join the NATO loyalists.

Almost all Americans are “for” NATO in some such sense, which they are
led to construe as almost a moral sense. Europe is where the political sympa-
thies of many Americans lie; it is where many would prefer to draw the Ameri-
can defensive frontier, if such frontiers were matters of pure—and free—
preference. There is, however, a small but growing band of neoconservatives
and new rightists, who have a real animus against Europeans—so-called
Eurowimps. This band of articulate and well-published conservatives includes
such commentators as Irving Kristol and Melvyn Krauss,! and it also
includes the editorial board of the Wall Street Journal. They favor an
active—indeed, an aggressive—role for the United States in the world, but
they think that the Europeans trammel the United States and inhibit its
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political-military initiatives even, in the “peripheral” areas of the world, in-
cluding some that are not much of the Europeans’ business, such as Central
America. These conservative critics favor an American military withdrawal,
partial or total, “from” Europe—but stop short of denial of a U.S.
commitment—and a shift of American defensive “emphasis” to other parts of
the world, usually Southwest Asia, the Western Hemisphere, and the sea-
lanes. Sometimes these moves are suggested more as gambits to induce or
coerce greater European sharing of the burdens of the still-common defense,
in which case the moves are proposed as not absolute or irrevocable but rever-
sible on the condition of certain European behavior. Perhaps the most ex-
treme version of the neoconservative anti-NATO case is that of Melvyn
Krauss, who posits that the alliance is a net negative—in terms of defensive
output or defensive efficiency—for all parties, not just the United States but
the European allies themselves and the present collectivity of NATO as a
whole.

My approach is different. The argument I put forth is not normative or
even purely prescriptive. It is prescription mingled with prediction—and even
with some empirical description. It pivots on a description of NATO. What
is the essence of this alliance? The answer is that NATO is not the ordinary
pooling of defensive (or, in other times, offensive) resources by the participant
nations. Its necessary—and I dare say sufficient—condition is the unilateral
American nuclear guarantee—what is known as extended deterrence. With
this, you have an alliance, a compact. Without it, you have nothing, except
a semblance, a label.

Indeed, you could say that the mere label “NATO?” is the future of the
alliance—or, worse, its present. We are celebrating NATO’s fortieth birth-
day. The loyalists congratulate themselves on NATO’s remarkable (and initi-
ally unexpected) longevity and toast “a thousand years.” But the situation can
be summed up in this metaphor: after forty years, NATO is an old, unused
medicine on the shelf. The bottle is still there, and the label remains the same,
but the contents have long since evaporated or spoiled. That is why it may
be misplaced to urge the dissolution of NATO, certainly not its instant and
formal abrogation. NATO is an alliance that is less dependable, year by year,
as objective changes in circumstances erode the validity of the essential condi-
tion of the alliance—the American guarantee. Conversely, the loyalists should
not take as compelling proof of the perpetual durability of the alliance the fact
that something called NATO has not been formally repudiated. NATO can
dissolve without a scrap of paper being torn up, without a journalist reporting
it. The failure of almost any part of the practical condition for the integrity
of NATO—and that is, preeminently, the predictive reliability of the
American commitment to defend against a wide range of Soviet pressures—
will mean the effective demise of the alliance. NATO need not even perish in
acrimony (though that may attend its demise); it can expire in skepticism. The
strategic content of the alliance can drain away, measured by the confidence
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allies repose in the ritual American commitment and by the hedges they erect
against the guarantees the alliance still pretends to offer. NATO need not lose
its form, at least until long after it has lost its substance.

And so I would change the question to this: Does it make sense to con-
tinue to meet the increasing requisites of maintaining the alliance—and this
in the face of recurring recriminations among the allies; increasing technical,
physical, and fiscal demands; and risks that increase in scale (though they
may, for periods of time, be diminished, through benign diplomacy, in in-
cidence)? Such a reformulation captures the combined predictive-prescriptive
nature of this inquiry, and in a way that might even elicit a certain coopera-
tion by open-minded NATO loyalists.

More specifically, instead of looking at NATO in quasi-moral terms and
as a policy object in itself, I view it as, at once, more parochial in terms of
the problems that NATO poses for America’s domestic economic-social-
political system) and more cosmic (in terms of the significance of NATO as
a large piece of America’s quasi-“empire”). In turn, the continued appropriate-
ness of America’s guarantee of Western Europe is a matter of the way the U.S.
system works (its political economy) and the way the international system
works (geopolitics). In other words, I view NATO in terms of America’s
expenditures on it and America’s net advantage in doing so and in terms of
America’s larger scheme of containment of Soviet power, Soviet proxies, and
indigenous but Soviet-oriented revolutionaries around the world.

The question of NATO is often posed in falsely moral terms: Are
America’s allies worthy of its help? That is not an operational formulation.
The important question is this: Is America getting its own money’s worth out
of the alliance? Foreign policy—like a Renaissance landscape—must be
looked at from some point of perspective, not from none, or from all; and it
is appropriate for American disputants to view NATO from an American
point of reference. It may seem crass to inquire about the problems of NATO
from an American viewpoint and to weigh those problems primarily on the
grounds of cost to Americans. Yet it is perfectly fair, as well as inevitable, to
observe that NATO’s future will be disposed within America’s political,
economic, and social process and largely on grounds of cost (and cost traded
off against the risk involved in holding its nuclear umbrella over its European
allies).

The Logic and Logistics of the Problem

There are questions of logic and logistics involved in America’s commitment
to NATO and, indeed, to the larger enterprise of containment. Although
America’s guarantee to protect Europe may be vitiated or void, something is
yet entailed. Nothing is free, particularly alliance guarantees. To the United
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States, NATO is a tangible disposition, a set of preparations to intervene in
conflict. Thus, the alliance has its requisites. And it is these tangible requisites
of alliance that suggest the argument for letting NATO wind down over, say,
the next decade or so.

In a nutshell, the requisites of NATO are risk and cost. The essence of
NATO is the American nuclear commitment, that is, the coupling of
America’s strategic nuclear retaliatory force ultimately to the outbreak of a
conflict in Europe. But because deterrence is not perfect and because we want
to avoid excessive risk, we set conventional defense at as self-sufficient and
“confident” a level as possible.

Thus, the commitment to Europe presents the United States with a choice
between high, and perhaps unsupportable, costs, associated with the confi-
dent conventional defense of Europe, and unassumable risks attributable to
reliance on the earlier use of nuclear weapons. The direction in which this ten-
sion is resolved by any particular American administration is not rigidly deter-
mined. To some extent, cost can be transmuted into additional risk, and risk
can be transformed into mere cost. That is what is meant by lowering or rais-
ing the nuclear threshold. But as long as the United States is committed to
Europe, the choice itself is inescapable.

The Europeans have a somewhat parallel choice: costly generation of suf-
ficient conventional forces or acquisition or expansion of their own national
nuclear arsenals, with more resolute and risky doctrines of employment. But
there is an obvious difference. The European allies are situated along the for-
ward line of defense; the United States can decide whether it wants to pitch
its own security perimeter along that common line. That statement begins to
suggest the disabilities of shared risk, which is what alliances are about in the
age of nuclear damage.

The consequences of shared risk—the coupling of America’s strategic
nuclear arsenal to the outbreak of conflict, at any lesser level, in Europe—are
twofold. They exhibit themselves in the character of America’s nuclear strat-
egy and in the history of NATO, which is a tapestry of crises of strategic
confidence.?

The Verdict of History

There is a structural reason for NATO’s present, and persistent, debility: the
danger, and yet the incredibility, of the American military guarantee of
Europe, including the nuclear umbrella. The cracks in America’s guarantee in
turn form a tension inherent in the American assumption of this strategic com-
mitment to Europe forty years ago.

The alliance of Atlantic nations has been beset by many problems: the
periodic recrudescence of commercial and agricultural disputes; the irreconcil-
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able antagonisms of pairs of nations, such as Greece and Turkey; the threat
of Eurocommunism; the acrimony over burden sharing; the complaints about
the one-way street of American military production for the alliance; the
assaults of neutralists and anti-American political groups; the failures of con-
sultation; and the recriminations about American hegemony. But whatever
else is wrong with the Atlantic alliance, its essential problems are strategic.

From its beginning in 1949 to the present, NATO’s history could be writ-
ten in terms of a series of strategic crises: the isolationist challenge in the great
debate of 1950-1951 about dispatching American troops to Europe; the
rejection of the European Defense Community (EDC) in 1954; the thwarting
of the Suez adventure of Britain and France by the United States in 1956; the
failure of the United States to aid the Hungarian uprising in 1956; the Cuban
missile crisis of 1962; the unilateral American cancellation of the Skybolt air-
to-ground missile in 1962; the defeat of the multilateral nuclear force (MLF)
in the mid-1960s; de Gaulle’s withdrawal of France from the NATO structure
in 1966; the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968; Kissinger’s “Year of
Europe” in 1973; the European denial to the United States of bases and over-
flight in the Mideast war of October 1973 and disputes over oil sharing during
the ensuing embargo; divergent reactions to the Soviet invasion of Afghanis-
tan in 1979; European criticism of America’s conduct in Central America; and
the emplacement of intermediate nuclear forces (INF) in Europe between the
1979 decision and the mid-1980s.

The last deserves special comment. Although the deployment of American
missiles (now withdrawn according to the 1987 INF treaty) was a response
to German chancellor Helmut Schmidt’s 1977 plea for some regional balance
to the Soviet SS-20s, the compromise two-track decision opened an abyss
between the European and American allies: the United States bent on a con-
siderable deployment of the INF, the Europeans intent on negotiations with
the Soviet Union. True, the cohesion of NATO weathered five years of Soviet
bluster and the excitement of West European peace groups; but the crisis il-
lustrated a point of deeper significance. One might ask why European govern-
ments would have wanted these longer-range nuclear weapons in the first
place. The additional protection they afforded was illusory; they were not
even subject to European control. The missiles were not an increment to
NATO’s strength; rather, they represented another European attempt to
secure America’s commitment to the defense of Europe. They were a symbol
of Europe’s abiding distrust of America’s extended deterrence.

What does all this history prove? First, NATO’s crises are not random.
There is a common thread; they are all tests of confidence among the allies.
Second, the crises are not accidental or superficial. They would not be crises
if they did not have deep causal roots; in fact, they derive from the divergent
conceptions of alliance, the divergent security needs, and the divergent geopo-
litical situations of the United States and Europe. Third, the crises are not
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novel. They stem from problems that have been implicit in the alliance from
its inception.

In short, the crises lie along the dimension of risk—shared risk. Forty
years after the founding of NATO, the defense of Western Europe still rests
on the proposition that an American president will invite the destruction of
U.S. cities and the incineration of 100 million Americans to repel a Soviet
incursion or resist a Soviet ultimatum in Western Europe. On its face, Amer-
ica’s war plan—never denied by any president from Truman to Bush or by any
secretary of state from Marshall to Baker—is the first use of nuclear weapons,
if necessary, to defend Europe. But under the surface, America’s nuclear com-
mitment to Europe is not so sure. The word that encapsulates this problem
is coupling—a term of art used by strategic analysts to connote the integrity
of the chain of escalation, from conventional war in Europe to theater nuclear
weapons to the use of America’s ultimate strategic weapon.

