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Foreword

Lluis Maria de Puig
President of the Assembly
WEU

Willem van Eekelen is the only person to have participated in a three-
fold capacity in the activities of WEU. As a parliamentarian, he was a
member of the Assembly to which he presented a report in 1982 entitled
"European-United States Cooperation for International Peace and Joint
Security”, in which he advanced his views on organising peace in a world
which at the time seemed doomed for many years to come to be divided
into two blocs. As Defence Minister of his country, he was a member of the
Council of WEU. Finally, he chaired the Permanent Council as Secretary-
General of the organisation from 1989 to 1994 and was in charge of the
Secretariat of WEU during these five-and-a-half years of WEU's reactivation
behind which he was the driving force. In military terms, this was the period
in which WEU conducted its first more or less autonomous operations. In
political terms, it was the time when the organisation strived to define its
role within Europe, which was being built around the European Community,
and within the Atlantic Alliance. This was also the period in which the ranks
of what was a nine-, later ten-member defence organisation were swelled
by seventeen associate and observer countries, nine of them former
members of the Warsaw Pact and four of them neutral states, in an effort to
extend the security long enjoyed by the western part of Europe to the whole
of the continent. Thus Willem van Eekelen had unique experience to draw
upon when writing this book.

1998 is the year chosen by governments to commemorate the 50th
anniversary of the organisation, although it was not in fact created by the
Brussels Treaty of 1948 but by the Paris Agreements which modified it in
1954. This questionable 50th anniversary is nonetheless an excellent
opportunity to review the prospects that have opened up for WEU in the
aftermath of the Treaty of Amsterdam, which has shown that the European
Union is not yet ready to frame a common security and defence policy, and
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of the NATO summit in Madrid, which in principle paved the way for the
creation of a European security and defence identity within the framework
of the Atlantic Alliance.

These two decisions mark the way forward for WEU. Its integration in
the European Union has been postponed for an indefinite period, but its
cooperation on the CFSP has become more necessary than ever, if Europe
is to make its voice heard, particularly within NATO. WEU'’s dependence
on NATO which, essentially because of the United States’ contribution, is
the only body capable of providing it with the necessary assets for any
major peacekeeping or peacemaking operation, makes it all the more
necessary for its members to pool their efforts to develop the instruments
that are vital for a genuine European security and defence policy. Their
Declaration of 22 July 1997 testifies to their determination to do so,
although the pace of their efforts in this respect is regrettably slow.

One of the main merits of Willem van Eekelen’s book is to give the full
measure of the distance that remains to be travelled on the road towards this
objective. While diplomacy sometimes enables countries of diverging views
to reach agreement on a declaration of principles, it is an arduous task
indeed to convince them to translate such principles into concrete action.

Often there is a temptation to reproach an organisation or its staff for
the slow pace of progress. Willem van Eekelen’s work admirably portrays
the difficult task confronting the Secretary-General of an institution that is
bound by its status of intergovernmental body to take all decisions by
consensus. The Assembly always appreciated the Secretary-General’s skill
in performing this task and in obtaining, in the interests of WEU, as much
as possible from member states. The Assembly’s sometimes severe criticism
of the Council was never directed at the Secretary-General in person.
Indeed, it was always keenly aware of the determination with which he set
about tackling all his responsibilities, not least that of providing parliamen-
tarians with as much information as possible on the Council’s activities. |
personally was able to appreciate the pains he took to reply to their
enquiries. _

The reader of this book should not misunderstand the reasons for the
constant tension in the relations between these two bodies of WEU. The
Assembly’s criticisms and suggestions are not governed by individual
interests, but rather by the fact that the Modified Brussels Treaty which
created the organisation made the Assembly the guardian of that treaty law,
vis-a-vis a Council led by European enlargement to put the interests of the
moment before compliance with the founding Treaty. When the Assembly
draws attention to such issues as the Treaty’s term, the inadequate
guarantees for participation by a large number of countries in WEU's
activities or the outdated nature of a given protocol, it is in no way calling
into question the goals pursued by the Council, but rather asserting that they
must be pursued in compliance with the law laid down by the founding
Treaty. The Assembly, only too aware of the limits of its powers, can only
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abide by the principle that a government is bound by the international
agreements ratified by the national parliament from which it draws its
members. It does not seek to erect these 50-year old texts as barriers to the
ongoing development of Europe. Rather, it seeks to recall, not without
justification, that there can be no true progress for Europe unless such
progress is firmly anchored in law.

If the Assembly was able to render the organisation the services
acknowledged by the former Secretary-General, by urging governments to
take what often proved to be successful initiatives, it owes this to the
independence it has always maintained with respect to those governments
and even on occasion to the casual attitude it has shown to their representa-
tives, as well as to the rigorous approach with which its members, in
particular its rapporteurs, have tackled the subjects entrusted to them. A
parliamentary Assembly content merely to echo the views of the Council,
as indeed the Council has sometimes suggested it should do, would betray
its goals and soon lose its authority.

For an international organisation composed of member countries with
a long-standing democratic tradition, the tension between the Assembly and
Council is only natural. Indeed, in the case of WEU it seems even to have
been beneficial both to the organisation and to Europe. Such tension always
arises in policy areas in which the Assembly considers that it has not only
a right but also a duty to convey constructive criticism rather than facile
approval to the Council.

Willem van Eekelen provides a lively and precise account of the period
of his direct involvement in WEU activities, not only making an important
contribution to historical research but also shedding valuable light on the
issues confronting us today and in the future and on the ways to tackle
them. Indeed, in spite of the changes in Europe, the issues and the solutions
available to WEU for dealing with them remain very much the same. This
is clear from the difficulties encountered by the Fifteen in Amsterdam, which
show that problems for which no solution can be found in WEU are even
more difficult to solve in a European Union framework.

The major feature of this book is clearly the detailed desc_riptEon of the
WEU Secretary-General's relations with the representatives of the member
countries. Few secretaries-general have shown such ability to blend their
personal views with such concern for an accurate account of the facts.
Willem van Eekelen performs a remarkable analysis of the strengths and
weaknesses of member states’ foreign policy and provides us with particular-
ly valuable insight into the sometimes thankless, _ but immeasurably
important task of a Secretary-General armed with an impeccable code of
ethics, considerable political experience and great strength of character and
of purpose. _

The public at large, and the Assembly in particular, therefore have
much to learn from a careful study of this book, and | consider it a privilege

to have been asked to write the foreword.



