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- A EUROPEAN STRATEGY FOR SECURITY "I could see where you could
: have the exchange of tacti-
cal wespons against troops
in the field without it bring
ing either one of the major
powers to pushing the button'

LIS President Ronald Reagan
: (International Herald Tribun
' _ 21 October 1981)

Can there be that much doubt about what is happening? Is
it not common sense that it is in the interest of both superpowers
‘that major wars, if they take place, are fought on the territory
of thid parties and - if possible - by these third parties them-
selves? Europeans are often so ethnocenteic that they think the
Cold War is limited to Europe., We easily forget this particular
confrontation of ideologies and material/security interests is e-
qually clearly articulated im Egst Asia. And that the superpowers
have already done it twice: Korea 1950-1953, Vietnam 1955-75.
In neither case did it come to strategic exchanges of ultimate
weapons between the supérpawars although threats were used by the
US side against the proxy on the other side. Of course they had
Fewsr qualms about doing this on Asian territory, with Asians blee
ing to deagth for reason:. only 5artly théir own. Of course, nobody
in his or her good senses will deny that it is in the interest of
any country to manceuver in such a way that the likelihood of nu-
clear war on their owm territory is minimizéd. But when close al-
lies ébe involved, of the same race and culture on either side, th

arguments become more complicated.

Thus, I think it is fair to say that Europeans both sides
felt considerably ketter when the basic strategy was MAD, mutual
assured destruction, Big Brother of Bolsho] Brat and vice versa.
'The.human'luss would. be greatly lamented, but there is = difference
between the bomb that hits _yourselF‘and the bomb that hits super-
power heartland, ah”oceaﬁ of tha vast Eastern plains away. Is it
really strangé ;iﬁ? the two superpowers also found this MAD? In
the almqst-théonceivabla Circumstance of a war against Norway and
Finland, wouid_not basttle on Swedish territory have certain advan-
tages, particularly if Sweden throdgh non-proliferation treaties ha
pledged herself not to develop the kind of arﬁs resarved for the

Big only?



What T aam Wmbay !Eé-/!j Aig comead concer with

::kpedlum range missiles (Sb20 C -Pershing II) in two ways,

First, the focus on IRBM is only a mid-way station., Land-based

IRBMs in evontinental Westerm Europe is certainly a way of "sharing
costs and risks" (Weinberger, Rogers). They can serve to attract

| some of the Soviet ICBMs (whiéh, it should berwmembered, can also

be used for the middle range.although the converse is not true) away
ffrom US targets. Knowing thié the Western European allies might
prefer to agree to a first strilke to hit Soviet missiles and to get
rid of these awesome targets, But there is a serious flaw: the
formula ia asymmetrie. The Soviet ﬁnion might decide both to hit
where the bomb ebmes from-and ihere the ultimate command comes from,
from the US heartland. Only if the bombs do not hit the Soviet
heartland, or the Soviet Union itself, could the war be kept ligpited
in the éense of keeping the area, the targets limited - to us, to

the 400 million Ewropéans. Apd this is where the less noticed hjldé
up of the tactical capacity enters the'pitcture, with arms stationed
with the allies on both sides, the small brethren. This formula
would be symmetric and thié%%ﬁ;ﬁ.Reagan was thinking of in his famous
and simply honrstly outspoken.- formulation, _.

My prediction; hence, would be that after much verbiage
on both sides the IRBMs might actually be withdrawn - meaning with-
drawal of the SS20s and non-deployment of the Cpuise-Pershing II
formula on European soil. One might then be back to the SS4-S5§

pitted against submarines with Poseidon/Trident missiles - one sub

160
sufficient to destrey aXx big and intermediate Bize cities in the

‘Soviet Upion, The question of whether they are under US or SACEUR
command will harldy impress the Russians very much. Obviously it is

in US gmterest to withdraw them from SACEUR command in order to

make the ground-lammched cruise missiles more credible, But the

asymmetry will still prevail - hence the building up (under cover of

the IRBM debate?) of the tactical arsemal, And this includes Pershin



Laﬁ@gydihe Buccaneer, F-104 and F-4 fighter-bombers and the very Cfa
important 155mm and 203 mm howitzers (because they can be fitted
with ERW, neutron grenades) on the US side and Sealehoard ss 12,
Scud B 88-1c¢, SS-21, Scid A SS-1b and Frog 7 missiles and 203 mm
howitzer amd 240 mm mortar on the USSR side -- all of this well dis-
persed among the allies and with more modest range (not beyond gééGS)
 Second, I assume the motivation for a policy of this kind
to be relatively symmetrieally distributed between the superpowers,
Noone knows better than they the damage the bombe will make. Noone
knows better than they how disimclined they are to sfop the arms
race aé both of them would want some edge over the other side (or
at least that the other side has no such edge) and both are incapaﬁle
of agreeing on what "rough parity" would meam, given the tremendous
agynmetries and thw rele of non;quantifiable variables in the whole
process, Both gee their owﬁ armamentt as modernization and legiti-
mate reaction to efforts by the other side to arrive at a first
strike capability. Both are prisoners of their own logie. What
would be more matural than a tacit superpower agreement to the effect
of diSplacing the theater of war, even if it is a puppet theater
with the superpowers both pullimg the strimgs and being spectators?
0f course they will vehemently demy this, They will overbid eaeh +
other in sayimg that no area-limited war is possible im trving to

assure their allies thmat the coufling is as firm as ever, Rgagan's

remakr was the major gaffe: it would have been interesting to have

attended the meeting he had with his advisors afterwards.

