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PREFACE

On April 30-May 2, 1990, The RAND Corporation, the Stiftung
Wissenschaft und Politik, the Institute Frangais des Relations
Internationales, and the Royal Institute of International Affairs
jointly sponsored a conference in Williamsburg, Virginia, on “The Role
of Military Power and Arms Control in Western Security in the
1990s.” The conference brought together about 30 defense analysts
and government officials from the United States, the Federal
Republic of Germany, France, and the United Kingdom who are con-
cerned with the future of Western security and the structure of the
Atlantic alliance over the next decade. The conference was supported
by a Ford Foundation grant aimed at expanding ties between U.S.
and foreign research institutions.

This report summarizes some of the key points discussed at the
conference related to the climactic changes currently ongoing in
Eastern Europe, the subsequent redefinition of the threats, risks, and
dangers to the West, NATO’s role in an evolving European security
system, future conventional and nuclear force requirements and the
impact of arms control, and the likely future course of Western secu-
rity policy over the near term.

Although the views expressed here are not attributed to specific
participants, they should be regarded as personal and not necessarily
representing the policies of any government or private organization.
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SUMMARY

On April 30-May 2, 1990, The RAND Corporation, the Stiftung
Wissenschaft und Politik, the Institute Francais des Relations
Internationales, and the Royal Institute of International Affairs
jointly sponsored a conference in Williamsburg, Virginia, on “The Role
of Military Power and Arms Control in Western Security in the
1990s.” The conference brought together about 30 defense analysts
and government officials from the United States, the Federal
Republic of Germany, France, and the United Kingdom who are con-
cerned with the future of Western security and the structure of the
Atlantic alliance over the next decade.

The conference discussion and debate clearly showed that dramati-
cally changing threat perceptions should continue to be the major fac-
tor affecting future NATO security policies. In particular, public per-
ceptions of the “threat” (or rather perceptions of the lack of such a
threat) will put tremendous pressures on alliance leaders as they at-
tempt to restructure NATO over the next decade. Some participants
were concerned that NATO may rely too much on the so-called “rosy
scenario,” and they argued that the potential for the Soviets to re-
verse course was still present. At the very least, the present situation
in Eastern Europe and the USSR was uncertain and unpredictable,
and the West must be prepared, both politically and militarily, to deal
with this uncertain environment. At the same time, German unifica-
tion would pose additional perplexing issues for Western security.

The conference was unanimous in arguing that there was still
quite a strong need for NATO. Still, it was widely accepted that
NATO was entering a transitional period regarding the Soviet threat
and the West’s reponse to that changing threat; that it must adapt to
a radically changing security situation in Europe was not disputed.
How it must adapt was the pressing issue at hand, however, although
the conference was unable to arrive at a consensus as to the best
course.

Several participants argued that forward defense/flexible response
doctrine would have to change radically in the face of a new European
security environment. No consensus emerged from the conference,
however, as to how this doctrine would have to change or what would
take its place. Some participants called upon NATO to adopt a “no-
first-use” policy for its nuclear forces, whereas others rejected this as
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undermining one of the West’s strongest deterrence cards. Instead
they believed that NATO should be more forceful in its arguments for
both keeping and modernizing tactical nuclear forces (TNF).

It was also apparent that greater attention would have to be paid
to German interests in any future alliance strategy review. In partic-
ular, any decisions regarding German territory—arms control, sta-
tioned forces, short-range nuclear forces (SNF), etc.—must take
German sovereignty into account. This, however, was bound to create
at least a few problems for the future of NATO strategy, given the
growing German reluctance to permit nuclear forces on their soil.

The conferees generally agreed that the West must find ways to
enhance the political conditions making NATO more acceptable. One
recommendation was to increase the emphasis on multinational oper-
ations within the alliance, for example, the expansion of binational or
multinational force structures, increased joint procurement, and
greater interoperability among NATO forces.

Many at the conference also appeared to argue that several types of
arms control, both conventional and nuclear, were being overtaken by
other developments in Western security. SNF, for example, was fast
‘becoming a dead issue, whereas the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and
the likely withdrawal of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe was ren-
dering conventional arms control talks largely irrevelant or, at worst,
counterproductive. Instead, the alliance should be thinking about
new types of arms control initiatives, such as unilateral/reciprocal ef-
forts or confidence- and security-building measures. On the other
hand, many others still supported the idea of embodying these force
structure developments in binding agreements.

What to do about the changing situation in Eastern Europe occu-
pied much of the conference’s attention. Some argued for a pan-
European security settlement. Others raised the issue of possibly ex-
tending NATO’s security umbrella over this region. This suggestion
was not overwhelming well-received, as many believed it would ex-
pand NATO’s responsibilities (should they even be so extended) be-
yond what it might be able to fulfill.

Ultimately, it appeared that where one stood on NATO’s future
needs depended upon where one sat on the state of the Soviet threat.
Those who were more optimistic about the inevitably of the USSR’s
decline tended to believe that the West did not have to be so immedi-
ately concerned with the future role and structure of NATO. The
more pessimistic believed strongly that the West must begin now to
fashion a new structure and doctrine for the alliance to preserve a
strong hedge against any possible Soviet reversal.
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I. INTRODUCTION

On April 30-May 2, 1990, The RAND Corporation, the Stiftung
Wissenschaft und Politik, the Institute Francais des Relations
Internationales, and the Royal Institute of International Affairs
jointly sponsored a conference in Williamsburg, Virginia, on “The Role
of Military Power and Arms Control in Western Security in the
1990s.” The conference brought together about 30 defense analysts
and government officials from the United States, the Federal
Republic of Germany, France, and the United Kingdom! who are con-
cerned with the future of Western security and the structure of the
Atlantic alliance over the next decade.