Preface

For fifty years, the debate on European security has been dominated by
the question of how the US could be kept involved in collective defence
and what the Europeans should do themselves. When | was a member of
the Netherlands delegation to NATO in the late 1960s and made respon-
sible for nuclear planning, Ambassador Boon gave me Le Grand Débat by
Raymond Aron to read. That was a debate about extended deterrence and
the reliability of the American nuclear guarantee. After the end of the Cold
War, collective defence no longer presented the overriding priority in
national and transatlantic policies and the debate shifted towards the
maintenance and restoration of peace and security outside our territory. Yet,
again it was a question of who would do what in a fair sharing of responsi-
bilities and force contributions.

This book traces the history of the debate since 1948 when the
Brussels Treaty was concluded as a demonstration of European willingness
to work together. Without it, domestic support in the US for the continu-
ation of the Marshall Plan would have been more difficult. In 1949, NATO
was created, associating the US directly with the defence of Europe, albeit
in a less binding form than the Brussels Treaty. In 1954, after the failure of
the European Defence Community, that treaty was modified to include
Germany and [taly and to make German rearmament possible. Under the
new name of Western European Union, Britain undertook the commitment
of keeping four divisions and a tactical air force on the Rhine. That
modification was the first time the Brussels Treaty was used as a reserve
organisation, able to do things that nobody else was capable of undertaking.
Other instances were to follow: WEU was a go-between for the European
Community and the UK before the French veto on membership was lifted;
it became a forum of politico-military cooperation in the 1980s when the
European Political Cooperation had to content itself with the political and
economic aspects of security; it organised European contributions during
two Gulf crises when NATO was not able to move out-of-area; and finally
it became a triple actor in the Yugoslav crisis - in the Adriatic, on the
Danube and in Mostar.

Debating European Security sketches the arguments advanced after the
fall of the Berlin Wall made all of us reassess the body of conventional
wisdom amassed in the post-war period. My term-of-office as Secretary-
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General started on 15 May 1989, a few months before the upheaval
commenced. | was privileged to chair many brainstorming discussions and

to help evolve a consensus on the role and place of WEU, which culmi-

nated in the Maastricht Treaty of 1991 and was not substantially altered in
Amsterdam in 1997. My book is partly a memoir of that period, with some
very personal experiences of its ups and downs, telling what | tried to
accomplish, where | succeeded and - more often - where | failed. The story
also tells how national positions changed in the course of our meetings. |
was the last person to demand rigid adherence to previously held positions -
one of my ambassadors had rejected consistency as "the bugaboo of small
minds" - but | often was reminded of the Romanian negotiator in CSCE,
saying "il faut vouloir les conséquences de ce qu’on veut" ("you also have
to want the consequences of your objectives").

The other part of the book is the history, not only of WEU, but of the
complex interrelationship between NATO, the European Union, WEU,
OSCE and the United Nations. Their relations have been heavily influenced
by the emergence of new instabilities after the period of Cold War
polarisation. They are also affected by the quickening pace of enlargement
of NATO and EU, which makes the objective of "security through participa-
tion" a reality. For the EU the extension of solidarity eastward will be its
major contribution to stability and thereby to security. In this respect, |
regard the differentiated membership of WEU - with full members,
observers, associate members and associate partners - a major success. Some
have criticised it as becoming unwieldy, but I believe it to be appropriate
to the needs of our time. The problem of many ministers coming to attend
relatively short meetings is real, but common to all expanding organisations.
It calls for different procedures, but cannot be used as an argument against
an inclusive approach. Only in this way would WEU be able to act as both
the politico-military component of the EU and the European pillar of NATO

and also anticipate their respective enlargements.
Even in a no-threat environment, collective defence should not be

dismissed, certainly not as the eastern borders of the European Union are
touching Russia, but hopefully the implementation of collective defence will
remain a transatlantic interest. A complete actor as the EU aims to be,
cannot forego the defence dimension, but it makes sense to shape it through
contributing to NATO. A major theme of this book argues that Europe - for
the time being through WEU - should organise its inputs into Alliance
consultations. As long as these remain absent, neither the European security
and defence identity (ESDI), nor the reforms of the Alliance will move
beyond the level of gimmicks and symbolism.

The publication of this book coincides with the 50th anniversary of
WEU on 17 March 1998. The narrative is up-to-date and includes the Treaty
of Amsterdam and the enlargements decisions of NATO and EU. An
alternative title could have been From Brussels To Amsterdam, but | rejected
it because | did not want to give the impression of being in the travel-book
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business. In general, my journey follows a chronological sequence in order
to take account of the interaction between the different organisations, but
several subjects are discussed thematically. Separate chapters or sections are
devoted to the actions in the Gulf, space activities, the Yugoslav crisis, the
genocide in Rwanda and the chaos in Albania. This applies also to defence
equipment cooperation, a stark example of the "either too late or not yet
ripe" syndrome,

I am grateful to all those who helped me raise the profile of WEU. In
the first place to the small team at the Secretariat for their loyal support. In
a remarkably short time, we managed to create a WEU Institute of Security
Studies of high intellectual standing in Paris, a competent Satellite Centre in
Torrejon and a dedicated Planning Cell in our Brussels headquarters. | have
greatly enjoyed working with them. The same applies to the WEU Assembly
in Paris. | have tried to improve the relations between the WEU Council and
the Assembly. | did not always agree with the views expressed in the
Assembly, but having been a member myself in 1981-82, | have always
appreciated its role as the only parliamentary body mandated by a treaty to
debate issues of defence and security, and doing so on the basis of reports
of high quality. I am grateful to the successive presidents Charles Goerens,
Robert Pontillon (who died in office), Hartmut Soell and Sir Dudley Smith
for their understanding and support. | knew the incumbent President, Lluis
Maria de Puig, as a dynamic president of the Political Committee of the
Assembly and greatly appreciated his willingness to write a foreword to this
book.

Among the persons who have assisted me in writing this book | want
to thank John Roper, former director of the WEU Institute of Security
Studies, for commenting on an earlier version of the book, Nigel Shaw from
the WEU Linguists division, for correcting the manuscript, Anne Harrington
of CEPS for getting the book ready for the printer, and my part-time assistant
Hans van der Lee, for additional research and typesetting the text.

Willem van Eekelen
February 1998

Vi

Chapter One
The Early Years

After the end of the Second World War, the process of European recon-
struction had a very difficult start. German industry had been destroyed but
the victorious Allies fared little better. Feeding undernourished populations
received first priority, but even a country like Britain, which had not
experienced occupation and famine, still maintained food rationing in 1953.
On the political side, the picture was almost equally bleak. The spirit of
national cohesion against a common enemy rapidly faltered, old dividing
lines reappeared and there was a real FIanger that the economic malaise
would breed political discontent. Left-wing movements were gaining
ground, especially in France and Italy, benefiting from the impressive role
of the Soviet Union in defeating Germany, which softened the unattractive
authoritarian features of the regime in Moscow. In those days the threat to
Western democracy did not come from the outside, but from internal
developments.