In a larger sense, coupling connotes the identity of the fates of the peoples,
societies, and political systems on both sides of the Atlantic. The root of the
problem is that America, the alliance guarantor, hoping to escape the destruc-
tion of nuclear war, will seek to put time between the outbreak of war in
Europe and the decision to escalate to nuclear weapons and will take what-
ever advantage it can of its distance from Europe. (Not that an adversary is
likely to test American will with an attack on Europe. Odds of, say, 65 per-
cent of an American nuclear response will almost certainly restrain a potential
aggressor. Even a whiff of American nuclear retaliation is probably enough
to keep the Soviet Union from invading Western Europe. But those odds will
not convince allies. There is a nagging asymmetry about nuclear protection:
it takes more credibility to keep an ally than to deter an adversary.)

Virtually every American strategic move—the multilateral nuclear force
(MLF), flexible response, the Schlesinger doctrine, the neutron bomb, INF—
has evoked the specter of decoupling in one or another of its forms: either the
avoidance of a nuclear response altogether or the attempt to confine even a
nuclear conflict to the European theater. The Strategic Defense Initiative
(SDI), a design to protect American society from Soviet missiles, stirred Euro-
pean concern that the United States could afford a “Fortress America” men-
tality and ignore forward defense in Europe. And America’s attempt to endow
NATO forces with emerging technology has had the significance, for some
Europeans, of further detaching the United States from its commitment to
escalate to nuclear weapons, specifically by promising conventional coverage
of some targets that otherwise require nuclear systems.

At issue here is not whether these American strategic moves are well
planned or well meant—they might even have the declared or ostensible pur-
pose of affirming coupling—but whether they have the possible effect of at-
tenuating the American connection with Europe; whether they provide
reasons, or pretexts, for the United States to make its escalation to strategic
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nuclear weapons less than prompt and automatic; whether they give the
United States additional firebreaks. Coupling is the essence of alliance protec-
tion in a nuclear age, and firebreaks are an imperative of American security.
But coupling and firebreaks are inversely related.

A Crisis of Solvency

When the issue of NATO’s cost? is presented, to Americans and from an
American perspective, it translates into two questions: (1) Is America getting
its money’s worth out of the alliance? And (2) can America continue to pay
the price of NATO? Increasingly, the answer to both of those questions is no.

Obviously these two ultimate questions transcend the issue of burden
sharing. Burden sharing itself breaks down into two subsidiary points. First,
in terms of shares of gross national product devoted to defense (and also in
terms of per capita defense expenditures), it is apparent that America’s Euro-
pean allies pay far less of their “share” of the common defense than does the
United States. Comparative contributions of certain NATO allies are as
follows; United States, 6.4 percent; West Germany, 3.1 percent; Britain, 5.4
percent; France, 3.9 percent; Netherlands, 3.0 percent.*

But second, in other terms, usually cited by those who support the present
dispositions, America’s European allies appear to be making the lion’s share
of the contributions of forces in Europe itself. A typical estimate has it that
“of the ready forces currently available in Europe, about 91 percent of the
ground forces and 86 percent of the air forces come from European countries,
as do 75 percent of NATO’s tanks and more than 90 percent of its armored
divisions.” Another reads: “If the Soviet Union were to launch an attack
against Western Europe tomorrow, our NATO allies would provide 90 per-
cent of the ground forces, 80 percent of the tanks, and 75 percent of the naval
and air units available to repulse the invasion.”®

But comparing burdens is not the point, or the problem. The question has
always been whether the United States is getting its money’s worth out of its
forward strategy and would be getting its money’s worth even after some
putative redistribution of burdens. In any case, it is increasingly doubtful that
the United States, taken as an entire political-social-economic system, will be
able to continue to provide the resources for a confident conventional defense
of Europe. What the United States faces at this juncture is a crisis of
solvency—the solvency of its national strategy and, beyond that, of its foreign
policy. Thirteen years ago, I said that the implementation of our foreign
policy was outrunning our material and social resources.” That proposition
still holds.

There are two senses of solvency, representing two phases of the problem,
which operate in tandem. The first is the one that has been most persistently
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remarked. It is, in the words of Samuel Huntington, the “Lippmann Gap.”®
Almost half a century ago, Walter Lippmann, in a classic critique, said: “In
foreign relations, as in all other relations, a policy has been formed only when
commitments and power have been brought into balance.” This judgment was
echoed by James Forrestal, the first secretary of defense, in his initial report
to Congress in 1948: “It is our duty to see that our military potential conforms
to the requirements of our national policy; in other words, that our policy
does not outstrip our power.”

Lippmannesque critiques have been experiencing something of a
revival.” But most of the arguments from solvency function better in the
critical than the creative mode. They tend to pose the choices, not make the
choice. Often they end merely in a reiteration of the alternatives. (For
instance, do we reduce our commitment to Europe after all, or do we resign
ourselves to bearing the domestic costs of providing the requisite forces?)
Which term would the critics insist on as fixed, and which would they allow
to float?

The intractable problem of choice lies not in the rather obvious way that
Lippmann framed the question. Lippmann failed to distinguish between
policies based simply on inadequate means and policies based on means that
are impossible or improbable for a society to generate. The question of
solvency has now entered a post-Lippmann phase. It is not enough just to in-
voke the potential power that would balance U.S. commitments. To test the
validity of those commitments, it is now necessary to assess the underpinnings
of that power, which are mostly domestic.

Thus we have a second gap, which is the one on which I have insisted,
for its empirical primacy in shaping, ultimately, a nation’s strategies and
foreign policies. It is the gap that is at the root of the “imperial problem.” This
is the gap between the strategic means themselves, which are held to be
necessary to execute or validate a chosen foreign policy, and the resources—
or, more properly, the resource base that is called upon to generate the
resources—needed to validate the requisite strategy.!?

Faced with that stern requirement, even the solvency critics sometimes
suggest that we can find some way to avoid the ultimate choice. This second
gap, the post-Lippmann gap, is a hard, objective, and intractable datum. It
will not do, as many writers would, to assume that the United States can
physically generate, and has historically generated, the resources (usually
stated in terms of a percentage of gross national product) necessary to fund
whatever level of “national security” (or, more properly, whatever extent of
strategic exertion) is deemed appropriate to its status in the international
system or the moral universe. A typical example of such an argument is this:
“Under John Kennedy in 1961, this country spent 9 percent of its gross na-
tional product—half the federal budget—on defense. Today we allocate only
a bit more than 6 percent of GNP, a quarter of the federal budget, to defense.
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. .. What has changed in this country over two decades is the addition of so
many other costly activities and income-redistribution programs.”!! This
may be historically true, but we are situated in a web of economic and
political factors, and our choices are where we find them now, not where they
might have been more than a quarter of a century ago. And the fact that
domestic social welfare expenditures have overtaken—and putarively
preempted—defense expenditures (a point made by defense conservatives as
well as defense liberals) does not mitigate the situation; it certainly does not
make defense more affordable. Quite the contrary, it makes it even less affor-
dable. If anything, it argues for reducing both social welfare spending and
defense spending.

Sooner or later, the constraints of the domestic system will prevail. It is
of such domestic stuff, in the last analysis, that foreign policy is made, or
unmade. It has been said that foreign policy begins at home; it may also be
true that foreign policy ends at home.

Partial Remedies

Could the United States continue to defend Europe yet save significant
amounts of money without compromising the effectiveness of the common
defense? Various remedies have been proposed, of widely differing kinds and
levels, by NATO loyalists and by NATO’s critics. These remedies purport to
provide sufficient conventional defense, or to adjust the American relation-
ship to the alliance, or otherwise to meet the challenge within acceptable para-
meters of European and American sacrifice and exposure to risk.

A summary conclusion is that these proposed solutions, though generally
right-minded and full of individual points of merit, in the end prove insuffi-
cient or contradictory or improbable of execution. After reviewing them, we
will find the problem of NATO, as it presents itself to American policy, more
or less where it is now and has always implicitly been.

Quick Fixes

Over the years, NATO has invented, and to some extent proceeded with, a
long list of schemes to patch up its tactical deficiencies and repair its basic
defensive stance. Energetic and often imaginative efforts have been made by
the Office of the Secretary of Defense beginning in the Carter administration.
These moves fall mainly into the category of quick fixes in NATO’s existing
posture: increasing armaments and firepower, including precision-guided
antitank weapons and heavier American army divisions; improving electronic
warfare; bringing about greater military integration of NATO in the areas of
logistics, air defense, weapons procurement, communications, and intelli-
gence; refining doctrine and stressing maneuver; improving mobility and
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readiness; fostering greater use of reserves; and correcting the maldeployment
of forces along the front.

Many of these moves have been accomplished. Most are sensible as long
as the alliance exists in roughly its present form, with more or less its present
mission. But some of the quick fixes are not as quick or cheap as they might
seem. And some moves—such as logistics integration and weapons
standardization—would reduce U.S. autonomy of decision making and flexi-
bility of action in the event of hostilities. There is also a question of suffi-
ciency, even if all these measures were taken. For one thing, there remains the
lack of maneuver depth and the vulnerability of supply lines resulting from
the French withdrawal from NATO in 1966. For another, there is the prob-
able inability of the navy to resupply the army in Europe in a sustained con-
ventional war; the attrition of American convoys or individual ships would
be fearsome, even if we exacted an equivalent toll of attacking Soviet undersea
and surface naval forces. Also, even the proposed (or imagined) “emerging
technology,” and associated tactical concepts—revolutionary developments in
long-range surveillance and target acquisition, and in lethal specialized sub-
munitions and accurate terminal guidance; bold attempts to target second-
echelon Soviet armored units, logistical installations, choke points, and air-
fields, usually far behind the forward edge of battle—raise serious questions.
Some doubts center on the technical feasibility and high cost of the new sys-
tems. Still other critics challenge their relevance to the specific threat—the
Soviet operational maneuver groups (OMGs). Another objection is that the
new munitions, although conventional, use the same delivery vehicles that are
assigned to nuclear weapons; this might create a fatal ambiguity in a war.

Devolution

A more far-reaching approach to mitigating America’s burdens in NATO has
been labeled devolution.!? Devolution comprises a deliberate, orderly, and
militarily adequate effort by the United States to confer defensive capability
and responsibility on Western Europe. More than the other remedies, devolu-
tion is premised on European unity; there would have to be a fit political and
strategic receptacle for the increased security capabilities and responsibilities.
But the integration of the European states has not been impressive on the
political plane (although considerable economic integration will be realized in
the unified market of 1992). And there is the more challenging question of
combined military competence, particularly in nuclear arms. True nuclear
allies must share strategies, decision making, and targeting, not merely financ-
ing and technology. Even if it could be achieved, an independent European
nuclear force would be at best useless to the United States and at worst a con-
siderable embarrassment.