The conference took place against the backdrop of several dramatic
developments in Eastern Europe and in East-West relations. By
Spring 1990, the full-blown collapse of communist regimes or
Stalinist-style communist rule in the East was clear to all. The
Warsaw Pact was in total disarray and had largely ceased be a func-
tioning military alliance. The removal of Soviet troops from Eastern
Europe was all but inevitable, if not imminent. German reunification
was moving along faster than anyone had dared imagined. Arms con-
trol negotiations and other disarmament initiatives, in the area of
both nuclear weapons and conventional forces, were also making good
progress.

Conference participants were nearly unanimous in the belief that
the overall security environment in Europe was undergoing tectonic
change, and that these changes would have a tremendous impact on
the future shape and scope of the NATO alliance. Overall, therefore,
the conference dealt not so much with issue of whether NATO should
change but how NATO should change to adapt to a radically altering
European security environment.

Briefly, conference discussion centered around four broad subjects:

e Changes in the East—Political-Military Implications in
the West. What are the implications of radical change in
Eastern Europe and the USSR for the Atlantic alliance?

e Redefinition of Threats, Risks, and Dangers to the
West. How will these changes alter traditional Western
threat calculations?

13ee the appendix for a list of conference participants.



* NATO’s Role in the Evolving European Security
System. What is the likely future rationale for, and structure
of, a Western alliance in a new European security environ-
ment? What will be the roles of the United States and other
West European institutions, such as the FEuropean
Community, in such a NATO?

* Conventional and Nuclear Force Needs and the Role of
Arms Control. What will be the future force requirements,
both conventional and nuclear, within such a NATO struc-
ture, and what effect might arms control have in all this?



II. CHANGES IN THE EAST—POLITICAL-
MILITARY IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WEST

As opposed to previous meetings in this conference series, when the
long-term implications of change in Eastern Europe for Western secu-
rity policies were still hotly debated,! few who came to this meeting
contested the argument that the East was in the midst of a dramatic—
—and traumatic—restructuring of its basic political, economic, and so-
cial systems. No one doubted the sincerity of Gorbachev’s efforts to
reform the political and economic structure of the USSR, and most
agreed that Eastern Europe, particularly Poland, Hungary, and
Czechoslovakia, had irreversibly changed course in the direction of
democracy and freer markets and out of the Soviet military and secu-
rity sphere. In addition, German unification was only a matter of
“when” and “how,” rather than “if.”

Nevertheless, this still left a lot of room for discussion and debate,
which could be roughly grouped into three categories:

Future of the Soviet regime: Although Gorbachev may be entirely
ernest in his attempts to reform the Soviet Union, his chances for
success are not yet assured. If anything, the USSR is presently worse
off economically than it was five years ago, when Gorbachev began to
implement perestroika. At the same time, the country is politically
rent. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) is split be-
tween factions feuding over the pace and scope of reforms. The CPSU
itself is being challenged by newly emerging noncommunist or even
anticommunist political movements. Finally, the country is plagued
by a growing nationalism in the various republics, manifested in sep-
aratist or nationalist movements in the Baltic states, in Soviet
Central Asia, and in the Russian republic itself.

Several participants appeared to take the view that, when it comes
to securing the Soviet Union’s future, Gorbachev is thus far a total
failure. In the area of economics, he is contradictory, wavering be-
tween wanting the benefits of a free market and wishing to retain
centralized control of the economy. Regarding foreign policy, he is
bargaining away Soviet military power and accepting the loss of the

1gee, for example, Richard A. Bitzinger, Theater Modernization Options and Arms
Control Challenges in Europe: A Conference Report, The RAND Corporation, R-3889-
FF, February 1990, pp. 4-5.



USSR’s external empire while gaining almost nothing in return.
Domestically, he is presiding over the collapse of the union.

Some at the conference argued that Soviet disarray and disunity is
beneficial to Western security. At the very least, the USSR is too con-
cerned with domestic matters to engage in any mischief abroad.
Militarily, the Soviet Union is increasingly weakened and much more
constrained in its foreign adventurism. Others, however, were less
sanguine. They believed that the USSR is on the verge of either civil
breakdown and the demise of the union, or else a rightist revolt and
the establishment of a Russian nationalistic regime (or both). Either
way, the resulting political instability in the far eastern part of
Europe, or the rise of a potentially expansionist “Russian” empire, has
security implications for the rest of Europe.

Future of Eastern Europe: Conference participants were nearly
unanimous in the belief that the collapse of the communist regimes in
Eastern Europe is irreversible, and that these countries are also
gradually moving out of the Soviet orbit. In addition, the Warsaw
Pact has ceased to be a functioning military alliance. As a result, the
Soviet Union’s security border has been moved hundreds of miles to
the East, in effect to the Soviet-Polish frontier.

At the same time, it was generally agreed that Eastern Europe
faces the almost Herculean task of rebuilding its political systems and
national economies. The successful implemention of democracy and
capitalism is by no means assured, and some participants voiced their
beliefs as to the possibility that nationalist, authoritarian regimes
might eventually arise in some of these countries. This was a particu-
lar concern for the Balkan states, such as Romania and Bulgaria,
where democracy has shallow historical roots and where the commu-
nist hierarchy is still quite powerful (f operating under different
names).

Furthermore, the status of these countries in a changing European
security structure is still undetermined. Although the Soviet bloc has
effectively ceased to exist, the East European states are not yet part
of “the West” either, nor was it conceivable that they could join any-
time soon (e.g., as members of the European Community). At the
same time, the idea of a belt of neutral states in the middle of Europe,
separating NATO and the Soviet Union and largely left to fend for
themselves for their security, was considered to be too potentially un-
stable for overall European security, particularly if these have shaky
regimes. At least one participant pointed out that the two world wars
were due in part to the presence of weak or unstable states in Central



Europe. How the West should deal with the issue of Baltic indepen-
dence was another concern that would need to be dealt with gingerly.