US Secretary of State George Marshall had the extraordinary perspica-
city to assess correctly the nature of the problem, but also to propose a
remedy which in scope and generosity has never been eq ualled. Of course,
a free and democratic Europe also constituted an American interest, but the
extent to which the United States was prepared to transfer resources to
achieve its objectives was unprecedented. Its methods, too, \x_fere.most
original: American goods were made available anld the proceed:»; of their sale
in local currency could be spent on reconstruction, thus serving a doub_le
purpose. Secondly, the Europeans themselvgs had to play a major rple in
dividing the aid and monitoring progress, which led to the Organisation for
European Economic Cooperation, the present OECD. | |

Marshall launched his plan in an address at Harvard University on 5
June 1947. To him it was also a last attemptto counltera perm‘anel.*ut di\fislion
of Europe. The Central European countries wgrg included in hls'orlg!nal
design, but Moscow would not allow them to join. East-West relahcn.‘us Ijuad
deteriorated constantly since the end of the Second World War, bringing
Winston Churchill - then in opposition - to coin the phrase "lron Curtain"
in his speech at Fulton on 5 March 1946. On that occasiog, he hqd
appealed to the English-speaking peoples to erect a dam against Soviet
ambitions. A year later, in April 1947, the failure of the Moscow conf?rence
to reach a peace treaty with Germany made the rupture among the former
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Allies virtually irreversible. The universalist approach, founded on the
United Nations to maintain peace and security, would give way to regional
arrangements for collective defence.

Marshall operated with an extraordinary team. They were all brilliant.
Dean Acheson as his deputy and later successor when Marshall moved to
the Pentagon. Robert Lovett for political affairs, George Kennan at the
planning staff and Charles Bohlen as the principal advisor on Soviet affairs.
Marshall’s address' was soft-spoken without rhetoric, but had an immediate
impactin Europe, where Foreign Secretary Bevin was galvanised into action.
Together with Bidault, his French colleague, he organised a meeting with
Molotov in Paris, and after the negative Soviet reaction issued invitations to
22 countries, omitting Spain, but including Turkey. Washington left as much
as possible of the preparation to the Europeans, because it was facing an
uphill struggle to persuade Congress of the necessity to make a $17 billion
commitment over four years. A first hurdle was passed in December 1947,
when Congress approved $522 million to cover pressing needs in Italy,
France and Austria until the end of March of the following year. President
Truman started to refer to the project as the Marshall Plan, realising that in
an election year with a Republican majority in Congress a plan carrying his
own name would stand little chance. Marshall managed to establish a bi-
partisan approach with Senator Vandenberg from Michigan, who was
abandoning his former isolationist attitudes.

The US did not participate in the preparatory meetings in Paris, but
was, of course, continually informed. The only points they wanted to
impress, particularly on a reluctant France, was that Germany should be
included in the recovery programme and that the Europeans listed projects
that were likely to obtain Congressional support. Bevin, for his part, pointed
out to Marshall that Western European countries needed reassurance on
defence as well, if they were to have the confidence needed to make full
use of American aid. The two agreed in November 1947 that Bevin would
build up all he could in terms of Western European cooperation and then
turn to Washington to show that this was not enough, but nevertheless a
good basis for US commitments. That would be the only chance to
convince a sceptical Congress that the traditional policy of avoiding alliance
obligations in peacetime should be changed. Signs of European willingness
to work together also were essential to obtain approval of the recovery
programme.

In a speech to the House of Commons on 22 January 1948, Bevin said
that the power politics of the Soviet Union required the progressive
development of a "Western Union". As a first step, he argued that France
and the UK, which in 1947 had already signed the Dunkirk Treaty between
them, should conclude bilateral treaties with the Benelux countries as well,
which later on could be extended to Italy. The Benelux governments, which
while in exile in London in 1943 had drafted their economic union, took
up the suggestion immediately and prepared a joint position which would

".\
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have great impact on the Anglo-French proposals and gave them a new

direction. In the first place, they wanted an organisational framework instead

of bilateral treaties. Secondly, at the initiative of Spaak, the economic

dimension should be included, and finally the anti-German bias of the
Dunkirk Treaty should be turned into an alliance erga omnes, particularly
against Soviet expansionism. In his memoirs, Spaak recalls how Bevin - after
making his courageous speech in the House of Commons, calling for the
consolidation of Western Europe against the Soviet threat - almost shied
away from the consequences.” During the negotiations he stated that
nothing should be done to disquiet the USSR and therefore a reference to
a possible German danger would be indispensable. His French colleague,
Bidault, also had his moments of hesitation and feared a military response
by Stalin to the European initiative. At first, France and the UK were not
pleased with the Benelux reaction, but the communist coup in Prague of 22
February gave them the opportunity to embrace a multilateral framework
without any loss of face. The US had greeted the Benelux proposals with
enthusiasm. Negotiations started on 4 March 1948 in Brussels. The Benelux
countries were united in a single delegation, sometimes referred to as
“Spaakistan”, prompted by the newly independent state of Pakistan. Their
proposals were accepted by Britain and France, but the name "Western
European Union" was rejected. Equally, the two larger countries wanted to
maintain the mention of Germany as a possible threat. Conversely, the
Benelux obtained restriction of military assistance to aggression against the
territory of the member states in Europe; in the light of later developments
it is interesting to note that they used the Falklands as an example of a
conflict they would not want to be involved in.

The new treaty, signed on 17 March 1948, was short in length - only
ten articles - but was wide in scope, covering political, economic and
security issues. Its Article 1V, later to become Article V, stated the principle
that an attack on one would constitute an attack on all and contained an
automatic military assistance clause. The treaty had a certain anti-German
bias, but the collective defence article had general application.” Washington
was happy with the outcome. Only two weeks later, Marshall started
discussions with Senators Vandenberg and Connally about ways to
contribute to European security. Originally, Bevin had thought of extending
the Brussels Treaty to the US, but by March advocated a regional Atlantic
Approaches pact of mutual assistance under Article 51 of the United
Nations Charter.” Tripartite meetings were held in Washington which
included Canada.