The question here is not whether the West European nations could defend
themselves in some measure; it is whether the United States would benefit
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from continuing to be a party to such an alliance. The trouble with devolution
for the United States is that it combines aspects of commitment and decom-
mitment, arraying them in a series of contradictions: it would have participa-
tion without authority, risk without control, involvement without the clear
ability to defend, and exposure without adequate deterrence.

Arms Control

Any contemporary critique of NATO must be against the backdrop of the
Gorbachev factor—that is, the impressive offers of unilateral and dispropor-
tionately large mutual force cuts by the Soviet Union!3, and the far-reaching
new agenda of conventional arms control that comes with them, amounting
to the promise—or the attractive illusion—of mutual reductions that would
preserve the balance of conventional forces in Europe with lesser, and more
sustainable and tolerable, effort by the United States.

The current forum for thrashing out conventional arms control proposals
is the twenty-three-nation (sixteen NATO and seven Warsaw Pact) talks
called Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), meeting in Vienna
(replacing the immediately prior designation, Conventional Stability Talks, or
CST, and the original forum, Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions, or
MBEFR). But even with mutual conventional force reduction, America’s com-
mitment to Europe, its forces for Europe, and its annual budgetary costs on
account of Europe would remain in their present range.

No doubt some such cuts will be made, but several matters are being con-
fused. The Gorbachev cuts alter mostly the probability of a war in Europe.
To the extent that they are reciprocated by the NATO allies, they somewhat
reduce American forces for the European theater and thus the continuing cost
to Americans of supporting NATO. (We now have on the table Bush’s pro-
posal of a cut in U.S. and Soviet ground and air troops to a common theater
ceiling of 275,000, amounting to a cut of 30,000 U.S. troops and 325,000
Soviet troops; Bush’s 30,000 troop cut would save a maximum of $3 billion
a year.) Therefore, even with the arms cuts proposed by Gorbachev and by
NATO, America’s continuing participation in the common defense of West-
ern Europe would require more or less the same nuclear and conventional dis-
positions as now. And the distribution of comparative burdens between the
United States and its European allies would remain more or less what it is
now, and so the same command arrangements would probably persist. The
disabilities of the alliance on two levels—strategy and resources—would re-
main; the oscillations of American national strategy, between emphasis on
conventional forces and reliance on nuclear weapons, would continue; and
the mutual recriminations would go on.

All of the above are virtually built into the structure and dynamic of
NATO—indeed, of any unequal multilateral alliance based on one country’s
provision of the ultimate defense of the alliance.
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Troop Withdrawal

One of the most frequently proposed remedies for the high cost of the
disproportionate American contribution to NATO is “troop withdrawal.”
This is a unilateral withdrawal of part of the American forces that are
deployed in Europe. The salient version was the Mansfield amendment, or
resolution, offered annually in Congress for eight years until 1975. In its
various forms, it would have reduced American troops in Europe by as much
as two-thirds, redeploying them to the United States but not (in all but one
year’s version) deleting them from the active force structure. But withdrawal
of units saves nothing unless they are also deactivated. Nor would the
Mansfield proposal have touched the forces kept in the United States for
European contingencies. (Forces the United States keeps in Europe are only
about one-third of the forces it maintains for the support of NATO.) Most
significant, the U.S. commitment to European defense would have remained
in full force. This is not a virtue but a flaw; the Mansfield type of initiative
represents withdrawal without decommitment, a precarious stance.

Most versions of troop withdrawal are more trivial, some merely sym-
bolic. An example was the amendment sponsored in 1982 by Senator Ted
Stevens (R-Alaska), chairman of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on
Defense, which would have lowered the ceiling on U.S. deployments in
Europe in such a way as to return some 23,000 troops to the United States.
As Morton H. Halperin said, in rebuttal, it is cheaper for the United States
to keep its troops in Europe—cheaper, that is, then keeping its defensive com-
mitment and just relocating its forces to the United States, providing even
more prepositioned equipment in Europe and more airlift and sealift to return
the forces there at the first sign of trouble.'® But it is not cheaper than
absolving itself of the commitment, disbanding most of the forces it devotes
to it, and also saving the tactical air and surface naval units that go along with
it. What makes the difference is not the troops but the commitment.

The Case for Strategic Disengagement

The foregoing ideas for remedying or mitigating America’s situation in
Europe might have some value and are often ingenious, but they do not con-
stitute a policy that would close the gap between conventional requirements
and available resources or obviate nuclear strategies that are precarious yet
still lack credibility.

What would meet the test of sufficiency is a progressive disengagement
of American forces from NATO, accompanied by a substantive withdrawal
from the commitment to come to the defense of Europe in the event of attack
or military pressure. This would be an actual, tangible disengagement. It
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would not be merely verbal, and it need not even be formal. Disengagement
would be a matter of annulling, operationally—that is, in terms of real predic-
table propensity to intervene in conflict—the U.S. commitment to defend.

A thorough and consistent disengagement from Europe would shed the
responsibilities, as well as the burdens, of alliance. The United States would
devolve defensive tasks upon the European states but not insist on the orderly
and sufficient substitution of capabilities or harbor illusions of maintaining
American political weight in subsequent European decision making.
Withdrawal from Europe would take a decade of preparation, diplomacy,
and logistical rearrangement. The United States would progressively reduce
Europe’s strategic dependency on it and insulate itself from the consequences
of conflict in Europe.

Disengagement from the defense of Europe would make sense only as part
of a broad alternative conception of foreign policy and national strategy for
the United States. The resolution of its defense predicament and its fiscal
dilemma suggests a wholesale remedy. Globally it would draw back to a line
that has two mutually reinforcing characteristics, credibility and feasibility—a
line that it must hold, as part of the definition of its sovereignty, and a line
that it can hold, as a defensive perimeter and a strategic force concept that
can be maintained with advantage and within constraints over the long haul.

If the United States were to disengage—in general from all regions of the
world—it could save on the order of $150 billion a year from the current
defense budgets. (Another $80 billion to $100 billion or more, to close the
federal budgetary gap that looms each year for the next several years, at least,
should come from stringent cuts in entitlements and other domestic pro-
grams.) America could defend its essential security and central values with a
much smaller force structure than it now has. It would provide the following
general purpose forces: eight land divisions (six army and two Marine Corps),
twenty tactical air wing equivalents (eleven air force, four Marine Corps, and
five navy), and six carrier battle groups. With the addition of a dyad of
nuclear forces, submarines and cruise-missile-armed bombers, this would
mean manpower of 1,125,000 (330,000 army, 300,000 air force, 360,000
navy, and 135,000 Marine Corps). The total defense budget at the end of a
decade of adjustment would be about $150 billion in 1990 dollars. In con-
trast, the parting request of the Reagan administration for 1990, modified to
reflect the stance of the incoming Bush administration, consists of twenty-one
land divisions and forty-four tactical air wing equivalents, with fourteen car-
rier battle groups; this force requires about 2,121,000 military personnel and
a budget authorization of $296 billion.

Unless the United States changes its course, these numbers will multiply
considerably. By 1999, the defense budget will be about $435 billion, and
cumulative defense spending during the decade from now until then will be
$3.6 trillion. Under a noninterventionist policy, the 1999 defense budget
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would be $213 billion, and the cumulative cost over a decade would have
been about $2.5 trillion.!’

The savings to the United States from its present European spending
would amount to a greater fraction than the savings from the overall defense
budget, since Atlantic-oriented forces would constitute only 26 percent of the
noninterventionist program, compared to the current European-oriented
forces that constitute 43 percent of the present defense program. At the end
of a decade of adjustment, there would be no American forces in Europe; but
in and around the United States, oriented toward the Atlantic, there would
be three (army) divisions, seven tactical air wing equivalents (five air force and
two navy), and three carrier battle groups. By 1999, after a decade of
retrenchment, the United States could be spending (in then-year inflated dol-
lars) only $55 billion a year on the residual forces deliberately retained in the
force structure, out of those it now keeps for European contingencies. This
compares with $187 billion that it would be spending in 1999 for the forces
that it is now keeping for NATO. (The costs now attributable to NATO,
$127 billion for fiscal year 1990, are not entirely avoidable, but as much as
70 percent of them could be eliminated over a ten-year period.) Cumulatively,
over ten years, instead of spending $1.6 trillion on NATO, the United States
would have spent only $874 billion.

If the United States is to cut defense spending significantly, it must change
its national strategy and foreign policy. The only way to save significant sums
from the defense budget is to remove large, noticeable units from the force
structure. And this would make it necessary, somewhere along the line, to
reduce its defensive commitments in the world; specifically, both of the cardi-
nal elements of the present American national strategy would have to change.
Instead of deterrence and alliance, it would pursue war avoidance and self-
reliance. Self-reliance is a response to (as well as a precipitant of) the dissolu-
tion of alliances, nuclear proliferation, and the practical demise of extended
deterrence. Precisely because America’s stance in the world is essentially
defensive rather than aggressive and expansive, it would benefit from a com-
partmentalization of deadly quarrels between other nations. Compartmentali-
zation must mean the delegation of defensive tasks to regional countries and
the acceptance of the results of this, win or lose. It would, over time, accom-
modate the dissolution of defensive commitments that obligate it to overseas
intervention—not just in Europe but in the western Pacific and the Middle
East.

The other phase of this alternative national strategy, war avoidance, is a
response to the diffusion of power, the attainment of nuclear parity by the
Soviet Union, and the risk of nuclear destruction to itself. It is based on the
fact that the United States can no longer intricately and reliably manipulate
or manage conflict. It will always need a strategy that discourages direct
nuclear attacks on the homeland or intolerable coercion of national political
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choices through nuclear threats. But today safety for the United States
depends on maintaining crisis stability, where both sides have a strong incen-
tive to avoid striking first with their nuclear weapons. A design for stability
must include an unconditional doctrine of no first use of nuclear weapons.
And a consistent policy of no first use implies the dissolution of the American
defensive commitment to NATO.

The Strategic Self-Sufficiency of Europe

One answer to the doubts that follow upon American disengagement would
be the demonstration that Europe by itself has a strong basis for self-defense
and therefore could achieve a good probability of deterrence.

What disengagement implies for America’s relationship to Western
Europe is not necessarily the instant dismantling of the formal alliance. In this
century, old alliances seldom die; they waste away. They become drained of
their real strategic content, and nations hedge against the guarantees that the
alliances still pretend to offer. Something like that seems already to be hap-
pening to NATO under the surface of the formalities and under the cover of
some energetic programs for modernizing and strengthening forces.

Yet my proposal is substantive disengagement, in prescription and in
lively prospect.'6 Conceptually, it goes beyond the proposals of troop with-
drawal and burden sharing that have by now become commonplace in Amer-
ican journals. Therefore, in contemplating a scenario of American disen-
gagement, it is important to consider the probable status of Europe without
American protection.

The least likely, though most obvious, scenario is a calculated large-scale
Soviet invasion of Western Europe. A more plausible challenge is that the
withdrawal of the American presence might lay Western Europe open to
Soviet manipulation (which could take the form not of unremitting pressure
but even of alternating sharp threats and peace offensives). This is what is
meant by Finlandization. But this possibility cannot exist by itself. It must be
a derivative of the ability of the Soviet Union to apply direct military pressure;
therefore, its analysis follows the same lines as the rejoinder to that other
asserted threat.