Future security orientation of a unified Germany: The conference
noted that the unforeseen rapid collapse of East Germany has greatly
accelerated the pace of German unification. However, although the
simple absorption of the old German Democratic Republic (GDR) into
the Federal Republic is all but certain, what was still unclear at the
time of the conference was the future security orientation of the uni-
fied Germany. West Germany has stated that this new state would
be a member of the NATO alliance, but at the time this was still
unacceptable to the Soviets. In this regard, the major concern noted
at the conference was that although Soviet leverage over changes in
Europe is nowadays very weak, the Soviets are using what little they
have the best that they can. The Soviet Union, for example, still
maintains its largest concentration of East European-stationed forces
in the GDR (approximately 380,000 troops). The worry was that the
Soviets might refuse to remove these forces from East Germany un-
less they were granted certain concessions regarding the future orien-
tation of German security policy. In conjunction, as one of the victor-
nations in World War II, they could hold up a Four-Powers agreement
on German unification, putting additional pressure on the Germans.

Although the issue of the future of German security policy has
since been settled to the satisfaction of both East and West,2 German
unification poses other implications for the Atlantic alliance and for
Western security. Most East and West Germans (including most
German participants to the conference) insist that a united Germany
must be in NATO, but that this will be a NATO substantially differ-
ent, in form and function, than it is today. It was generally conceded
by the conference that German unification will dramatically affect
NATO defense doctrine, NATO nuclear policy, and the future of sta-
tioned forces and nuclear weapons on German territory.

2In July 1990, Gorbachev and the leadership of the Federal Republic came to an
agreement whereby a united Germany could belong to NATO. In return, Soviet troops
could remain in the former GDR for three to four years after unification, no non-
German NATO forces would be stationed in the former GDR during this transition
period, and combined German armed forces would total no more than 370,000 troops.



HI. REDEFINITION OF THREATS, RISKS, AND
DANGERS TO THE WEST

EVOLVING THREAT SCENARIOS

Despite many of the concerns noted in the previous section, most
participants were, on the whole, confident that the Soviet threat is re-
ceding rapidly. Soviet preoccupation with domestic affairs, the de
facto collapse of the Warsaw Pact, the likelihood of German unifica-
tion on Western terms, the removal of Soviet troops from Poland,
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, and the eventual withdrawal of the
Soviet military machine entirely out of Eastern Europe were deemed
by many at the conference to be irreversible, short of an all-but-incon-
ceivable reinvasion of Eastern Europe and the reinstallation of com-
munist regimes there. Soviet efforts to use arms control and detente
to disarm and divide the West had backfired, and instead it was the
USSR that was in full retreat. The Soviet Union’s ability to project
its forces quickly and with overwhelming force into NATO territory
was being lost, if it was not lost already. As Soviet conventional as-
sault capabilities are reduced in Eastern Europe, NATO warning
time, which was always a major concern in the past, is dramatically
increased, from a few days to several weeks or even several months.
Taken all together, these developments were termed by one partici-
pant as the “rosy scenario.”

Given the recent course of events, it was difficult to disagree with
this scenario. At the same time, many conference attendees argued
that it was “unrealistic” and “impractical” to assume that the events
unfolding in Eastern Europe meant an end to all threats to the West.
The collapse of the Soviet bloc created new and different security con-
cerns. One participant cited U.S. defense analyst John Mearsheimer
to the extent that a multipolar system of security is much less inher-
ently stable than a bipolar one. It was furthermore argued that secu-
rity needs to be defined in much broader terms than it had been in
the past. As such, the conference identified several security chal-
lenges facing the West in the 1990s.

Perhaps the most crucial of these is the persistence of at least a
residual Soviet threat. The Soviet Union may be internally racked
and in strategic retreat, but by no means should it be yet written off
as a potential threat to the West. Classical analysis of a military



threat is generally divided into capabilities and intentions. Despite
likely cuts and pullbacks in its conventional forces, the USSR will
remain a formidable military power in Europe. It will, for example,
still possess the largest armed forces in Europe. The Soviets are also
still continuing to modernize their forces, such as with new T-80
tanks, Su-27 fighter aircraft, and a new class of aircraft carrier
(leading one participant to argue that the Soviets are taking a “lean
and mean” approach to their military). The Soviet Union is still a
major nuclear power, and will remain one, both quantitatively and
qualitatively (the Soviets are currently introducing new fixed and
mobile ICBMs, a new class of SSBNs, and the Blackjack strategic
bomber into service), even after a likely START agreement.

Capabilities aside, many at the conference also believed that one
should not totally discount the reemergence of Soviet aggressive in-
tentions. Since democracies historically do not harbor aggressive in-
tents toward each other, some participants argued that as the USSR
undergoes the process of reform and democratization, it will become
less of a threat. Others, given perhaps to a more Hobbesian view of
international relations, thought this overly simplistic. Democracies
can and have gone gladly to war (e.g., Britain in the Falklands), and
democracies can even have very confrontational relationships (e.g.,
Greece and Turkey). Besides, they argued, the Soviet Union is still
far from being a democracy, and many were pessimistic as to the
prospects of it ever becoming one.

All in all, one could detect a general consensus at the conference
that we are entering a transitional period in the European security
structure that could last several years. Although the Soviet threat
may be receding, the USSR remains a military force with which the
West must reckon, and a turnaround in Soviet attitudes was still be-
lieved by many to be possible. Most participants, therefore, supported
the maintenance of a “hedging policy” against this potentially vibrant
threat.