At the outset, it was far from certain that a North Atlantic security
system would emerge. Canada thought of including the Commonwealth
members and Dean Rusk’s Office of United Nations Affairs was in favour
of a treaty with selected countries, but not necessarily on a regional basis.
It seems that US officials originally favoured accession to the Brussels Treaty,
but that Lester Pearson strongly objected: he saw no more reason for
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Canada to do so than for Brazil or Australia. Having dropped the possibility,
the US participants wondered whether a presidential declaration of support
for Western European security under Article 51 of the UN Charter would
not be sufficient, probably supported by a Senate resolution. Lovett, Bohlen
and Kennan were not in favour of a treaty, partly because they doubted
ratification by the Senate, partly because it would unnecessarily offend the
Soviet Union. However, the argument against a unilateral US statement was
the need for reciprocity in security commitments.” On 11 June 1948, the
Vandenberg Resolution was passed in the Senate, allowing the US to pursue
the progressive development of regional and other collective arrangements
for individual and collective self-defence, but also defining the limits of
American commitments:

The association of the US with such arrangements as are based on
continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid and as affect its
national security.

In line with previous policy, going back to the Monroe Doctrine, it
would not be acceptable to engage in automatic commitments to participate
in foreign wars. In any case, the Senate wanted to preserve the right to
declare war, which made it impossible to repeat the commitment of the
Brussels Treaty in a transatlantic context. On 6 July, the US started
negotiations with the ambassadors of the Brussels Five plus Canada, which
received considerable momentum from the Soviet blockade of Berlin. Traffic
over land between the West and Berlin had been partially interrupted since
1 April and became completely impossible by the end of June. The
discussions produced a positive report in early September, but the
subsequent negotiations dragged on, particularly because the French
ambassador raised many points which were regarded as less than helpful by
his colleagues.” When the draft treaty was nearly completed, Denmark,
Iceland, Italy and Norway were invited on 16 March 1949 to accede to the
treaty. They accepted and the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty took place
in Washington on 4 April 1949. The NATO version of Article V contained
an element of discretion in agreeing, in case of armed attack, to take
forthwith "such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed
force". That was a disappointment for the negotiators, because it was not
only weaker than the Brussels Treaty but also less than the Rio Treaty on
Inter-American Mutual Assistance of 25 September 1947, in which each of
the American states undertook "to assist in meeting the attack" in the
exercise of the right of self-defence; there a decision whether an armed
attack had occurred was made by a two-thirds majority of the members.
Consultations between the State Department and the Senate had shown that
stronger language would not be carried. In spite of the close link between
the genesis of the two treaties, there was no reference in the Washington
Treaty to the Brussels Treaty.

i
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The NATO Treaty also covered a wider area than a military pact and
in its Article 2 included undertakings on consultation, on democracy, on
promoting conditions of stability and well-being and on economic
collaboration. Acheson was wary of Senators "who were fed up with treaties
for the improvement of the general welfare", but Canada prevailed.”

Originally, the Alliance did not envisage the creation of an integrated
military structure. That came later as an effect of the Korean War, which had
demonstrated the concrete possibility of communist aggression. For a short
while, the Brussels Treaty moved ahead of NATO by creating a Western
Union with an international command called Uniforce in Fontainebleau. On
30 April 1948, the five ministers of defence meeting in London had created
a permanent military committee under the authority of the consultative
council. While the British Prime Minister Attlee hesitated in taking on
commitments on the continent, Bevin and, after some earlier reluctance,
Field Marshall Montgomery took a positive attitude. Again American
perceptions played a big role in their argumentation: Washington was
concerned about the lack of European decisiveness in organising its own
defence. Overcoming French reticence by Montgomery’s proposal to base
the command structure on the experience from the world war, three Allied
commands were created on 4 October 1948: one for the land forces under
General De Lattre de Tassigny; one for the air forces under Air Marshall
Robb; and a third at a lower level for the navies under Admiral Jaujard. The
French admiral was not allowed the title of Commander-in-Chief, but was
called "Flag Officer Western Union". The objection came from Defence
Minister Ramadier, who argued that the mission of navies raised issues
beyond the Brussels Treaty. The British readily agreed. They were deter-
mined to restrict the authority of the new organisation. There should be no
question of it giving instructions to member countries. Therefore, London
preferred (sub)committees of national delegates to an international
secretariat. For a while, there was talk of giving the supreme command to
a US officer and General Bradley, then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
intimated that General Lucius Clay, the US military governor in Germany,
would be available if asked. Politically, Washington was not enthusiastic to
take on formal commitments and the matter was not pursued.

Montgomery reluctantly accepted the job of Chairman of the Com-
manders-in-Chief Committee.” It was not an easy one. The Field Marshall
wanted commands that had authority over their forces both in peace and
war. The French general was not keen to develop a defence organisation
under British leadership and argued that the chairman’s role should only be
a coordinating one. Moreover, Montgomery felt that the geographic area of
the five participating states would be too limited to be effective. The best he
could do was to develop a plan for a defensive line along the IJssel river in
the Netherlands and down the Rhine to the French Alps, requiring some 34
divisions within three days and more to follow. Apparently the French
Foreign Ministry was more positive about the Brussels Treaty as it wanted
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to bind the UK into commitments for the defence of the continent,” with
the frontline as far eastward as possible, i.e. in Germany. Apart from the air
force the French military had a preference for an Atlantic framework. The
worsening of East-West relations made the insufficiency of European
capabilities even more apparent. The Brussels five would hardly be able to
mobilise ten divisions against continuously growing Soviet capabilities,
including some 170 divisions. After the establishment of NATO, the need
to continue the Brussels arrangements was not apparent to all participants.
On 5 September 1950, the five ministers of foreign affairs decided to
examine the possibility of merging the two treaties, but their study was
overtaken by other events.

The first Soviet nuclear test in 1949 ended the short period of exclusive
protection under the American nuclear umbrella and accelerated the drive
for larger European conventional capabilities. President Truman had
approved the dispatch of American reinforcements, but on condition that the
Europeans themselves would do more. Without German participation this
would be impossible and as early as 26 September 1950, the Allies agreed
that Germany could contribute to the defence of Western Europe. Interna-
tional events, particularly the outbreak of the Korean War, resulting in a
new perception of the Soviet threat, produced this turnaround. The Potsdam
agreements had foreseen an indefinite demilitarisation of Germany and the
signatories to the Treaty of Washington establishing NATO equally had
implicitlyexcluded German rearmament. The question remained particularly
sensitive to France, but thanks to the vision of Jean Monnet and the political
courage of Robert Schuman this old problem was resolved by putting it into
a new context. On 9 May 1950, Schuman proposed to integrate the
industries most relevant to a military-industrial base in the European Coal
and Steel Community (ECSC). The aim was that, by making it impossible to
prepare for, war between Germany and France would never happen again.
France accepted German rearmament on condition that it would be properly
controlled. The ECSC materialised within a year with a treaty signed in Paris
on 18 April 1951.