W&ll this transfer of the nuclear battlefield work? Only
insofar as the Europeans permit it. No doubt the US (and the USSR)

have a strong argument: the Europeans were egoistic in preferring
5 deterrence based om the mutual assured getruction of the super-
powers, with the Europeans living, even prospering, under this

(dubious) nuclear umbrel2a., The Europeans are equallij right that




the opposite position, a transfer to tactical exchange ¥n the FBuro-
pean (meanimg also non-USSR) theater would be utter superpower egoJE;
tism, of the type demonstrated in East Asia. Had the US strategic
missiles been stationed in areas as densely ponulated with well edu-
~ cated, politically conscious people as is the case for.the misgsiles
‘now to be emplaced in Western Europe the US would have had a péace‘

movement at least of the magnitude of the European one,

One possible outcome of this woul d be that the
transitien towards a limited European theater|is halted and that the
IRBM capacity is built up according to the plans. This would, of
course, lead.td an enormous pressure on the Russians to have somethin;
similaiﬂ It is quite clear what that would be: IRBMSB lTand-based
on Caribbeam or Central American soil - in other words a replay of
the Cgba scnario 1962, There are few things the US would be so send
sitive te, and few places where the US bs so vulnerable due to her
imperialistic policies, Hemce the Caribbean Rapid Deployment Force,
Possibly the Soviet Urion might give up such designs, In that case
they would continue their xﬁpkannmnnx production of ICBMs and IRBMs
tb'be]_aunched in all possible ways agaimst all possible targets,
That they should come to the conclusion after Cruise-Pershing II have
been emplaced that they have to back down is clear metaphysics, as
can also be seen from one simple.counter¥question. If the USSR is
now too stromg, why do the United States hot back down? Why do they
expect the USSR to do what they do nmot?

So the arms race continues with no delay, as a tactical
Europe-limited afms race (with Norway-Demmark included through the
prepositioning schemes), or as a strategis ICBM/IRBM race as befere,
Or both. Till there is that fincident, that gilitary confrontation
that trigeers off the whole thing.- According to Michael Wallace them
is a correlation of very close to 1 between being particiﬁants in an

arms race and being participants in a war after a military incident




--5-.

So,what{is there to be done? About thisrwﬁch can be
aaid, but let me‘focus on four answers deri;ed from asking a very
simple question: which countries in Europe are today the mest secure,
meaning the leasf insecure? My own tentative answer would be in

terms of fourclasses of countries:

(1) Most secure: Switzerland
(2) Second: Finland, Austria, Yugeslavia
(3) Tnird: Sweden, France, Greece, Romania

(4) Most insecure: the client states in the NATO and WTO svstems

Phis is not the placg to go inte amy details. but the leogic of the
argumeint, the diménsionéof reasoning, can be made explicit. There

are four such dimensions,

First, ihe degree of decoupling from the superpowers,

In a war what matters is the extent to which the country is a part
of a superpbwer Qesign, and membership in blocs in times of peace
does matter, No coumtry in the world today feels thmatened by
Switzerlamd or the countries inclass 2 above - hence they are not

- 1likely to be exﬁosed to any major threat or attack either, But this

is, them, coupled to:

Second, the extent to which the couhtry has a credible

nén—aggressive defense, and not an offensiVe military capacity.

There are three types here: gonventional military defense with
short range but high fire pewer, mdbile and dispersed in order to
be as invulnerable as possible and as unworthy of a nuclear attack
as possible; paramilitary defense (guerialla) and nonmilitary
defense. These fhree .are ¢ertain1y'combinable,with the first

being moreiimportant aé a fromt lime deﬁenag, the other two as in-
depth defense, Switzerlandand Yﬁgoslavia.hoth Ha:acome very Yar
in this direction: the client states mot at al%)dependilent, as they

are, on superpower strategies.




Third, the extent to which the country has made itself ‘

invulnerable, by being reasonably self-r@iant in essen‘tials (food
energy, health, defense), not being too centralized, having some
reservoir of imtermediate tehcnology to fall back upon, hot beiﬁg
too easily fragmented by class and VHRES conflicts, Again Switzer~
land is a good case, systematically workimg (see its 1972 defeﬁse
plan) alomg such lines. So does Yugoslavia. The client states
have plans but 1'ittle action, hence are bad providers of security

for their own citizens, and should be exposed as such.

Fénrth, the extent to_which the country is mwxefw¥ more
%&8LGY slive than dead - something Switzerland does through its

baking services, the Red Cross, thr comferemce sites (all of
Switzerland is a siteof that Hnd), and so on. Most coumtries in
Europe have something in that direction, but se oftem overshadowed

by the aggressive defense policy they have been engaging in.

I would say that although mo policy today is without
risk it would be considerably less riskyfor a country to follow
these four leads than to be a party to superpower strategy, even
with the ever increasing probabiluty of becomimng the theater of war,
For this toh appen the country does not even have to 71eave NATO:

it could do like France and Greece, 1eaf?ythe military integration ﬁ

(Romania is very similar to this on the other side), contimming in
the pelitical alliance. It could also try to change the military
Btrategy. 1t could develop its defemse defense, bﬁdilging down the
af fensive components - a look at the efemse budget of Switzerland
will show that the expemses per capita are quite lew relative to
manmy NATO countries., It could become less ¥Ulnerable economically
and structurally - something it probably has to do anyhow, And it

could engage more actiﬂnly in peace policies.

Is this not worthaa major Buropean war nre?entign eonfer-

ence? And then with the superpowers as observers, nofga co-presi-
3o - ¢:\bﬁ¥h:n to what 1£€%Pans mi eht have‘tg say