The prospects for instability and uncertainty in Eastern Europe
are another source of potential security risk for the West. This could
manifest itself in a variety of ways, such as a conflict between two or
more East European states over long-suppressed historical enmities
or geopolitical grudges (e.g., Hungary’s claim on Transylvania in
Romania), or the exploitation by the Soviet Union of a confused situ-
ation in the region to reassert a measure of influence. Here, the
Western alliance would either want to work to avert the development
of such a weak and unstable Eastern Europe, or, at the very least,



prevent incidents in this region from washing over into its own terri-
tory.

Finally, many conference participants argued that the West should
pay greater attention to more “nontraditional” challenges, that is,
those security concerns that are not related to the East-West political-
military confrontation. NATO, in responding to a changing threat
environment, should take a broader view of threat perceptions, both
geographically and functionally. The Western alliance may wish to
widen its scope to take into account the global nature of likely future
threats, such as those emanating from the Third World (e.g., Libya or
Cuba). These efforts would be particularly timely in the context of
the growing proliferation of nuclear, bacteriological, or chemical
weapons and the means for their delivery (e.g., ballistic missiles).
This would imply an enlarged “out-of-area” mandate for NATO activi-
ties. In addition, some argued that security should increasingly be
defined in economic and social terms, and should give greater empha-
sis to such concerns as terrorism, drugs, or “environmental security.”
As one participant put it, the Western alliance should address itself
not only to what is potentially a threat but also to what is being
threatened—a political/economic system, a way of life, etc.
Sometimes, the threat may meet both the new geographical and defi-
nitional criteria, such anti-Western Islamic fundamentalism in Iran
manifesting itself in terrorist acts against Western insititutions.

CHALLENGES FACING NATO IN THE NEW EUROPE

In conjunction with a changing threat scenario, it was apparent
from the conference discussion that NATO will face several new polit-
ical challenges in the next decade as it grapples with a radically
evolving security environment in Europe:

The need to recognize and take into account “legitimate Soviet secu-
rity interests” in Europe: Most conference participants appeared to
agree that it is the West’s responsibility—and furthermore, in the
West’s own best interests—to recognize that the Soviet Union still
has “legitimate security interests” in Europe, particularly Eastern
Europe. Rather than taking advantage of current Soviet weaknesses
to isolate the USSR from the rest of Europe, it would behoove the
Western alliance to take these concerns into account to a degree when
it comes to constructing a new European security environment.
These include assurances that Eastern Europe will not become an



outpost for hostile or threatening actions against the Soviet Union;
more than one participant argued for an Austrian or Finnish-style so-
lution for a nonaligned Eastern Europe, providing certain overt guar-
antees for Soviet security. In addition, the West should not attempt
to foment strife within the Soviet Union (such as encouraging Baltic
separatism), which could only exacerbate an already precarious do-
mestic situation. If anything, given the enormous residual military
capability that the Soviet Union still possesses, it would not be in
anyone’s best interests to have a “wounded bear” on the periphery of
Europe. Many participants also believed that since Gorbachev is
probably the best chance for a reformed and nonaggressive USSR, the
West should actively support him and help strengthen his position at
home.

Naturally, there were some dissenting opinions. Some participants
were reluctant to grant the Soviets too many favors. What consti-
tutes, they asked, a “legitimate” Soviet security interest? The Soviets
certainly have no “legitimacy” for their military presence in Eastern
Europe. In addition, the USSR has more than enough conventional
and nuclear forces with which to defend itself. This group did not ap-
pear to want to totally isolate the Soviet Union, but they opposed con-
ceding to the Soviets influence in Eastern Europe that they believed
was not warranted.

The need to arrive at a security solution for Eastern Europe: It was
generally agreed at the conference that the Warsaw Pact is all but
dead. At the same time, the West cannot afford to let Eastern Europe
become some kind of “loose cannon” that could in the future under-
mine Western security. Some kind of formula guaranteeing the
sovereignty and independence of the East European states, with a
secondary goal of aiding these countries in becoming mature parlia-
mentary democracies with functioning market economies, would have
to be found. Several possible solutions were discussed, including: (1)
extending NATO security guarantees to Eastern Europe; (2) a pan-
European security guarantee, most likely via the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) process; (3) Eastern
Europe’s strict neutrality and nonalignment; or (4) a more
“Finlandized” type of neutrality, whereby the East European states
make overt security concessions to the Soviets while receiving implicit
security guarantees from the West.

Although none of these solutions appeared to command a majority
at the conference, participants were in general agreement that the
West must take an active role in fashioning a new security structure
in Europe that will take into account the problems posed by a newly
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liberated and developing (politically and economically) Eastern
Europe. Utilizing the CSCE process was raised several times, as it is
the only currently existing forum for bringing together all of Europe
plus the United States and Canada to discuss European security mat-
ters. In particular, CSCE could provide the framework for imple-
menting and regulating an overall European security system that
would include the (most likely neutral or nonaligned) East European
states. It would also avoid the West having to make overt security
guarantees to Eastern Europe, which could create the potential for
confrontation with the Soviets. Before CSCE could take on such a
role, however, it would have to be turned into a more permament and
structured institution, with its own headquarters and secretariat
(both of which it currently lacks).

The need to arrive at a formula for the unification of Germany:
Although this problem has since largely been cleared up to the satis-
faction of both the Soviet Union and the West, the conference spent a
good deal of time debating the future military and security alignment
of a unified Germany and the difficulties this was causing for
Western-Soviet relations at the time. Both the West and the Federal
Republic insisted that any united Germany must belong totally in
NATO and that stationed forces not desired by the new Germany (i.e.,
Soviet troops in the GDR) must eventually leave. The Soviets, how-
ever, just as adamantly opposed these demands, calling instead for a
neutral unified Germany or, incredibly, a Germany that was a mem-
ber of both military alliances. This impasse was at the time blocking
progress in many other Western-Soviet negotiations, such as the con-
ventional arms talks or the summoning of a CSCE summit in Fall
1990. The conference recognized that much of the future course of
European security would turn on the success in coming to a swift and
satisfactory solution to the new “German question.”