On the military side, France drafted the Pleven Plan for a unified
European army, taking up a resolution introduced by Winston Churchill in
the Council of Europe on 11 August 1950, calling for the immediate
creation of a unified Europear army under democratic control. The plan
responded to the US appeal a month later to consider German rearmament,
but put it in the European context. Paris was pressing the US to move the
line of defence against the Soviet Union as far eastward as possible,
somewhere between the Rhine and the Elbe. Washington took the position
that it could not be expected to defend European, particularly German,
territory without the help of Germany. France was in a quandary, because
German rearmament was unpopular at home. On the other hand, European
integration had widespread support. Therefore, a European army might do
the trick.'® Like the High Authority of the ECSC, the European Defence
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Community (EDC) would have an executive commission with supranational
authority. At first, building on an idea Churchill had included in his
Strasbourg speech to have a European army under the authority of a
European minister of defence, France had proposed a single commissioner.
In the declaration of 24 October 1950 launching his plan, Pleven talked
about a European minister of defence, responsible to a Council of Ministers
and a common Assembly and disposing of a common budget. National units
would be at the smallest possible level, an imprecision that would give rise
to much debate within the French cabinet later. Equally, Pleven dropped the
notion of a common uniform from the text suggested by Monnet."" In the
end, agreement was reached on a board of nine commissioners without
specific portfolios. Final authority came to rest with the Council of Ministers
deciding by qualified majority."

The original French draft had envisaged an assembly which would take
over some of the competences of national parliaments. Belgium resisted
because the Assembly would not be elected directly. The Italian leader De
Gasperi, a keen partisan of a European Political Union with a common
foreign policy and an elected parliament, persuaded Schuman that for the
time being the Assembly should be the same as the ECSC Assembly with
three additional members for each of the three large countries.”” Much
discussion focused on the size of the German contribution and on the level
at which national units would be integrated. Within the French government,
opinions differed. Schuman obviously was in favour but wanted to create
the ECSC before the EDC. His socialist colleague at Defence, Jules Moch,
a veteran of two wars, was basically opposed, but made some tactical
moves. In Washington, Marshall was more in favour of German combat
teams, which could be organised more quickly, and opposed the creation
of a European minister of defence. In Germany, Adenauer was very firm in
rejecting rearmament in the form of national forces that were not part of a
European army. When General Eisenhower was appointed SACEUR, he
rallied to the idea of a European army in which there would not be a
separate German component. In the final version of the EDC, national units
would be at brigade level.

The need for German rearmament was highlighted by NATO's attempt
to quantify its military requirements. A committee of three wise men
- Harriman, Monnet and Plowden - recommended 100 divisions. The NATO
ministers did not think this feasible and scaled down the force goal to 50
and 4,000 aircraft at their Lisbon meeting in February 1952. Ever since, the
Alliance would be troubled by American complaints of Europe not doing
enough for the common defence. These altercations became more serious
as it transpired that even the lower goal was too ambitious. In fact, the
number of ground forces committed to the defence of Europe would never
exceed 24 divisions, including the US contribution. Another interesting
feature of these early days was the good cooperation with France. Monnet’s
vision of European integration did not blur his assessment of the need to
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involve the US in European security.

Ultimately, the proposed European Defence Community ran aground
in the French parliament. Some still regret its demise, but with the benefit
of hindsight one wonders whether it could have worked. Constructing a
defence dimension without a political union seemed premature. Moreover,
it contained an element of discrimination against Germany, which could not
last. Germany would be a member of the EDC and the EDC would belong
to NATO, but the other participants would also be members of NATO
individually, while Germany would not. In the end, the original Acheson
plan to admit Germany as a full member to NATO was accepted and the
control of German rearmament was arranged through the Modified Brussels
Treaty, which led to the creation of the Western European Union (WEU).

Chancellor Adenauer takes the German seat at the North Atlantic Council in 1955.
(Photo: NATO)

In his memoirs, Sir Anthony Eden claimed that the idea to create WEU came
to him in his bath, but the thought might not have been that original. Sir
Frank Roberts recalled sending the Foreign Secretary a memorandum to the
same effect some time before. The minutes of the Cabinet meeting of 27
August 1954 - several days before the French parliament voted to take the
EDC off its agenda - also contain a suggestion by the then Housing Minister
Harold MacMillan, to bring Germany into the Brussels Treaty.™ In any
case, the brainwave in the bath, secondary or not, was brilliant. Britain,
which had not participated in the EDC project, was rejoining European
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defence and was even prepared to substantially increase the size of its army
on the Rhine to four divisions and a tactical air force which would not be
reduced against the wishes of the majority of the member countries. An
early case of majority voting! With this commitment, France was ready to
accept German membership of NATO. Germany and ltaly were invited to
join WEU. In NATO, no member state would be subjected to any controls.
The Brussels Treaty was modified by taking out the reference to the case of
a renewed German aggressive policy and replacing it by the objective to
promote the unity and encourage the progressive integration of Europe. A
new Article IV stated that in order to avoid any duplication with NATO
commands, the Council and the Agency for the Control of Armaments,
would ask the appropriate military authorities in NATO for any information
and advice on military operations. In addition, the treaty created an
Assembly, still the only one competent to discuss defence questions, and
authorised the Council of Ministers to create subsidiary bodies. The latter
provision was the basis for the establishment of the Agency for the Control
of Armaments (ACA) and the Standing Armaments Committee (SAC), to
promote defence equipment cooperation. ACA was important in organising
the inspection of force levels in a non-discriminatory manner. Its inspectors
went to all member countries to see whether they did not exceed their
reported strength, and in doing so for the Federal Republic of Germany
automatically took the specific limitations on its armame.nts and the
renunciation of the production of atomic, biological and chemical weapons
into account. o

The inspections assumed a somewl_'nat surrealistic character because
effectively most nations possessed fewer forces than they had reported and
the Alliance would have been very glad if they had more. Nevertheless,
experience with the techniques of inspection proved valuable in draft.ing the
verification provisions of later arms control agrgenwm& When | a(rlved at
WEU the ACA had dwindled to a single Belgian officer conducting four
inspections a year in German industry to verify the ban on the production
of chemical weapons. After the entry into force of the Chemical Weapons
Convention, these controls became completely redundant and the Perma-
nent Council dissolved the ACA on 11 November 1997. ‘

The Protocol Modifying and Completing the Brussels Treaty was signed
in Paris on 23 October 1954. It was the cornerstone of a set of protocols
and resolutions known as the Paris Agreements, which entered into force on
6 May 1955. Two months earlier in a message to the WE_l.J governments
dated 10 March 1955, President Eisenhower had confirmed the US

commitment as follows:

To continue to maintain in Europe, including Germany, such units
of its armed forces as may be necessary and appropriat_e to
contribute its fair share of the forces needed for the joint defense
of the North Atlantic area while a threat to that area exists, and
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will continue to deploy such forces in accordance with agreed
North Atlantic strategy for the defense of this area.