The real question is: Does the model of Finlandization apply with much
force to a large, populous, rich, industrially capable, socially whole, politi-
cally resolute country, with a military force that would have far more than
nuisance value—a country, in short, such as West Germany? Hardly. Unlike
direct attack, Finlandization takes a willing victim as well as a determined
aggressor. The recipient of pressure or pointed suggestion by the Soviet Union
could simply turn its back on the démarche—and what then? What could the
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Soviets do? Much, of course, but how effectively? how productively? To
argue such a point as Finlandization, there has to be more than the concept,
however plausible in the abstract; there has to be a scenario (a demonstration
of how you get from here to there).!”

What would America’s European allies do in the event of disengagement?
Their options range from acquiring national nuclear forces, to improving
their conventional defenses, forging a new European military community,
adopting unconventional defensive strategies (often suggested are forms of
territorial defense or mobilization on the Swedish, Yugoslavian, Swiss, or
Israeli models or even less orthodox strategies of denial or attrition), or doing
all or several of the above—or none.

Each nation, according to its external and internal situation, would adopt
some combination of these moves. It is far from certain that West Germany
would independently go nuclear.!® That would worsen its position not only
with the Soviet Union but also with its Western European partners. And since
the aim of disengagement is not to shock or punish,,the United States would
not withdraw its forces, or even its commitment, precipitately. There would
be time for European countries to deliberate, plan, and act.

[ envisage a Western Europe that is independent politically and
diplomatically and autonomous strategically and that acts in greater military
concert, though not political unity or strategic unanimity. Actually Europe
could go quite far toward defending itself without American help. If the
United States were to withdraw, the principal European countries would pro-
bably increase their defense spending gradually, perhaps to 5 percent or so of
their gross national product. This would produce as much absolute military
output as the Soviet Union. Although the national defense budgets might be
uncoordinated, this aggregate measure is not meaningless. No one can predict
whether Europe would opt to do this, but that would be Europe’s choice.

In theory at least, if Western Europe were to coalesce, not only in a
military compact but in a sort of federal union, it could become the second
most powerful entity in the world—more powerful than the Soviet Union (and
in a few respects even more than the United States). Even now, Western
Europe has greater population (401 million), more ample economic potential
($4.8 trillion in gross national product), in the same area of military man-
power (over 3.1 million), a respectably competitive military technology, and
the reckonable nuclear forces of Britain and France. Europe’s aggregate
defense spending, however, is markedly inferior ($167 billion).!?

Of course, European political unity is conjectural (despite the impending
economic union of 1992). In this calculation, I do not imply its probability
or its contingent probability in the event of a deliberate American withdrawal.
In any case, we do not need the premise of European unity and collective
military superiority or equivalence to argue for American disengagement (as
opposed to devolution, which may depend for its full validity on a unified
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political receptacle for the military power, particularly nuclear, to substitute
for the withdrawn American support). The proposals of military analysts
(including quick fixes such as restructuring forces, adding equipment, and
revising tactical doctrines, mobilization plans, and reserve arrangements),
though they are designed in the first instance to improve NATO so it would
be bearable for the United States to perpetuate its commitment, ironically
hold possibilities for Western conventional defense without the United States,
and even without European unification.

Actually, the most convincing proposals for strengthening NATO over-
shoot the mark. If NATO forces have had weaknesses that are now beginning
to be addressed (they have been maldeployed, stretched thin, immobile,
wrongly configured, badly integrated); and, further, if the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries could have achieved their military advantages from inferior production
and manpower bases and from weaker economic and social systems, then it
is not fanciful to imagine that the Western European countries—together or
even powerful ones such as West Germany individually—if they were to make
the most of their assets, could generate self-reliant military forces that could
be formidable in defense and also in deterrence.’

How Containment Will End

Deciphering the future of NATO is too often attempted within the confines
of the immediate regional problem, an exercise that will lead to frustration
and perhaps a myopic fixation on the status quo. Rather, NATO must be seen
as the linchpin of America’s entire structure of alliances, as the keystone of
the global arch of containment. Containment, in turn, must be viewed as the
American version of empire, a sort of quasi-empire—not the traditional brand
but something clearly protective, oriented to commercial objectives, and
tinged with political sentimentality. America has paid dearly for this expres-
sion. From its inception, containment has cost it $5 trillion to $6 trillion;
NATO alone has cost $2V% trillion over the years. And as part of the demand-
ing and distracting enterprise of containment, NATO not only has con-
tributed to debilitating the American economy but has helped to warp
American society and skew its domestic governance.

NATO, along with containment itself, is widely considered to be suc-
cessful. But if it is true that the United States can now live—and could have
always lived—with a wide range of international outcomes, then everything
that has been sacrificed, everything that it has taken to bring about the differ-
ential outcome we now have, has been for external influence and control, not
for essential security.

With some hindsight, we see that we have come to the end of a strategic
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era. The world that is likely to follow will be marked by a more diffuse posses-
sion of power and a more diffuse definition of power. There will be a new
array of regional competitors. More areas are becoming politically and
militarily inaccessible to both superpowers, ironically just when both have
acquired the technical means to penetrate any area. Rather than perpetuating
their preemptive confrontation—the cold war—or sharing the global con-
dominium fleetingly spied by Nixon and Brezhnev (and perhaps offered, in a
renewed gambit, by Gorbachev), the present superpowers themselves will
probably shrink, toward the end of the century, to the status of regional
powers.

Also traditional alliances will be less meaningful. Interdependence will
mean more pressure points for terrorists, more opportunities for resource
blackmail, more shortages and price instabilities because of other nations’ pat-
terns of harvests and food demand and administrative failures, more mone-
tary chaos because of some countries’ economic abuse and incompetence. The
homeopathic theory says that the cure for interdependence is more interde-
pendence, but the likelier remedy would be less of it. What we will probably
get is a world of buffers and bulkheads, both geographical and functional.

In that kind of world, Europe would be less central and indispensable to
the United States. With longer-range and more varied means of essential
deterrence, as well as the global mobility of its military forces, the United
States would not need Europe for the same defensive purposes, though it
would continue to be some sort of a frontier of Soviet and American interests.
Other relationships would persist. America would continue to cooperate with
Western Europe in many categories—trade, monetary and investment
arrangements, energy, access to resources, environmental measures, food and
population, restricting arms transfers both nuclear and conventional, and
even some peacekeeping exercises. But the principal strategic function of
Europe for the United States would be as a massive early-warning system.

The Geopolitical Perspective

My analysis of the international system and its evolution offers a vision of
how containment will end. There are, in this, grounds for a kind of cosmic
optimism. The world seems to be settling and transcending the agenda of the
wars and the revolutions that are to be seen as the legacy of the problems of
the nineteenth century. These are the great global military conflicts, World
Wars I and II, and the communist revolutions, of Russia in 1917 and China
in 1949. Both of these sets of events formed the matrix of the cold war and
the American imperative of containment.

It may well be that the twenty-first century will see not only a new agenda
but the prevalence of a new perspective on world politics and foreign policy-
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making, and also a new relation of the national state to the the international
system and, in the other direction, to its own society (that is, the larger body
in which it exists and out of which it arises). In other words, the international
system may evolve into, and containment may devolve into, a different set of
relationships.

In the more concrete terms of America’s historical experience, contain-
ment will end when America completes the long arc of “its” century and
become again, as it was on the threshold of that century, part of a multiple
order of substantively unaligned powers—then, some eight great powers,
now, perhaps a dozen and a half—in other words, when America sheds the
ultimately unsupportable burden of empire, or quasi-empire—a burden with-
out sufficiently compensating advantages—and becomes a nation among
nations.

Notes

1. See Melvyn Krauss, How NATO Weakens the West (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1986).

2. For the purposes of this chapter, I must slight the matter of America’s nuclear
strategy—an orientation toward counterforce targeting, which implies a doctrine of
first use—first strike, and a force posture capable of implementing those doctrines of
targeting and precedence of use. This nuclear strategy, I argue, is a consequence of
America’s alliance commitments, principally to NATO, which is the cardinal Ameri-
can alliance. | elaborate this argument in “Counterforce and Alliance: The Ultimate
Connection,” International Security (Spring 1982). But the following section, on
NATO’s recurrent crises, should adequately illustrate both the entailments and the dis-
abilities of extended deterrence.

3. I judge that the Bush administration intends the following regional attribu-
tion of a total of 21 active land divisions: NATO/Europe, 11-2/3; East Asia, 3-2/3;
Other Regions and the Strategic Reserve, 5-2/3 divisions. Applying these fractions to
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Ambivalent Past, Uncertain

Future: America’s Role in
Post—-Cold War Europe

Christopher Layne

years, from the alliance’s very beginning Americans have been ambiv-

alent about this nation’s engagement in European affairs. That
ambivalence is not surprising. The North Atlantic Treaty was a reversal of
America’s historic policy of shunning entangling European alliances and
attempting to steer clear of Old World conflicts. In the years between 1945
and 1949, U.S. isolationism ended out of necessity; but the vestigial attitudes
of America’s insular past remain, and throughout the postwar era Americans
have been reluctant internationalists. Moreover, imbedded in America’s polit-
ical culture is a striking duality about this country’s relations with Europe: the
United States has always been simultaneously attracted to and alienated from
Europe. As William Pfaff explains, the different historical experiences of
America and Europe are

q Ithough NATO has been the anchor of U.S. foreign policy for 40

at the heart of a largely unconsidered but absolutely basic American percep-
tion of Continental Europe as entirely different from us—and as insecure,
unstable, and somehow dangerous. It is not just the fact that we were drawn
into two world wars that lies behind this perception. The whole political evo-
lution of Europe over the past 200 hundred years contrasts with our own
national experience.!

In the postwar era, America’s concern with protecting Western Europe
from a Soviet threat has alternated with resentment of the burdens imposed
by this commitment and what has been (and still is) viewed as West European
ingratitude for America’s exertions. Nevertheless, the basic U.S. political
commitment to Western Europe has been steadfast and supported by a rela-
tively stable domestic consensus, albeit one that has rarely been tested seri-
ously. However, there has never been equally firm agreement about the extent
of America’s military undertakings on behalf of the alliance, and on at least
four previous occasions—1948 to 1951, 1954, 1957 to 1959 and 1966 to
1974—Ilatent doubts about America’s proper role in European security affairs
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erupted in searching debates as to whether U.S. forces should be deployed in,
or brought home from, Western Europe.

What accounts for these recurring episodes of introspection? Why,
despite sometimes severe transatlantic tensions and an outpouring of plans to
“reform” NATO, has the alliance remained intact and essentially unchanged
structurally? Those questions have a new urgency today because the future of
America’s role in Europe is again at issue. Spurred by momentous develop-
ments in the Soviet Union, Poland, Hungary and the German Democratic
Republic (GDR) in 1989—and by the realization that the European Commu-
nity’s 1992 process portends a politically as well as economically unified
Western Europe—the American foreign policy community has belatedly
begun to come to grips with the implications of post-cold war Europe. That
discussion has been grafted onto two other debates. During the early and
mid-1980s discussion about the U.S. commitment to NATO intensified but
was, for the most part, parochial and disjointed, focusing on burden sharing,
nuclear strategy, and trade protectionism. In the late 1980s, however, that
dialogue became linked to a broader examination of NATO in the context of
secular trends in international politics, especially the hypotheses that the
world was becoming more multipolar, America’s relative economic power
was declining, and the United States was overextended strategically.