The potential for a breakdown in the security consensus within the
Western alliance: Finally, NATO faces an internal challenge as well,
arising from the need to respond politically and militarily to recent
developments in Europe. Even though the question of a unified
Germany’s place in the alliance appears to have since been settled,
the conference also recognized that the process of unification and
other changes in the East promises to have dramatic implications for
both NATO doctrine and the alliance’s fundamental reasons for being.
In fact, NATO is currently undergoing a massive reevaluation of its
goals, purpose, and strategy. This in itself offers a tremendous chal-
lenge to the future unity and cohesion of the alliance. For example, if
flexible response/forward defense doctrine is now obsolete, what will
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replace it, and will this new doctrine be acceptable to all members?
What will be the future role of nuclear forces in Europe, and will
these weapons be a source of even greater disharmony within the al-
liance? Finally, as the security concerns of individual NATO mem-
bers—particularly those of the United States—become more diffused
and regionalized, how might this affect Western security policy and
the current consensus?

In this context, German security interests and the future role of
Germany in the alliance will factor heavily. For example, will there
still be stationed forces in Germany, and if so, how might they be re-
structured so as to be relevant to a dramatically changed threat? The
Federal Republic has already said that it wants all nuclear systems
removed from its territory; how might that affect allied forces in
Germany, especially U.S. forces that currently rely heavily on tactical
nuclear weapons? Until quite recently, the Germans were loath to
press “national security interests,” as they were reluctant to appear
as anything other than loyal partners in the Western alliance. For
the past few years, however, they have begun to assert German inter-
ests when it comes to how alliance NATO policies and actions affect
their security.

For a variety of reasons, therefore, many participants viewed the
“rosy scenario” itself as a potential risk to the continued vibrancy of
NATO, in that it could lead to the “self-generated dissolution” of the
Atlantic alliance. At the same time, most strongly believed that there
would remain a strong requirement for a united Western military re-
sponse in the emerging new European security system.



IV. NATO’S ROLE IN THE EVOLVING EUROPEAN
SECURITY SYSTEM

As already stated, the conference was in general agreement that
we are entering a transitional phase in the overall European security
system. This period could last anywhere from a few years to the end
of the decade. The likely characteristics of such an evolving security
environment, as it came out in conference discussion and debate,
would be as follows:

* The Soviet Union would politically and militarily be in a
much weaker and more isolated state than it has been for
most of the postwar period, although it would continue to
constitute at least a residual, potential threat to the West and
command a good deal of influence within the European secu-
rity framework.

* Eastern Europe would during this period become truly
sovereign and the Warsaw Pact would all but cease to func-
tion as a military alliance. All Soviet troops would likely be
removed from Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and eventu-
ally the former GDR, moving Soviet forces hundreds of miles
farther east and costing the Soviets valuable forward bases.

* The Western military alliance would remain intact and fully
functioning, although current NATO forward defense/flexible
response doctrine would almost certainly have to change.
Some U.S. ground and air forces would remain in Western
Europe, particularly Germany. Some theater nuclear forces
would also remain, albeit at a much lower level than today. A
unified Germany would be part of NATO, although the mili-
tary status of the former GDR (totally demilitarized? German
forces only on GDR soil?) was at the time of the conference as
yet undetermined. Finally, the future security concerns of a
unified Germany, even one within NATO, should have a
tremendous impact upon NATO defense doctrine, particularly
forward defense/flexible response.

* CSCE should become a much more important player in over-
all European security relations, since it is the only currently
existing structure for discussing and dispensing with
European security issues and for involving in these negotia-

12
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tions not only all the European nations but also North
America. CSCE would be particularly critical in arriving at
security formulas for the newly liberated East European
countries and perhaps even for a unified Germany. In addi-
tion, various West European institutions and initiatives
should offer increasing “competition” to NATO in the realm of
security policy, particularly as economics becomes more criti-
cal in helping to shape foreign and defense policies. These
competitors include the European Community, the West
European Union, bilateral political/military arrangements,
and other initiatives aimed at the greater integration of non-
communist Europe, including Eastern Europe. The main con-
cern expressed at the conference was that these developments
could undermine NATO’s role as the West’s principal military
alliance.

* TFinally, the overall Western security environment should be-
come more global and “holistic’ in nature. In particular,
European security concerns should become more closely inte-
grated with Western security outlooks and activities in the
Middle East and the Pacific.

In light of such a European security structure, the conference was
in general agreement that NATO still has several important roles to
play:

As a “stabilizing presence” in Europe: The preservation of NATO as
a cohesive military alliance was perceived by most participants to still
be the West’s best “insurance policy” in the event of the reemergence
of a Soviet military threat and to offer an implicit military
counterbalance to Soviet influence in Eastern Europe, especially dur-
ing a transitional period when the potential for Soviet reversal or a
threat to the West arising out of instability in Eastern Europe was
still quite high. Therefore, a majority of the conference appeared to
support the notion that NATO’s present structure and defense doc-
trine should remain largely intact until the current evolution in
European security has been fully implemented. Most participants re-
garded CSCE as a possible adjunct to but definitely not a substitute
for NATO; they expressed little confidence in the idea of “collective
security,” particularly during this precarious transition phase.