In operational terms, WEU did not take off. Its military function was
pursued in NATO, its social aspects absorbed in the Council of Europe and
any economic ambitions transferred to the process of European integration,
culminating in 1957 with the Treaty of Rome. It was fair to describe WEU
as a reserve organisation, available when needed because other arrange-
ments were inadequate, but never in the foreground. It played a major role
in making German rearmament palatable to all concerned, but receded into
the background as soon as the necessary arrangements were made. It
supervised the referendum in the Saar region, but the possibility of
administering this region as a European district evaporated when its
population voted to join Germany in 1955.

Political consultations did not amount to much, which became
painfully apparent when France and the UK launched the Suez operation in
1956 without informing their WEU partners. The provision of Article VIII of
the Treaty that member states could concert their policies in any situation
remained a dead letter. A new opportunity for revival presented itself when
President De Gaulle vetoed UK accession to the European Economic
Community (EEC). in 1960, the Italian President of the WEU Assembly,
Badini Confalonieri, had already suggested to make WEU the link between
the EEC Six and Britain. This was done, but the meetings remained of an
informative character, never becoming a venue for negotiation on points
previously decided by the Six. After the French veto, their importance
increased and the Council met quarterly at ministerial level, adding a day
for economic issues. After the second failure of the British application,
France insisted that the Council would revert to purely consultative
meetings. When the UK entered the EEC in 1973, joining the process of
European Political Cooperation (EPC) a few months earlier, separate
consultations in WEU lost any significance.

It would take until 1984 before revitalisation would become a serious
issue. Again, the reason was the failure of a wider proposal. Foreign
Ministers Genscher and Colombo had taken the initiative to extend the EPC
to the field of security. Within the EEC, Denmark, Ireland and Greece, albeit
for different reasons, were not prepared to go along and as a result the
solemn Declaration of Stuttgart in 1983 did not go beyond the statement
that the Ten would discuss the political and economic aspects of security,
omitting the military ones. The seven member states of WEU did not reject
the idea, although the enthusiasm of some of them was limited, to use a
British understatement. As long as the Cold War continued, defence
discussions outside NATO could become divisive, certainly as long as
France maintained a negative position with regard to NATO's military
integration and strategy of flexible response. Nevertheless, all agreed to
discuss a new role for WEU at a meeting in Rome organised to celebrate the

10

THE EARLY YEARS

30th anniversary of the Paris Treaties of 1954. At a German suggestion, the
ministers of defence were invited to join their foreign affairs colleagues.
Their joint presence would soon become one of the important features of
WEU sessions. In an attempt to make WEU more effective, ministers agreed
to meet more frequently and to reorganise the two existing agencies. At their
next session in Bonn, three new agencies were created: one to study arms
control and disarmament, one for armaments cooperation and one to study
security and defence questions in general. A year later, in Venice, ministers
decided to task the Permanent Council with a study to strengthen cooper-
ation among the existing national institutes in the field of security and
defence.

Unfortunately, this approach proved ill-fated. The mandates for the new
agencies were insufficiently clear, too many staff members were taken over
from the previous ACA and SAC and the Council took insufficient interest
in their work. Nobody was impressed by the activities and in the end, the
UK provoked a crisis by withholding its agreement to renew the contracts
of the principal officers and showed its determination by allowing the
contract of its own director of one of the agencies to lapse.

In 1987, the Netherlands Presidency managed to produce better results
in two directions. Based on work during the previous Luxembourg
presidency, they produced the Platform on European Security Interests,
known as the "Hague Platform". In it, the members recognised the need for
a mix of nuclear and conventional weapons, the continued presence of
American forces in Europe and the defence of member countries at their
borders. The fact that France agreed to these formulations provided both an
important signal to the US and an alternative wording for the concept of
Forward Defence employed in NATO. On the political side, the Platform
was important for stating that European unification would not be complete
as long as it did not contain a defence element. This phrase, accepted by
London, would be an important argument in the later debate when the UK
was taking a different approach.

The second development was the decision to coordinate the mine-
clearance operation in the Persian Gulf during the war between Iran and
Iraq, which will be discussed in the chapter on the Kuwait crisis.
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Chapter Two
Arrival at WEU

In the spring of 1989, the outlook for WEU was not encouraging. The
ministerial session in April had produced little results except for the
invitation to Portugal and Spain to join the organisation. Things proceeded
at a leisurely pace. The Permanent Council met every other week. The
Special Working Group, where Foreign Affairs officials took the lead, and
the Defence Representatives Group not more than once a month. To
strengthen the link with capitals an Enlarged Council had been created,
which met shortly before a ministerial session: each delegation was
composed of the Political Director and a senior Defence official next to the
Permanent Representative. Deadlock prevailed about the future of the
agencies in Paris. France wanted their continuation, but the UK regarded
them as useless. The time did not yet seem ripe to replace the agencies by
a research institute, a solution advanced by the Assembly. The outgoing
Secretary-General, Alfred Cahen, could point to the drafting of the Hague
Platform and the mine-clearance operation in the Gulf, both in 1987, but his
various initiatives to make WEU more substantial met with little success. His
name continued to be associated with the Cahen Doctrine, postulating that
WEU could only admit new members that belonged to both the European
Community (EC) and NATO and were willing to engage in deeper defence
cooperation. The doctrine was never formally adopted, but in practice
continued to govern the decisions in subsequent enlargements. Cahen also
left me innumerable anecdotes about public ignorance concerning WEU,
such as it being confused with a telegraph company or - as in the case of
the ribbon on the wreath for his predecessor Longerstaey - written I"Union
de Furope Accidentale.