As those three debates blend into one, pressure to redefine America’s
commitment to Western Europe is already mounting. Born in the cold war’s
darkest and most dangerous hour, NATO has enjoyed 40 years of remarkable
success. But it is an open question whether the alliance will be the victim or
the beneficiary of its achievements. NATO was erected as a bulwark against
the Soviet military and ideological menace; but as that threat recedes, it has
become an institution in search of a rationale. Whether the new NATO
debate will be a replay of earlier ones—which ended by reaffirming the alli-
ance’s centrality—remains to be seen. The critical issue posed by the new
debate is whether the factors that gave birth to and sustained NATO remain
relevant and compelling in a time of rapid geopolitical change.

For most of the past forty years, the conventional wisdom held that
Europe’s postwar security order was immutable. However, the events of 1989
shook the old conventional wisdom to its core. As the underpinnings of the
old order collapsed one by one, statesmen were forced to remember what they
should not have forgotten: postwar Europe was shaped by historical circum-
stances and was not the product of any overreaching design or vision. Inevi-
tably, the durability of the postwar system is put in doubt by the transforma-
tion of the conditions that brought the system into being. In the suddenly fluid
and uncertain European political environment, it is no longer possible to defer
thinking about what new arrangements will replace the post-1945 order.
Thus, questions once thought firmly settled have been reopened and will
dominate the diplomatic agenda during the 1990s: the nature of America’s
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relationship with Western Europe, the fate of the Soviet empire in Eastern
Europe, and the German question.

Those issues are not new. Although frequently submerged by the cold
war, they have been considered on several occasions during the past four
decades. Washington’s deliberations about joining NATO, the disengagement
proposals of the late 1950s, and the Mansfield amendments of the late 1960s
and early 1970s are particularly relevant to today’s reexamination of Amer-
ica’s NATO policy. In 1948 some U.S. policymakers and analysts used the
occasion to think about the basic geopolitical implications of the triangular
relationship among the United States, Europe, and the Soviet Union. This
was a theme in the late 1950s also, and the various disengagement plans pre-
figured today’s issues of how to end the cold war in Europe and transcend the
Continent’s division. Although framed in terms of burden sharing, the Mans-
field amendments occurred at a time when America and Europe began drifting
apart on a broad range of issues and when Vietnam foreshadowed the end of
America’s postwar hegemony.

In the coming years, the United States will need to make important deci-
sions about its European policy. How should Washington respond to Mikhail
Gorbachev’s foreign policy initiatives and domestic reforms? What should the
United States do with respect to an increasingly volatile Eastern Europe?
Should America regard the prospect of a unified Western Europe as a chal-
lenge to its political (and economic) primacy, or as an opportunity to establish
a more mature—and stable—relationship with Western Europe? Can NATO
remain a vital institution without major changes, or should it be reformed or
replaced by a new framework for United States/Western European political
and security relations? How will developments within Western Europe and
between the United States and the Western Europeans affect the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe? What stance should the United States take on the Ger-
man question? History cannot dictate the choices Washington should make,
but it can impose a conceptual framework on the analysis of present options.
Also, at a time when statesmen have been set adrift from the cold war’s famil-
iar analytic moorings, history can provide a useful compass by which to
navigate. Only those who believe history has ended can fail to profit from
studying it.

Proposals for a More Limited Commitment

In 1947 critics like diplomat George F. Kennan and commentator Walter
Lippmann questioned both the necessity and desirability of a formal alliance
between the United States and Western Europe. Both downplayed the threat
of Soviet military aggression and believed that internal subversion and malaise
were the main dangers to Western Europe’s security. A military buildup, they
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feared, would divert European efforts away from the critical tasks of political
and economic recovery.? Moreover, they believed the proposed North Atlan-
tic Treaty would militarize containment and result (in Kennan’s words) in an
“irrevocable congealment of the division of Europe” into Soviet and American
spheres of influence.? If the Soviets were in Eastern Europe because of con-
cerns about national security, the way to get them out, Kennan and Lippmann
believed, was to alleviate those fears by negotiating a simultaneous with-
drawal of U.S. and Soviet forces from Central Europe.*

Kennan (like many others in official Washington at the time) also believed
that America’s interests lay in Western Europe’s reemergence as an indepen-
dent power center in the global balance—a third force in world politics—and
he was apprehensive that NATO would retard rather than facilitate the then
promising movement toward West European integration. The alliance, he
predicted, “will come to overshadow, and probably replace, any development
in the direction of European Union™” as Western Europe became habituated to
U.S. leadership in political and military affairs.® Both he and State Depart-
ment counselor Charles Bohlen, among others, worried that the kind of U.S.
commitment represented by the North Atlantic Treaty would sap the West
Europeans’ will to defend themselves and result in the Old World’s becoming
a strategic appendage of the United States.® The realist critique of NATO
advanced by the Kennan-Lippmann school retains its intellectual freshness
forty years later.

The mid- and late-1950s were a time of hope and tension. On the one
hand, the post-Stalin thaw within the Soviet Union, and the spirit of Geneva
and Austrian State Treaty (both in 1955) raised hopes for an easing of cold
war tensions. But the upheaval in Eastern Europe in 1956 and the 1958-1959
Berlin crisis were stark reminders that Europe was still volatile. It was during
this time too that West European governments were first afflicted with creep-
ing doubts about the credibility of America’s nuclear umbrella over NATO
and West European publics (especially West German) grew troubled about
the implications of the U.S. doctrine of using nuclear weapons to defend
Western Europe.

Against this backdrop, the mid-1950s produced an outpouring of various
schemes for mutually disengaging America and the Soviet Union from Europe
and more modest plans for demilitarizing Eastern Europe. It was, as Kennan
observed, not by accident that Poland proposed the Rapacki plan for a Cen-
tral European nuclear-free zone, presumably as a first step to easing the
Soviets out of Eastern Europe.” In the West, at the 1955 Geneva Summit,
British prime minister Anthony Eden floated the notion of a Central European
demilitarized zone. In the wake of Hungary’s November 1956 rebellion, inter-
est in disengagement deepened. By 1957 important British Labour party
leaders like Hugh Gaitskell and Denis Healy embraced the concept, and West
Germany’s Social Democrats (who saw NATO membership as a barrier to
reunification) sounded similar themes in West Germany’s 1957 election.®



America’s Role in Post-Cold War Europe « 243

The disengagement debate was crystalized by Kennan’s BBC Reith Lec-
tures in late 1957.% His starting point was that the events of 1953 (East Ger-
many) and 1956 (Poland and Hungary) had shown that Eastern Europe was
dangerously unstable and that the U.S. policy of rolling back Soviet influence
and “liberating” Eastern Europe was bankrupt. Post-Stalin liberalization in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe had not reconciled that region’s people
to Soviet domination; on the contrary, it illustrated the depth of their dis-
affection. Unless Eastern Europe’s situation was ameliorated, Kennan (like
Hugh Gaitskell) foresaw a stark choice for the West: either acquiescing in
Moscow’s long-term domination of Eastern Europe or risking renewed unrest,
with all that implied for the maintenance of peace.!” The only escape from
this dilemma, he believed, was the departure of Soviet troops from Eastern
Europe. “Only when the troops are gone,” Kennan said, “will there be possi-
bilities for the evolution of these nations toward institutions and social
systems most suited to their needs.”!! But the Soviets would not leave Cen-
tral Europe as long as that region remained a focal point of East-West compe-
tition. Thus, to get the Soviets out of East Central Europe, Kennan said, it
would be necessary for the United States to withdraw its troops from West
Germany.

Kennan understood that the prospect of mutual disengagement would
require both superpowers and the Europeans to come to terms with the
German question; however, he thought it impossible to overcome Europe’s
division without ending Germany’s division.'? While recognizing that nego-
tiations about Germany’s future would be laborious, Kennan was highly
critical—for both geopolitical and moral reasons—of those who would accept
permanent Soviet domination of Eastern Europe in order to keep Germany
split. Consistent with the position he had taken while still at the State Depart-
ment, he believed that German reunification should occur within a broader
framework of all-European political and economic integration.

The disengagement proposals sparked a lively debate among foreign pol-
icy intellectuals but had little impact on official circles. Disengagement was
predicated on several assumptions: (1) the Soviets could not for long maintain
their position in Eastern Europe and an explosion in that region was immi-
nent; (2) the Germans would not tolerate their nation’s indefinite partition;
and (3) the Soviets were interested in new European security arrangements.
As long-term propositions, these assumptions contained a good deal of truth,
but they had little immediate relevance to the world of the late 1950s.

From 1966 to 1974 Senator Mansfield raised anew the question of the
U.S. commitment to Europe as he pressed repeatedly for cutbacks in Amer-
ica’s NATO forces. Starting from the premise that Western Europe should
take its own security as seriously as the United States did, he rekindled long-
standing American burden-sharing grievances that went back to NATO’s
inception. In the late 1940s, the Marshall Plan, the North Atlantic Treaty,
and the Mutual Assistance Program had been presented to Congress as short-
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term measures that would spur West European self-reliance and obviate the
need for a long-term American military presence in Europe. During the great
debate of 1950-1951, Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall and General
Dwight Eisenhower, NATO’s first Supreme Allied Commander Europe, reiter-
ated that U.S. troop deployments to Europe were designed to be temporary
and to give Western Europe a breathing spell to build up its own self-defense
capabilities.!?

Burden sharing resurfaced as a major issue in the mid-1960s and early
1970s because of important changes in America’s external and domestic situa-
tions. Western Europe’s economic recovery and America’s persistent balance
of payments deficit inclined many Americans to think the United States was
doing more than its fair share for NATO and the West Europeans not
enough. Vietnam had a critical impact. The view took hold that the United
States was overextended strategically, and the lack of West European support
for Washington’s Southeast Asia policy fanned American resentment of the
West Europeans. If America needed to retrench, many felt, NATO was the
place to begin. By mid-1966, the first serious cracks in NATO’s facade
appeared as a result of French president Charles de Gaulle’s challenge to
America’s nuclear, diplomatic, and economic preeminence in Atlantic rela-
tions. In fact, Mansfield’s first sense of the Senate resolution on troop reduc-
tions was introduced just after France withdrew from NATO’s integrated
military command. France’s defiance was especially galling because it rested
explicitly on the calculation that America’s interest in European security was
so paramount that Western Europe could, with impunity, follow political and
economic policies that put it at odds with Washington, and pursue a separate
detente with Moscow, without risking U.S. protection.