As a means to preserve a U.S. presence in Europe: Most partici-
pants also believed that both the United States and Western Europe
still have a mutual interest in preserving a U.S. military presence in
Europe. For one thing, Western Europe still regards U.S. armed
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forces—and particularly extended deterrence via U.S. strategic nu-
clear forces—as indispensable counterweights to Soviet conventional
and nuclear military might. For another, the United States has a va-
riety of interests in Europe, security and otherwise. In both cases,
NATO was seen as the best tool for maintaining this transatlantic
link, as opposed to, say, CSCE. At the same time, it was widely ad-
mitted that this U.S.-European link would be tested by a growing
urge on the part of the Europeans to have greater say over Western
security policy, and by an increasingly “Eurocentric” view of security
matters.

As an institution for coordinating Western regional and out-of-area
defense efforts: As the threat of a Soviet attack along the central front
becomes more remote, the West could rely more upon NATO as an in-
place military structure with which to coordinate Western security
operations in other areas. Candidates for such duties include: (1) re-
gional defense efforts in the alliance’s northern and southern flanks;
(2) out-of-area operations, such as in the Middle East or Indian
Ocean; (3) Third World contingencies; (4) terrorism; and (5) drug in-
terdiction. In particular, NATO could serve as the primary mecha-
nism for coordinating security cooperation between the United States,
Europe, and Japan.

As an institution for coordinating Western policy on the political
aspects of European security: Many (although certainly not all) con-
ference participants believed that NATO must become more of a
“political,” as opposed to a military, alliance. This would entail using
NATO as a coordinating body for determining and implementing
Western policy on issues such as arms control, German unification,
the CSCE process, and the political and economic development of
Eastern Europe. Supporters of such an approach argued that, if it
were successful, it would mean much closer and more authoritative
Western cooperation on critical foreign and defense matters arising in
the evolving European security environment. Admittedly, there were
many at the conference who were reluctant to expand NATO’s man-
date, arguing that an alliance is definitionally a military entity and
implying that such an expansion would only add one more actor to an
already complex and complicated negotiating environment.



V. CONVENTIONAL AND NUCLEAR FORCE
NEEDS AND THE ROLE OF ARMS CONTROL

THE FUTURE OF ALLIANCE STRATEGY

Despite a general belief on the part of the conference that NATO
still fulfilled a necessary and dynamic purpose in Western defense,
most also agreed that alliance strategy would have to be fundamen-
tally reviewed and rewritten in response to recent developments in
Europe. As one participant put it, NATO must either adapt or perish.
A review of NATO strategy would also be politically reassuring to the
Soviets and help underpin reform-minded elements in the USSR. The
challenges in such a review were to find acceptable rationales for
maintaining a unified NATO defense that would also take into ac-
count the recent political-military changes in Europe, and to find
agreement on what role, if any, should be played by NATO nuclear
forces.

One suggestion put forth at the conference called for a shift on the
part of NATO toward a “dissuasion strategy” more suited to deterring
Soviet adventurism at the critical preconflict phase of a crisis situa-
tion and to preventing the Soviets from breaking out of arms control
and security treaties. Under this strategic concept, the alliance would
place greater emphasis on, and possess a greater variety of options
for, crisis management (in coordination with CSCE and bilateral su-
perpower actions), while still maintaining the capacity for deterrence
and actual military defense, up to and including the use of nuclear
weapons. One of the most important aspects of this new strategy
would be a peacetime “reconstitution posture” for many NATO con-
ventional forces. Besides in-place forces in Europe and the United
States, the alliance would also maintain reserve units, and the prepa-
rations for their mobilization, explicitly structured to meeting Soviet
activities and military buildups at the earliest stages of crisis situa-
tions. Although the conference did not wholeheartedly embrace this
or any other suggestion for a new NATO strategy, most participants
appeared to agree that in the future alliance forces would be at a
much lower level than they are today, that mobilizable reserves would
become increasingly more important to Western defense, and that nu-
clear weapons, particularly tactical nuclear forces, would play an al-
tered or diminished role in future NATO defense doctrine.

15
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CONVENTIONAL FORCES

In attempting to determine requirements for conventional forces,
and also the possible effect that arms control might have on these
needs, a general scenario for a hypothetical war in Central Europe
was laid out.! In such a scenario, the Soviets would (1) still have a
large if reduced force for an invasion of Western Europe—a force of
approximately 50-65 divisions; (2) have to transit Poland and
Czechoslovakia, either with or without their consent; and (3) have to
operate, initially at least, without the benefit of forward air and
ground bases. For its part, NATO would (1) need to protect a new
defensive boundary along the Oder-Neisse line—a much shorter fron-
tier to defend than the current inner-German border; (2) still have
some stationed forces in Germany, including U.S. troops; (3) conduct
a strong forward defense along the Oder-Neisse and a territorial de-
fense along the German-Czech border; and (4) have significantly en-
hanced warning time over today, allowing for lengthened reaction and
response time to a Soviet move.

Under such circumstances, the following priorities for the Western
alliance came out of various presentations and discussions:

* Germany should remain in NATO, retaining a strong
Bundeswehr,

* Stationed forces, particularly U.S., should remain in
Germany, and should be expected to aid in the defense of the
former GDR.

* Soviets troops, meanwhile, should be withdrawn from all of
Eastern Europe, including the former GDR. (Some partici-
pants, however, argued that this may be less likely than once
thought, and they argued that NATO may have to put up with
Soviet troops in the former GDR for some time.)

¢ The principle of “nonsingularization” must be maintained:
The burden for NATO’s defense must be shared among the
various allies; in particular, non-U.S. and non-German troops
must be stationed in Germany.

1t should be noted that many participants raised objections to this whole exercise,
arguing that the Soviet strategic objectives of such an invasion were unclear, if not
totally absent. The scenario’s defenders conceded that determining such objectives was
difficult but argued that for planning purposes, just as in the past, one needed to work
from the standpoint of a “virtual” threat—that is, the basic capacity to mount a
military action, aside from questions of likelihood.
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* NATO must retain a unified command structure, with an
American SACEUR. (Some participants proposed that future
NATO cohesion might be better served by a Euro-SACEUR,
but most felt that only an American could satisfy all the allies

~ that no single European country was becoming too preemi-
nent.)