Sounding out the participating countries, France was the biggest
proponent of WEU. Its governments had on different occasions made
suggestions to revitalise the organisation and the idea of a charter - later
platform - on European security interests emanated from Prime Minister
Chirac during the first "cohabitation". In 1973, Foreign Minister Jobert had
tried something similar with clear anti-American overtones. French
enthusiasm, however, raised opposite concerns in the UK and the Nether-
lands, suspicious of French intentions to erode NATO. Belgium, Italy and
Luxembourg were consistent in their pursuit of European integration which
would require a defence component. Germany supported this view
intellectually, but did little to bring it about. Obviously, it was preoccupied
with events in Eastern Europe, but it also saw little scope for German
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participation in operations outside the NATO treaty area. During the
Iran-Iraq war, Bonn did not join the mine-clearance operation and had to
limit itself to the despatch of some ships to the Eastern Mediterranean,
thereby freeing units from other partners to go to the Gulf. My friend and
former colleague in the diplomatic service, Otto von der Gablentz, then
German Ambassador to the Netherlands, summed up the situation soberly.
His country regarded WEU as a talking shop, not useless but without a great
future. Becoming Secretary-General could bring some intellectual satisfaction
but little operational impact. Equally, Manfred Worner, whom | had learned
to appreciate when we were both Minister of Defence, saw little scope for
WEU and would have preferred me to become Permanent Representative
to NATO. That post, however, was not offered to me, nor the soon-to-
become-vacant post of Ambassador to Washington. Minister Van den Broek
had asked me to become a candidate for the WEU post and did not offer
alternatives, nor did | ask. The prospect of being away from the Netherlands
after twelve years in Dutch politics, ending with my resignation as Minister
of Defence over the ill-fated passport issue, was appealing and | was
prepared to try to make the best of it. If things turned out to be a great
disappointment, | told Van den Broek, | would reserve the option of quitting
after three years.

I arrived in London on 15 May 1989, scarcely three weeks before
Solidarity triumphed in the Polish general elections and brought democracy
back to the centre of Europe. Change was becoming irresistible. My first task
was to bring a new focus to the activities, both substantially and institu-
tionally. On substance, | felt that the WEU discussions, out of the limelight
of any publicity, would lend themselves best to medium-term issues. NATO
concentrated more on the short-term and had little time for the longer range,
except in the periodic brainstorming sessions of the Atlantic Policy Advisory
Group. NATO also suffered from the difficulty of organising a common
reflection which was not the subject of a drafting exercise in which national
views rapidly became formal positions.

In WEU, the Special Working Group (SWG), bringing together heads
of department from capitals and meeting on a monthly basis would be an
excellent forum for a discussion of the European security agenda after the
conclusion of the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE). John
Goulden, the UK representative, grasped the opportunity to end the UK
Presidency with a substantial new endeavour which would not compromise
NATO and would deal with questions that sooner or later would have to be
addressed. What should our attitude be once CFE had established rough
parity between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation (WTO) in the
categories of armaments with the clearest offensive characteristics: tanks,
armoured personnel carriers, artillery and possibly aircraft and helicopters?
Should parity be followed by deeper cuts? Would there be a minimum
beyond which a coherent Western defence would no longer be possible?
What qualitative elements should be limited? How to deal with the
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permanent asymmetries in the geographical situation between East and West
and, in particular, how could the force generation capabilities of the
Warsaw Treaty Organisation be regulated?

The conferences and seminars | had attended prior to taking office had
demonstrated a considerable divergence of views among the Allies. As
Minister of Defence, | had advocated a conceptual study and had supported
the German proposal for a Gesamtkonzept, but was not impressed by the
progress made. After the Reykjavik summit, confusion reigned, as many felt
that President Reagan had come very close to demolishing the foundation
of deterrence at the very moment that NATO seemed to have got its act
together. On conventional forces, Washington judged the MBFR (Mutual
and Balanced Force Reductions) experience by and large as negative and
remained sceptical as to the possibility of deep cuts. France had always
opposed MBFR, partly because NATO would have to break out of any
agreement as soon as the situation demanded the despatch of US reinforce-
ments across the Atlantic. French concerns centred around the need for a
global concept of arms control, including confidence-building measures and
the importance of deep reductions. In addition, they argued that parity did
not equal stability and that no moral equivalence should be given to NATO
and the Warsaw Pact."” While the Americans emphasised the priority of
survivable missiles, the Germans concentrated on eliminating Soviet
capabilities to launch a Blitzkrieg and thought it more important to justify
nuclear deterrence in general than defending short-range nuclear forces
(SNF) in particular.

By the end of 1989, the NATO discussion on a Comprehensive
Concept was still stuck on the German wish to include a negotiation
proposal for equal ceilings in SNF. While Germany was stressing that this
would not represent a proposal for a third zero option, most of the other
Allies feared that it would be very hard to prevent it from becoming one in
the course of negotiations. On conventional forces, Germany had drawn
three lessons from MBFR: it did not make sense to proceed without French
participation; personnel did not represent an adequate criterion to limit
Soviet offensive capabilities; and the zone of reductions should be wider
than the two Germanies, Benelux, Poland and Czechoslovakia. All three
points were taken care of in the Conventional Stability Talks (CST) which
had succeeded MBFR in March 1989 and resulted in the Treaty on Conven-
tional Forces in Europe, signed in Paris.

A breakthrough came when Moscow was prepared first to consider the
principle of parity between NATO and Warsaw Pact in the whole of Europe,
from the Atlantic to the Urals, and later to concentrate on five categories of
armaments which were most important in offensive operations. For a while,
Moscow insisted that there was a balance of asymmetries and admitted only
a superiority in tanks, but ultimately had to admit that the West suffered the
biggest asymmetry of all in the form of the Atlantic Ocean restraining rapid
reinforcements.
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Nevertheless, it was not easy to get the study organised. Sir Geoffrey
Howe, the UK Foreign Secretary, with whom | had worked together on the
Single Act of Luxembourg, received me within ten days of my arrival in
London and showed himself cautiously positive. He asked Goulden whether
such a study would not be too academic. The reply was that he would have
thought so six months ago, but no longer as CFE results seemed to be within
reach. A medium-term study fitted in with Howe’s description of WEU as
a "ginger group", coming up with new ideas but not necessarily having to
implement them. | remarked that no international organisation could live by
ginger alone, but was happy with the green light. Equally, at a meeting in
Brussels to prepare for the forthcoming Belgian Presidency, the Belgian and
Netherlands representatives supported the proposal. At the next meeting of
the SWG, the Italian delegate criticised most of the assumptions suggested
in a UK paper but acquiesced after my appeal to focus on the objective and
less on supporting arguments. Germany had sent a negative telegram
questioning the utility of studying problems which should be decided only
in the light of overall security developments in the 1990s, but was positive
during the meeting and the French accepted the British paper as a good
summary of the relevant issues.