Mansfield amendments, which would have been binding on the executive
branch, were defeated in 1971, 1973, and 1974. On the first two occasions,
the Nixon administration was forced to engage in intensive lobbying to defeat
the amendments.!* Ironically, however, even as the Mansfield amendments
were being turned down in the early 1970s, the seeds of the present crisis in
U.S.-West European relations were being sown. In 1972, SALT (Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks) I codified strategic nuclear parity between the super-
powers and thus, in West European eyes, undermined the credibility of
extended deterrence. It was to restore confidence in the U.S. nuclear guar-
antee and keep America coupled to West European security that West Ger-
man chancellor Helmut Schmidt delivered his famous 1978 Alistair Buchan
Lecture at London’s International Institute of Strategic Studies.!’ His initia-
tive led to NATO’s fateful decision to deploy U.S. intermediate-range nuclear
forces (INFs) and to the decade-long crisis of the 1980s that has eroded the
alliance’s nuclear strategy.

Even as strategic issues began clouding the U.S.—West German relation-
ship, West German chancellor Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik foreshadowed a
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growing rift between Bonn and Washington over how to manage relations
with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Vietnam and the 1973 Yom Kip-
pur War raised questions about whether NATO was relevant to out-of-area
theaters of East-West conflict. And in the economic sphere, the United States
found itself confronting a prosperous and assertive rival, the European
Community (EC). By the mid-1970s it was also apparent that the EC was
becoming more than just an economic organization; increasingly it was the
focal point for a new West European identity that found expression by chal-
lenging America’s leadership on a broad range of political and economic
issues.

Prospects for a New Debate

Will there be an American reassessment of NATO in the 1990s and, if so, will
it—unlike similar exercises in the past—produce significant changes in U.S.—
West European relations? There is good reason to answer “yes” to both
questions. Forty years of change in world politics have finally caught up with
NATO. Because it is increasingly less relevant to the European security envi-
ronment, the alliance is suffering from old age, not from midlife crisis.!®

Political perceptions on both sides of the Atlantic are finally catching up
with the reality and implications of nuclear parity. Meanwhile, a relatively
declining America is facing worrisome budget and trade deficits. Thus, the
staples of transatlantic controversy—nuclear strategy and burden sharing—
have new urgency and will underlie the coming reconsideration. More signifi-
cant, however, these old issues will appear in new guise as they blend with
the three critical trends that are reshaping the geopolitical context of U.S.-
West European relations: the emergence of a politically unified Western
Europe (an overlooked aspect of the 1992 process); the emergence of a poli-
tically, as well as economically, powerful West Germany that is increasingly
pursuing its national interests; and the Gorbachev factor, which has rekindled
hopes on both sides of the Elbe that Europe’s division can be replaced by an
all-European security order.

Western Europe will be infused in 1992 with economic vitality. The
unified economic market, however, will heighten the rivalry between the
United States and the EC, placing new strains on the U.S. commitment to
NATO. Although economic issues have always been a source of divisiveness
in transatlantic relations, so far they have proved manageable because of a
broad Atlantic consensus on political and military concerns and because of a
U.S. economic predominance that has made it possible for America to sacri-
fice its short-term economic interests in order to maintain alliance cohesion.
As these buffering factors dissipate, the firewall that has usually insulated
trade and financial issues from security issues may be breached. Economic
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competition and a growing political estrangement from a unified Western
Europe may cause an economically straitjacketed America to ask the question
recently posed by the House Defense Burdensharing Panel: why should the
United States subsidize the security of a wealthy and powerful competitor?!”

Transcending in importance 1992’s economic aspects is its geopolitical
impact. Likened (by Paul Kennedy) at its present stage of political develop-
ment to mid-nineteenth century Germany, Western Europe is a superpower-
in-embryo that could, Samuel P. Huntington notes, become “the preeminent
power of the 21st Century” if it fulfills its potential.!® Since the end of World
War II, the United States has lent its support—always rhetorically and occa-
sionally concretely—to the concept of West European unity. Yet the closer
that goal has come to reality, the deeper American misgivings have become
about the prospect of a politically unified, economically buoyant, and inde-
pendent Western Europe.

What America has always wanted, it seems, is the best of both worlds:
a Western Europe strong enough to relieve the United States of its burdens
but not so strong as to challenge Washington’s primacy in Atlantic relations.
Thus U.S. initiatives like President John F. Kennedy’s “Grand Design” and
Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger’s ill-fated “Year of Europe™ have placed
the concept of West European unity within the framework of an Atlantic
partnership—with the United States as senior member of the firm. The par-
adox of transatlantic relations, however, is that the stronger Western Europe
becomes, the more self-confidently it will articulate and pursue its own
interests.

As Europe achieves greater political cohesiveness in the 1990s, trans-
atlantic conflicts will sharpen. The EC vindicates de Gaulle’s vision of a
Europe with its own external identity and vocation.!® The declining reliability
of U.S. security guarantees and the melting of cold war tensions will contrib-
ute further to Western Europe’s separateness by giving the West Europeans
new incentives to formulate their own strategic policies and initiatives toward
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. “It’s now clear that 1992 will mark
an important step in Europe’s construction,” says French defense minister
Jean Pierre Chevenement. “And international events are encouraging us to
take our own security into our own hands, at the same time offering us new
possibilities to do s0.”?° For the first time in the postwar era, the West Euro-
peans are mounting a concerted, across-the-board attack on the transatlantic
status quo, and this certainly will have an effect on the U.S. domestic debate
about NATO.

In his recent book, The Grand lllusion, French writer Alain Minc argues
that there is no European question, only a German question.?! And the Ger-
man question is, as Renata Fritsch-Bournazel puts it, “the question of where
in Europe the Germans belong: looking Westwards or wandering between
East and West; recognizing their geographically central position or breaking
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out of it?”22 Today the German question is being played out through the
media of nuclear strategy and relations with Moscow. West Germany is the
linchpin of America’s security policy. But as Bonn and Washington drift apart
on these issues, the geopolitical underpinnings of the U.S. NATO commit-
ment are coming unstuck, raising questions—German questions—to which
U.S. policymakers have no answers.?

The postwar compact that bound America and West Germany together
was a two-part bargain. On the security side, Bonn was linked to the West
strategically by the protective mantle of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. However,
for Bonn, over the years the reliability of the nuclear guarantee has declined
and its potential costs have risen. There is a deep, ultimately unbridgeable
conflict between U.S. and West German strategic interests that is summed up
in two competing aphorisms: “The shorter the range, the deader the Ger-
mans” (a NATO strategy that emphasizes conventional defense or assigns a
prominent role to SNFs is dangerous for West Germany) versus “The longer
the range, the deader the Americans” (a tight coupling of American strategic
nuclear forces to Western Europe’s security is dangerous for the United
States).?*

Parity has vitiated the worth of U.S. nuclear assurances. Worse, from the
German viewpoint, America seems to be reducing its own nuclear exposure
by increasing West Germany’s. As has often been true since 1949, Washing-
ton fails to understand how its own actions contribute to transatlantic ten-
sions. However, the Reagan shocks (SDI and the Reykjavik summit), the INF
treaty (which removed the only European-based U.S. missiles capable of
reaching the Soviet Union), and the semiofficial Ikle-Wohlstetter report
(which strongly suggests that the United States should attempt to confine the
use of nuclear weapons to Europe) raised German fears about U.S. strategic
intentions. U.S. demands for SNF modernization—backed up by “no nukes,
no troops” threats—confirmed these suspicions.?’

As a result of the prolonged INF crisis, a new strategic culture has taken
root among West Germany’s elites and public. Most of the ideas underlying
the post-INF strategic culture were co-opted from the peace movement by
the Social Democratic Party and have gained widespread public acceptance.
Consequently, the contours of the West German security debate are now
effectively delineated by the left and even the Christian Democratic Union/
Christian Social Union must trim its sails accordingly.26

Moreover, security issues have been linked to revival of the national ques-
tion.?” Both East and West Germany—and the relations between them—are
seen as potential victims of the superpower rivalry, and both are thought to
share a community of responsibility for ensuring that war never begins again
on German soil. As NATO’s front-line state, West Germany has a far more
immediate interest than its allies in ending the cold war in Europe. Bonn’s
policies are driven by the lure of positive payoffs too. As a divided nation,
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West Germany has a paramount interest in Deutschlandpolitik—its outreach
to the German Democratic Republic. Moreover, as the traditionally pre-
eminent nation in Central Europe, West Germany has compelling reasons to
use its diplomatic influence and economic power to improve ties with Mos-
cow and Eastern Europe. From Bonn's perspective, instability in Eastern
Europe is the major threat to West Germany’s (and Europe’s) security. More-
over, West Germany’s long-term goal is to overturn peacefully the postwar
political status quo. As designed by Brandt and Egon Bahr, Ostpolitik seeks
to wean Eastern Europe gradually away from the Soviet Union and to substi-
tute an all-European security order for the “stalemate system” represented by
two blocs.?® Ultimately, it is believed, the process of East-West convergence
and diminishing superpower influence will make possible at least the informal
reconstitution of the German nation.

West Germany’s reassertion of its sovereignty and its national interests—
expressed in President Richard von Weizsacker’s declaration that West Ger-
many is not the plaything of other powers—is irreversible. Support for a more
national policy is reflected in West German public attitudes. More West Ger-
mans support the alternatives of neutrality, equal relations with both super-
powers, or closer cooperation with the EC than support a policy of standing
by the United States. And while West Germans strongly support NATO
membership in the abstract, most oppose the alliance’s specific security
policies (especially with respect to nuclear strategy). The two most striking
changes in West German attitudes are the surge of support for more cooper-
ative relations with Moscow and the declining support for the U.S. troop
presence.?’

The Washington-Bonn connection is certain to be severely tested by West
Germany’s assertiveness and self-awareness and by clashing U.S. and West
German views about nuclear strategy and East-West relations. In the 1990s,
NATO’s political rationale will be doubly challenged by West German uncer-
tainty about U.S. nuclear protection and by the changing nature of the Soviet
threat, which paradoxically reduces Bonn’s need for that protection while
increasing its scope for diplomatic maneuver. West German policy cuts across
Washington’s belief that it should have a monopoly on setting NATO’s
diplomatic agenda in relation to the Soviet Union and also contradicts the
prevailing American understanding of the second part of the original trans-
atlantic compact: that in exchange for U.S. protection, West European
resources would not be put at the Soviet Union’s disposal.?® But West Ger-
mans see things differently: for them, the Atlantic compact was premised on
an explicit recognition of West Germany’s right to pursue a special relation-
ship with the other German state and, by extension, with the Soviet Union.

Transatlantic differences over nuclear risk sharing and burden sharing,
the emergence of a unified Western Europe, and the resurfacing of the
German question are sufficient conditions for restructuring NATO and the
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overall U.S.—West European relationship. However, the necessary condition
for change is the Soviet Union’s transformation into a normal great power—
one pursuing a nonideological foreign policy and focusing primarily on its
own domestic problems. Yet Washington is far more skeptical than Western
Europe about the authenticity and staying power of the changes underway in
the Soviet Union. National Security Council and Pentagon hard-liners predict
(perhaps hope) that Gorbachev’s reforms will fail, warn that the cold war
continues unabated, and enjoin that the West’s “view of the Soviet Union
cannot be based on the personality of one or another leader, but must be
based on the nature of the Soviet system itself.”3!