* NATO should put greater emphasis on intra-alliance defense
cooperation, including joint training and multinational corps
sectors.

¢ Euro-NATO forces should be expected to take on a much
larger role in Europe’s defense, as U.S. forces are likely both
to shrink and to have more non-European priorities; in par-
ticular, France would be expected to cooperate more closely
with the rest of Europe’s NATO forces, up to, if not including,
reintegration in NATQ’s military command structure
‘(although most French participants disputed the likelihood of
this point).

Regarding U.S. forces in Europe:

¢ It was generally conceded that, because of conventional arms
control agreements, the level of these forces will be signifi-
cantly lower than they are today; however, the current figure
of 195,000 U.S. troops in the Central Zone will most likely
constitute a ceiling, rather than a floor.

¢ Although keeping a low peacetime profile, the United States
needs to keep significant assets in Europe, such as an in-place
response force, a command staff, and a robust, survivable
command, control, communications, and intelligence system.

* In-place forces should be capable of carrying out surveillance,
assessment, and targeting, long-range attack, and wide-area
antiarmor attack. They should also be penetrable, and
backed up by sufficient airlift capacity.

¢ The United States should develop a robust reinforcement ca-
pability to rapidly redeploy forces to Europe in the event of a
major conflict. At the same time, such reinforcement would
be aided by the factor of increased warning time.

Turning to conventional arms control, several participants asserted
that the West must begin to look past the Conventional Forces in
Europe (CFE) negotiations, even before any agreement is reached.
They argued that the CFE talks had been overtaken by events, and
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that, with the continuing collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the likely
pullout of Soviet troops from Eastern Europe, principles such as
symmetry and parity were at best irrevelant or at worst counterpro-
ductive (e.g., possibly providing the Soviets with legal means to main-
tain a certain force structure/level in Eastern Europe). Instead,
NATO should be looking at new arms control initiatives, such as uni-
lateral/reciprocal efforts, and confidence- and security-building mea-
sures.

As has already been noted, several participants commented on the
need for NATO to devise a reconstitution structure for its armed
forces. One U.S. participant, in fact, noted that the U.S. Department
of Defense was at the moment studying the efficacy and requirements
of just such a posture. This study premised that the United States
would soon be required, for reasons of either arms control, economic
pressures, or domestic public opinion, to greatly reduce its level of
forces in Europe from what it is today: A figure of two divisions in
one army corps—approximately 100,000 troops—was speculated
upon. In this regard, the U.S. armed forces would wish to maintain
the capability for returning troops to Europe in an emergency. This
would entail the development of special reconstitution forces,
equipped with heavy armor and outfitted with the necessary sea- and
airlift capacity, together with an in-place infrastructure in Europe
ready to receive them. Moreover, these forces should be configured
and organized to operate jointly with European troops, perhaps even
in multinational corps. This should be complemented by joint U.S.-
European training and military exercises.

NUCLEAR FORCES

A major point of debate centered around the future role of nuclear
weapons in the direct defense of Western Europe. The conference ap-
peared to agree that the basic objectives for NATO theater nuclear
forces (TNF) were largely unchanged: (1) Couple U.S. and West
European defense; (2) offset NATO-Soviet conventional disparities;
and (3) provide “existential deterrence.” Under CFE and in light of a
likely Soviet withdrawal from Eastern Europe, the second objective
would be less important, although some felt that the emphasis that
had been placed on it in the past had been overstated. In accordance
with these objectives, NATO TNF must be (1) survivable; (2) flexible;
(3) penetrable; (4) nonsingular; (5) militarily useful; and (6) politically
acceptable.
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This still left many issues unresolved, however. For example, how
much TNF was sufficient “to do the job?” What kind of TNF (e,
what would be its deployment mode and range)? Where would it be
stationed? Here, current developments in Europe and particularly
pressures for radical nuclear arms control were noted as wielding
tremendous influence over the future of NATO TNF:

* Support in Germany (and increasingly in the Low Countries)
for short-range nuclear forces (SNF) modernization has all
but evaporated, and long-term support for any TNF was today
open to question.

¢ The United Kingdom and France, meanwhile, should be ex-
pected to keep their national TNF.

* Regarding TNF modernization options, the United States will
probably find a tactical air-to-surface missile (TASM) more
palatable to the Europeans than any follow-on-to-Lance
(FOTL). Nevertheless, Germany appears to be increasingly
reluctant to accept any nuclear weapons on its territory.

¢ The United States is also likely to keep troops in Europe even
without accompanying nuclear forces (although at least one
U.S. participant vehemently disagreed with this statement).

As such, the following recommendations were made:

e NATO should keep some kind of alliance TNF in Europe.

e At the same time, the United States and NATO should agree
to a substantial reduction in theater nuclear force levels while
modernizing the residual forces with TASM. A radically re-
duced TNF was seen as sufficient for existential deterrence.

e On the other hand, NATO should not risk alliance unity for
the sake of TNF modernization.

Overall, however, the conference appeared to be in agreement that
it would be difficult to preserve NATO tactical nuclear forces in the
type of European political-military environment that was currently
unfolding. Most participants acknowledged that theater nuclear
forces—particularly SNF—would be of increasingly declining battle-
field utility, mainly because of problems stemming from limited de-
ployment options and the insufficient range of these weapons. Hence,
much of the rationale for, and credibility of TNF had already been
lost. Some at the conference, particularly the Germans, supported
the idea of a no-first-use pledge of sorts, contingent on Soviet with-
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drawal from Eastern Europe and continued “good behavior.” Others,
however, argued that NATO should not drastically alter its nuclear
policies, adding that NATO strategy should not be held hostage to
public opinion. Nevertheless, it was also apparent that Western
Europe, and especially Germany, would continue to want the U.S. nu-
clear guarantee, although this would likely come from strategic nu-
clear forces. All in all, the conference appeared to accept the fact that
some kind of modification of the alliance’s first-use policy was in
order, to something along the line of President Bush’s “last resort”
concept, which was adopted by NATO at the July 1990 summit of al-
liance heads of state.

It was also apparent that German interests would have to be paid
greater attention in any future alliance strategy review. In particu-
lar, any decisions regarding German territory—arms control, sta-
tioned forces, SNF, etc.—must take German sovereignty into account.
This, however, was bound to create at least a few problems for the fu-
ture of NATO strategy, given the growing German reluctance to per-
mit nuclear forces on their soil.



VI. CONCLUSIONS

In looking at the future of Western security policy over the near
term, the following overall observations could be drawn from this con-
ference.

Dramatically changing threat perceptions continue to be the major
factor affecting future NATO security policies. In particular, public
perceptions of the “threat” (or rather perceptions of the lack of such a
threat) will put tremendous pressures on alliance leaders as they at-
tempt to restructure NATO over the next decade. Some participants
were concerned that NATO may rely too much on the so-called “rosy
scenario,” and they argued that the potential for the Soviets to re-
verse course was still present. In fact, many saw even now the rise of
Soviet intransigence as perhaps the Soviet leadership was having
second thoughts and was attempting to stave off total defeat in
Europe. This was particularly evident in recent Soviet actions toward
the Baltic republics and in Soviet footdragging on conventional arms
control. Some participants argued that the Soviets may attempt to tie
German unification to arms control and Germany’s future security
orientation, and that Moscow may try to hold up a four-powers
agreement on Germany to extract greater concessions over the future
shape of Eastern Europe. At the very least, the present situation in
Eastern Europe and the USSR was uncertain and unpredictable, and
the West must be prepared, both politically and militarily, to deal
with this uncertain environment.

The conference was unanimous in arguing that there was still a
quite strong need for NATO. Although some participants urged that
the alliance take on a more political role, however that may eventu-
ally be defined, even these accepted that NATO’s role as a military
alliance must remain paramount and resolute. Furthermore, most
participants believed that any pan-European security structure, such
as within an expanded CSCE process, could only complement, and not
replace, the current NATO alliance.

Still, it was widely accepted that NATO was entering a transitional
period regarding the Soviet threat and the West’s reponse to that
changing threat. The difficulty here was that the future shape of
Europe is still highly uncertain (what will happen in the Soviet Union
and in Eastern Europe, how might NATO warning time be affected,
etc.). That the Western alliance must adapt to a radically changing
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security situation in Europe was not disputed; how it must adapt,
however—for example, how were roles and burdens within the al-
liance to be shared out, what was to be the future role of nuclear
forces in NATO security doctrine, what kind of defense strategy was
now appropriate, etc.—was the issue at hand, although the confer-
ence was unable to arrive at a consensus as to the best course. At the
same time, German unification would pose additional perplexing is-
sues for Western security concepts and future NATO strategy.

Several participants argued that forward defense/flexible response
doctrine would have to change radically in the face of a new European
security environment that these defense strategies and nuclear op-
tions increasingly outmoded. No consensus emerged from the confer-
ence, however, as to exactly how this doctrine would have to change
or what would take its place. For example, some participants called
upon NATO to adopt a “no-first-use” policy for its nuclear forces;
others, however, rejected this as undermining one of the West’s
strongest deterrence cards, demanding instead a more “activist strat-
egy” when it came to preserving nuclear weapons in Europe. Rather
than simply reacting to public pressures, they believed that NATO
should be more forceful in its arguments for both keeping and mod-
ernizing TNF.

The conference was in general agreement that the West must find
ways to enhance the political conditions making NATO more accept-
able. One recommendation was to increase the emphasis on multina-
tional operations within the alliance, for example, the expansion of
binational or multinational force structures (e.g., the Franco-German
brigade, or the ACE Mobile Force), increased joint procurement, and
greater interoperability among NATO forces.

Several at the conference also appeared to argue that many types
of arms control, both conventional and nuclear, were being overtaken
by other developments in Western security. SNF, for example, was
fast becoming a dead issue, and the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and
the likely withdrawal of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe was ren-
dering CFE talks largely irrevelant. Instead, the alliance should be
thinking about new types of arms control initiatives, such as unilat-
eral/reciprocal efforts or confidence- and security-building measures.
On the other hand, many others still supported the idea of embodying
these force structure developments in binding agreements.

What to do about the changing situation in Eastern Europe occu-
pied much of the conference’s attention. Some argued for a pan-
European security settlement, along the lines of the CSCE, to resolve
the question of a newly liberated Eastern Europe’s place on the conti-
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nent. Others raised the issue of possibly extending NATO’s security
umbrella over this region. Since Soviet invasion forces would have to
transgress Polish, Czech, and possibly even Hungarian territory to
reach the new forward edge of battle, they argued, would it not make
military sense and be politically incumbent upon the West for NATO
to place these countries under its protection? This suggestion was not
overwhelming well-received, as many believed it would expand
NATO’s responsibilities (should they even be so extended) beyond
what it might be able to fulfill.

Ultimately, it appeared that where one stood on NATO’s future
needs depended upon where one sat on the state of the Soviet threat.
Those who were more optimistic about the inevitably of the USSR’s
decline tended to believe that the West did not have to be so immedi-
ately concerned with the future role and structure of NATO. The
more pessimistic believed strongly that the West must begin now to
fashion a new structure and doctrine for the alliance to preserve a
strong hedge against any possible Soviet reversal.
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