This view is excessively narrow and fails to grasp the dynamics driving
Soviet policy. Moscow’s policies have changed because much of the Soviet
elite has lost faith in the utility of ideology as an adjunct of foreign policy
while realizing that the opportunity costs of the Brezhnev era’s policies were
unacceptably high.

The overseas empire Moscow acquired in the 1970s proved a costly drain
on the Soviet Union’s material (and in Afghanistan, human) resources. Mos-
cow’s strategic nuclear and conventional arms buildup provoked a Western
counterresponse. The ideological component of Moscow’s foreign policy had
a paradoxical effect: nowhere was the Soviet Union perceived as a political
or cultural model worthy of emulation, yet by clinging to Marxist-Leninist
orthodoxy, the Soviet Union solidified Western suspicions that it was a revo-
lutionary, destabilizing power with insatiable ambitions. By heightening
Western fears, the Kremlin contributed to its own geopolitical encirclement
by fostering an anti-Soviet coalition comprised of the United States, Western
Europe, Japan, and China. Finally, it became clear that the Soviet Union’s
domestic economy—burdened by its stifling institutional inefficiencies—could
not sustain the military competition against the West.32

Retrenchment abroad and reform at home came to be seen as the only
way of ensuring (as Serewyn Bialer puts it) that the Soviet Union’s systemic
crisis of efficiency did not degenerate into a crisis of survival. The Soviet
Union’s deteriorating situation (externally and domestically), not the person-
ality or identity of its leaders, explains Moscow’s rejection of the Brezhnevite
policies of stagnation. Gorbachev could disappear, but the objective con-
straints on Soviet policy would remain.

Soviet foreign policy is driven by the need to relax external tensions in
order to allow Moscow to confront its daunting internal problems. West
Europe has a special role in Soviet foreign policy “new thinking.” Moscow
looks to West European markets, technology, and credits to infuse life into
perestroika. And as evidenced during Gorbachev’s visit to Bonn, the Soviets
regard West Germany as a privileged interlocutor in this respect. The Soviets
apparently regard the EC as a source of economic deliverance for Poland and
Hungary as well. However, to achieve the objectives of its Westpolitik, the
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Soviet Union needs to be seen by Western Europe as a reliable partner. By
draining the ideological content from its policy, Moscow is attempting to
demonstrate to Western Europe that it can be a steady partner on a broad
range of political, military, and economic issues.

For some time, Western Europe has had a more relaxed view than the
United States of the Soviet threat. The INF treaty, Soviet proposals to
eliminate SNFs, Gorbachev’s December 1988 announcement of a unilateral
500,000-man force reduction (including removal of six divisions from Eastern
Europe), and Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze’s acceptance of troop
and equipment parity from the Atlantic to the Urals have all further lowered
West European perceptions of the Soviet military threat.3? At the same time,
the political liberalization within the Soviet Union and Moscow’s tolerance of
pluralistic reforms in Poland and Hungary have removed the lingering traces
of the ideological dimension of the East-West rivalry in Europe. Soviet foreign
policy thus strikes directly at NATO’s most sensitive point: in times of danger,
alliances hold together, but when the danger recedes or is thought to recede,
alliances tend to break apart. As political scientist Kenneth Waltz has
observed, “Alliances are made by states that have some but not all of their
interests in common. The common interest is ordinarily a negative one: fear
of other states.”3*

Rethinking the Transatlantic Relationship

For nearly four decades, Europe’s postwar security system seemed to be a per-
manent feature of the international system, a structure to which there were
no viable alternatives. Yet as George F. Kennan wrote in 1948, “A divided
Europe is not permanently viable and the political will of the U.S. people is
not sufficient to enable us to support Western Europe indefinitely as a military
appendage.”?’ Put another way, the postwar settlement could last only as
long as the United States—and the Soviet Union—were prepared to uphold
it and as long as the Europeans were willing to accept it. Neither of these
conditions is likely to hold true much longer.

In the 1990s, America’s willingness to maintain its European commitment
will be tested by Western Europe’s drive toward political unification and by
changes in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe that make it realistic to think
that Europe’s post-1945 division can be overcome. Ironically, the U.S. link
to NATO encourages Western Europe and West Germany to go their own
way in relations with Moscow; alliance incentives have become skewed, and
the payoff from acting independently exceeds that of remaining in lockstep
with Washington. Judging from resurgent congressional burden-sharing irri-
tations and the “no nukes, no troops” response to Bonn’s stance on Lance
modernization and short-range nuclear forces negotiations, the U.S. political
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system is increasingly unable to tolerate Western Europe’s self-interested
behavior. The danger of such a situation is apparent, and an abrupt, acri-
monious transatlantic rupture is not an unthinkable prospect.

What is needed instead is a thoughtful consideration of what the trian-
gular relationship among the United States, Europe, and the Soviet Union
should look like at the end of the 1990s. The transatlantic relationship needs
to be restructured to forge a new post—cold war partnership between the
United States and a unified Western Europe. Acting in concert, the United
States and Western Europe must frame a new political strategy toward Mos-
cow and Eastern Europe. The critical issues in European security are now
primarily political, not military, in nature, and U.S. force structures must be
related to America’s long-term diplomatic objectives in Europe.

By 1992, the United States must confront the tension—unresolved for
forty years—between its commitment to an American-led NATO and its
support for greater West European political, military, and economic unity.
As Henry Kissinger wrote a quarter-century ago and subsequently restated,
Western Europe’s unity comes at a price for America, which, while worth
paying, must be recognized.3® It has always been doubtful that

Europe would unite in order to share our burdens or that it would be content
with a subordinate role once it had the means to implement its own views.
Europe’s main incentive to undertake a larger cooperative role in the West’s
affairs would be to fulfill its own distinctive purposes.3”

For Western Europe to assume the responsibilities of independence, how-
ever, the United States must yield its hegemonic prerogative of insisting that
Western Europe’s external and security policies must be preapproved in
Washington. A post-cold war U.S. policy toward Western Europe would
encourage the emergence of a united Western Europe by actively supporting
a West European supreme commander for NATO; the development of an
independent West European nuclear deterrent; and West European initiatives
for a closer defense collaboration, such as the West European Union and the
Franco-German military axis.

The United States is a world power with a long-term interest in Europe’s
security and stability. Washington should reaffirm that it will remain involved
in Europe as long as the West Europeans believe a U.S. presence is required.
At the same time, however, the risks and costs of the American commitment
to Europe must be reduced to acceptable levels. A more limited U.S. involve-
ment in Europe is dictated by America’s strategic and economic requirements.

Because rational governments do not base their strategy on a pledge to
commit suicide to protect other nations’ security, the United States should
move to limit its nuclear exposure. While not ruling out the possibility that
it might use nuclear weapons in response to a Soviet attack on Western
Europe, U.S. strategy should be restructured to ensure that Washington has
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the option and flexibility to decide whether American nuclear forces would
be used. Because NATO’s present strategy all but locks the United States into
a posture of automatically using nuclear weapons in the early stages of a
European conflict, it is an unacceptably risky strategy.

The United States should also cut the costs of its NATO obligation by sig-
nificantly reducing its conventional force commitments to NATO. The Amer-
ican commitment to Western Europe is the most expensive item in the U.S.
defense budget. By demobilizing the bulk of its NATO-earmarked conven-
tional forces, the United States could realize substantial savings and ease its
budget crisis. Such a move would make strategic, as well as financial, sense.
It is now widely accepted that cost, geography, and the extent of its other
worldwide military obligations put the United States at a severe comparative
disadvantage in providing NATO with conventional forces. The West Euro-
peans, by contrast, are well placed to provide these forces (assuming they
decide NATO needs more robust conventional defenses).3®

Unilateral cuts in the U.S. military presence can be made without affect-
ing the prevailing military balance. Any shortfalls could easily be made good
by the Western Europeans. A scaling back of the American commitment
should be undertaken because it is in the best interest of the United States.

Moreover, all U.S. forces should eventually be withdrawn from Europe.
But that final step must be contingent on tangible confirmation that the
present favorable trends in European security are unlikely to be reversed. The
ultimate withdrawal of those forces should not be taken as a signal of U.S.
disinterest in the affairs of the continent. Although the United States is not
a European country, it is a world power with an interest in Europe’s stability
and security. When full disengagement becomes possible, the United States
should nevertheless maintain a close political and strategic association with
the NATO community, even if it is no longer manifested in a formal alliance.
In the final analysis, it has always been America’s European interests—not the
form in which those interests are expressed—that have been the real bond
between the United States and Western Europe. As German Social Demo-
cratic spokesman Karsten Voigt put it in an address to the Cato Institute on
NATO’s fortieth anniversary, America’s security-political presence in Europe
need not remain linked to the presence of U.S. troops and weapons in Europe.

A more circumscribed U.S. role in NATO would further America’s inter-
ests by lowering the excessive risks and costs currently imposed by the alli-
ance. In effect, America’s role in Western Europe’s security would revert to
what was originally envisioned by the North Atlantic Treaty’s framers. NATO
would thus be transformed from a protectorate into the true alliance it was
intended to be, where the greatest costs and risks are borne by the countries
in the gravest danger. In contrast to the late 1940s, there is no question today
that Western Europe has the wherewithal to become an equal pillar of a trans-
atlantic security arrangement. And the West Europeans themselves increas-
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ingly realize that their aspirations to play a more prominent and independent
role in world affairs require them to become more self-sufficient strategically.

The initial U.S. goal should be to reduce its NATO-committed ground
forces to two European-deployed divisions and one U.S.-based division (with
prepositioned equipment stored in Europe). By the end of the 1990s America’s
remaining European-committed forces would be gradually demobilized. Pre-
ferably this outcome should be achieved as part of the European conventional
force reduction talks in Vienna (CFE), and Washington and Western Europe
should stipulate that NATO cuts under CFE will come from U.S. forces until
the American presence is reduced to the two-division level. However, if CFE
fails to produce an agreement by 1995, America and Western Europe should
establish a reasonable timetable to effectuate these troop reductions. To keep
the CFE door open, under this alternative the NATO-committed troops in the
United States would be disbanded before U.S. troops in Europe were reduced.

Although some might claim that this action would dangerously weaken
NATO on the critical Central Front, such arguments are faulty. In fact, U.S.
troop levels in Europe have never been related to any conventional defense or
war-fighting objective. As Zbigniew Brzezinski has written, “There is no spe-
cial magic to any particular number of U.S. troops in Europe. The total is not
the consequence of a purely military calculus.”3® U.S. forces are in Europe
for symbolic and crisis management purposes. By explicitly abandoning the
pretense that they have a war-fighting function, the number of U.S. troops
committed to Western Europe can be cut to a number compatible with their
true function—as a symbol of America’s continuing interest in Europe’s
security.

The United States should also agree to open negotiations with Moscow
to eliminate all SNFs. The argument that this step would lead to Western
Europe’s denuclearization is a canard. The United States has always firmly
insisted that France’s and Britain’s independent nuclear forces be excluded
from U.S.-Soviet arms talks and should continue to do so. A redesigned
American commitment to Europe would not adversely affect Western
Europe’s security. U.S. SNFs have no warfighting utility and contribute
almost nothing to deterrence; removing them will not increase the remote pos-
sibility of a Soviet bolt-from-the-blue strike at Western Europe. Moscow is
constrained by a number of factors, including a global balance of power that
includes such potential Soviet adversaries as China and Japan and by the
unreliability of the East European nations. Furthermore, the critical military
balance (NATO forces in West Germany versus Soviet forces in East Germany
and Czechoslovakia) is quite stable and makes highly doubtful the possibility
of a successful Soviet surprise offensive. Moreover, the Soviets have little to
gain by attacking because the very prize they might attempt to seize—Western
Europe’s industrial and technological resources—almost certainly would be
destroyed.
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Finally, the risk-benefit calculus is strongly tilted against Moscow; the
Soviets must assume that the United States has a greater interest in protecting
Western Europe than they have in overrunning it. Even without U.S. tactical
nuclear weapons on the ground, the Soviets would know that an attack would
lead to a direct superpower showdown, with incalculable consequences. That
is the real basis of deterrence. It is worth recalling that in 1969 the United
States was able to deter the Soviet Union from attacking China, notwith-
standing that the United States had no security relationship or diplomatic
links with Beijing—much less troops or tactical nuclear weapons on the
ground.40

An altered U.S. strategic posture in Europe would have many advantages.
Most important, the removal of U.S. SNFs from Europe would enable Amer-
ica to regain the power to decide if and when its long-range nuclear forces
would come into play. The SNFs are intended to act as a hair-trigger mech-
anism to ensure that a Soviet conventional attack on Western Europe would
automatically escalate to a full-scale nuclear exchange between the super-
powers. This kind of reflexive commitment is far too dangerous; American
strategy should seek to retain decision-making autonomy and discretion with
respect to using nuclear weapons. Moreover, a negotiated third zero solution
would remove a source of poison from U.S.-West German relations and
relieve German anxieties that America is lowering its nuclear risks by increas-
ing West Germany’s. Finally, by removing its European-based SNFs and cir-
cumscribing its nuclear guarantee, the United States would lower the entry
barriers to Western Europe’s strategic self-sufficiency and provide the Euro-
peans with an incentive to build an independent nuclear deterrent. Although
a reconfigured U.S. strategic posture would significantly de-Americanize
European deterrence, it should not lead to Europe’s denuclearization.

Reduction of U.S. ground forces in Europe would have a similar incentive
effect. If the West Europeans were dissatisfied with the resulting conventional
balance, they could opt to make good the shortfall caused by withdrawal of
three front-line U.S. divisions. (Moreover, if the United States relinquished its
decision-making control within the alliance and encouraged NATO’s Euro-
peanization, France might fill the gap by rejoining NATO’s integrated com-
mand.) Alternatively, the West Europeans could decide to live with the new
security environment. The United States should respect whatever decision the
West Europeans make and refrain from badgering them about burden sharing.

The traditional weakness of America’s European security policy, reflected
in President Bush’s CFE initiatives, is a tendency to focus narrowly on military
issues while glossing over more fundamental political concerns. For example,
any reduction in the U.S. military presence in Western Europe helps to lower
the barriers to Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe. This is implicit in the
CFE process. But any change in the present military balance has crucial polit-
ical implications for Eastern Europe and, hence, for European stability.
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The partial withdrawal of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe would be a
mixed blessing for the West. In an immediate sense, Western Europe’s mili-
tary security would be increased, but from a broader perspective, Europe
could be a far more dangerous place. Wars are not caused by armies; they are
caused by political crises that spin out of control. Unless CFE-type talks are
put in a political context, force reduction agreements could actually create
conditions that increase the possibility of war. The departure of some Soviet
forces could embolden East Europeans to seek even greater sweeping political
and economic changes than those that took place in Poland and Hungary in
1989. Yet the presence of remaining Soviet forces could encourage belea-
guered communist regimes (or elements within them) to crack down rather
than risk being swept out of power altogether. And if European events
threaten to get out of hand, Moscow might be tempted to intervene again in
Eastern Europe’s domestic affairs. It will be hard for experiments in multi-
party politics and “socialist market” economic reforms to take root securely
as long as Soviet troops remain in Eastern Europe. But the Soviets will not
leave Eastern Europe as long as American troops remain in Western Europe
in more than token strength.

Eastern Europe is Europe’s unfinished agenda, a volatile region where
nothing is settled. In the 1990s, NATO’s agenda will be dominated less by
strictly military issues and concerned more with managing the process of
stable, evolutionary change in Eastern Europe. Overcoming the cold war will
become NATO’s primary task, and the alliance must transform itself into an
instrument for East-West negotiations on this issue.

Framing a comprehensive political strategy to construct a post—cold war
European security system is a formidable challenge. But sometimes the best
new ideas actually are old ones. George F. Kennan’s mutual disengagement
proposal merits a fresh look. Suitably modified to allow for a residual Amer-
ican presence in Europe, it could provide the framework for a comprehensive
Western approach to managing East-West relations in Europe in the 1990s.
In contrast to the late 1950s, the factors that Kennan then believed made dis-
engagement necessary are now present.

The German question is again a live issue, and new attention must be paid
to resolving it in an all-European context. More important, the Soviet posi-
tion in Eastern Europe is being severely challenged. Eastern Europe was
intended to be a defensive glacis that strengthened the Soviet Union’s security,
but the Kremlin now seems to recognize that a restive, alienated Eastern
Europe is actually a major source of insecurity and an unaffordable drain on
Soviet resources. Although the prospect of mutual superpower disengagement
in Central Europe was once visionary, it is now conceivable, and many Soviet
officials have hinted that Moscow would be interested in exploring such an
arrangement.

Mutual superpower disengagement in the 1990s would erect a new post—
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cold-war European settlement based on (1) removal to national territory and
asymmetrical demobilization of both superpowers’ military forces and nuclear
weapons from Central Europe (East and West Germany, Poland, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia), and (2) a pledge that neither superpower will be the first
to introduce its forces into that region. Mutual disengagement would dramat-
ically reduce the chances of war in Europe by lowering the political tensions
that could cause a conflict. A Soviet pullback from Eastern Europe, coupled
with an American pledge to refrain from interfering in the region, would
enable the Eastern Europeans to work out their own internal political arrange-
ments and thus help ensure that that region does not become the Sarajevo
of the 1990s. Stable change—not upheaval—is what is needed in Eastern
Europe, and both superpowers—and all Europeans—have a common interest
in achieving Eastern Europe’s Austrianization by reconciling legitimate Soviet
security concerns with Eastern Europe’s desire for autonomy and political and
economic reform.

Moreover, in a strictly military sense, mutual disengagement would bol-
ster Western Europe’s security by neutralizing Moscow’s presumed conven-
tional superiority. The Soviet army’s size would be reduced, and it would be
put back where it belongs—in the Soviet Union. Western Europe’s strategic
depth and warning time of an impending attack (currently serious weak-
nesses) would be greatly improved by moving Soviet forces hundreds of miles
to the east of their present positions.

The assertion that the West could be disadvantaged by mutual disengage-
ment—because the Soviet Union could easily move back into Central Europe
while the United States, for geographic reasons, could not—does not hold up.
Mutual disengagement would transform Eastern Europe into a protective
buffer between Western Europe and the Soviet Union. The East Europeans
probably would forcibly resist an attempted Soviet reentry. Indeed it is widely
believed that the Soviets refrained from directly intervening in Poland in
1980-1981 because they were apprehensive about the prospect of a military
confrontation with the Polish army (or a potential civilian uprising). More-
over, any forced reentry into Eastern Europe would produce a rupture in
Moscow’s crucial ties with Western Europe. Eastern Europe’s credibility as a
neutral barrier could be further bolstered by stipulating that the region’s
armies be placed outside the Soviet command structure and configured for
independent territorial defense (along the lines of the Yugoslavian and Ruma-
nian armies). Moreover, the United States could reorient its declaratory policy
and strategy to the specific task of deterring Soviet reentry. Finally, disengage-
ment can be reconciled with America’s role as a European power. The Soviets
have already acknowledged that they must make additional concessions in
CFE because of the geographical asymmetry in the superpowers’ proximity to
Europe. This principle would easily be extended to permit the United States
to leave in place in West Germany the headquarters and support skeletons,
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and prepositioned equipment, for three divisions and their tactical air sup-
port. In a crisis, the reinsertion of these U.S. forces into Western Europe
would be a powerful demonstration of America’s commitment to Western
Europe’s security. Such a modified form of mutual disengagement would be
a prudent hedge against a Soviet violation of an agreement.

Finally, mutual disengagement is a substantive policy that would shift the
political momentum in Europe in Washington’s favor. Gorbachev’s ideas res-
onate in Western Europe not because of his Madison Avenue-style wizardry
but because they appeal to its desires for independence, an end to the arms
race, and a reunited Europe. Unlike CFE—which is likely to become bogged
down in the technical minutiae of arms control and messy details of verifica-
tion—mutual disengagement is a pristinely simple concept that could easily be
grasped by all Europeans and would clearly align the United States with Euro-
pean aspirations.

In the 1990s American leaders will be called upon to display statesman-
ship and vision. A post-cold war European settlement requires that the
United States continue to play an active role in European affairs but also that
Western Europe trades (and Washington accepts) an attenuation of its secu-
rity links with America in order to obtain greater freedom for Eastern Europe.
At the same time, the United States must balance its support for emergence
of an independent Western Europe with the need to reassure Moscow that
such a Western Europe will not be an instrument of an anti-Soviet policy
orchestrated in Washington. This, too, requires a distancing between America
and Western Europe. And with respect to Eastern Europe, the United States
will need to exercise considerable restraint and abjure a closet rollback policy.

These imperatives can be reconciled by insisting that the European secu-
rity dialogue be a three-cornered negotiation that includes the EC as well as
the superpowers and by allowing the West Europeans to take the lead for the
West. This would give a substantial boost to the process of West European
political unification and simultaneously encourage the West Europeans to
bargain hard and responsibly while carefully weighing Ostpolitik’s implica-
tions. Moreover, because of their historical and cultural ties, the West Euro-
peans are best placed to take the lead in the post—cold war European security
process—a process concerned fundamentally with restoring to Eastern and
Western Europe their common heritage.

Instead of pursuing the unattainable goal of using external pressure to
change the Soviet Union’s internal system, American diplomacy should con-
centrate on channeling Moscow’s diplomacy into more acceptable directions
and securing agreements that promote both superpowers’ interests and secu-
rity. As they enter the 1990s, America, Europe, and the Soviet Union stand
on the threshold of the post—cold war era. The coming decade will be a time
of dramatic change and unparalleled opportunity. For both superpowers and
for all of Europe, a disengagement agreement would bring down the curtain
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on the cold war’s final act on the Continent. The time has come for both
superpowers to stand aside and let Europe be Europe. “Someday,” Kennan
wrote in 1948, “our forces must leave Central Europe. Someday Soviet forces
must leave. The question is when?” That is the question the United States and
the EC should jointly put to Mikhail Gorbachev.
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