In those days, two notions emerged during the discussions at various
conferences: stability and defensive defence. | was never very keen on the
word stability, because nobody was able to give me a precise definition. It
reminded me of the giraffe: an animal easy to recognise but difficult to
describe. Even that metaphor did not fully apply because the ease of
recognition applied to instability rather than stability. Certainly, stability
could not mean that the status quo was immutable. Later on | came to
emphasise the non-military aspects, such as the rule of law, progress
towards pluralistic democracy, democratic control of the military, good-
neighbourly relations and a market economy, which could best be
promoted by enlargement of the European Union. In the military field
stability could be applied to several force relationships: of standing forces,
out-of-area and more generally to crisis stability. Basically, it was thought to
mean that neither side had an incentive to attack and, conversely, confi-
dence in the capacity of available defences to contain an aggressor. In
strategic terms, stability would exist only at very low levels of nuclear
arsenals holding around 3,000 warheads. On the conventional side, the
problem focused on defensive deployments.

In Moscow, a major proponent of defensive defence was Andrei
Kokoshin, later to become Deputy Minister of Defence under Grachev. | first
met him in April 1989, at a conference at the Stiftung Wissenschaft und
Politik, the German think-tank at Ebenhausen near Munich. Stocky,
self-assured, with a crew-cut and aware of Western thinking, he tailored his
proposals with an eye to both the Soviet military and Western strategists. He
had studied the Battle of Kursk, where the Soviet army managed to hold its
defensive positions against Germany, and the campaign at Khalkin Gol in
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Manchuria against Japan. As a result, he thought it possible to design
defensive structures strong enough to repel aggression but limited in their
counter-offensive capabilities to the restoration of the status quo ante.
Counterattack should be possible only at the tactical level. The International
Institute for Strategic Studies (11SS) invited the two of us to address the future
of NATO and the Warsaw Pact during its annual conference in Oslo in
1989. I kept my commitment after becoming Secretary-General, as it fitted
in with my interest in adapting strategy to the expected parity at lower
force-levels. A crucial point would be how to avoid new instabilities in the
force relationship, especially as increased mobility could compensate for the
lower density of forces and change the force-to-space ratio of the battle.
Defensive defence made sense when large forces were deployed in close
proximity to each other, but would be less significant in a dispersed
situation at lower levels of forces.'”

Kokoshin’s introduction was less important on defensive defence than
expected, but contained some other interesting points. He argued that the
calculation of defensive needs and its density depended on the firepower
of the other side. An aggressor calculated his ammunition needs to break
through the subsequent defensive lines and massed his troops in such a way
as to translate tactical gains into operational success. That sounded rather
theoretical. More important was the possibility he saw for establishing
minimum deterrence in Central Europe in which the West could keep some
short-range nuclear forces. He mentioned a range of between 500 and
1,000 km and claimed that the Soviet Union had stopped the modernisation
of its land-based missiles. My own view was that for deterrence some
nuclear capability should be kept. For preserving that specific role of nuclear
weapons it did not make much difference whether the threshold for their
use was high or low. More importantly, with rough parity of conventional
forces, there would be less need to contemplate early use. Kokoshin also
stated that, in its restructuring programme, the Soviet army was developing
a prototype of a machine-gun-artillery division, which was already used in
Asia, but would also be deployed in Europe.

As always in an academic gathering, any statement is open to
questioning. Thierry de Montbrial, the stimulating and often provocative
director of the Institut Francais des Relations Internationales (IFRI), remarked
that most European wars had been fought with roughly equal forces. Europe
was in a state of maximum uncertainty and no single scenario had any peak
probability. The best criticism of defensive defence came later from General
Naumann in an Enlarged Council meeting of WEU. He argued that a
military profile is defensive if it is unable to seize foreign territory. Forces
themselves can always be used either defensively or offensively, especially
in a micro-situation. At the macro-level, other elements come into play such
as the capability to conduct combined arms operations, integrating land and
air forces with the corresponding capabilities for reconnaissance, command
and control, electronic warfare and deep-strike assets. These result in the
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ability to conduct surprise operations and sustain them logistically, but also
in strategic mobility and the rapid generation of forces in a crisis. In
Naumann'’s view, arms control primarily addressed the micro-level and paid
insufficient attention to the transit points to the macro-level. Noticns of
reasonable sufficiency sounded wonderful, but required meticulous
consideration. Otherwise the balance between forces and space would be
affected and stability could turn into instability. In that context, doctrines
should not be examined separately from structures and transparency should
be applied as widely as possible, ranging from budgets to mobilisation
procedures. He cautioned against the model Kokoshin had developed, of a
50-km zone of thinned-out forces with mobile forces further backwards. This
could put a premium on highly concentrated mobile forces and pre-emptive
strikes leaving the defender no way of restoring the integrity of his own
territory. To constrain those it would be important in future arms control
negotiations to focus on force multipliers such as logistic arrangements,
pipelines and mobile air defences which protected moving ground forces.

Analyses like these brought us back to earth, with our feet firmly on the
ground. There was no enthusiasm for further deep cuts in the categories
limited by CFE but rather a tendency to concentrate on the remaining
military capabilities. My notes of that meeting read:

avoid stabilising alliances which no longer exist; get as many
Soviet troops out of Central Europe as possible; maintain a
freedom to mix for the West, allowing the US to effect the major
part of the force reduction on the NATO side; keep the US in
Europe in order to balance the Soviet Union.

1. The WEU Secretariat

In 1989, the size of the WEU Secretariat was amazingly small. The
Secretary-General was assisted by a German deputy and an Italian head of
the political division, who personally carried the title of Assistant Secretary-
General (ASG). During my entire term of office, Ambassador Holthoff served
as Deputy Secretary-General. Upon my arrival Franco de Stefanis was ASG,
later to be succeeded by Paolo Casardi as Political Director without the title
of ASG. The number four was a Briton, Diarmid Williams, who had moved
up the ranks since 1965 and represented the institutional memory of the
organisation. He headed the Council Secretariat which consisted of three
committee secretaries: Béatrice Valleix from France, who dealt primarily
with the bi-weekly Council meetings, Richard Tibbels for the Special
Working Group (SWG) and Anthony Elford for the Defence Representatives
Group (DRQ), both from Britain. The Frenchman Arnaud Jacomet dealt with
policy planning but in practice had his hands full with speechwriting and
questions from the WEU Assembly. His written eloquence was a great help
in drafting the information letters | frequently sent to the Assembly, giving
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them more details than was possible in the formal papers subject to
consensus among the WEU members. Press and Information was handled
by Patrick Raes from Belgium and Administration and Personnel by former
Dutch naval Captain Pieter Dierx, assisted by two finance officers and some
administrative personnel. The small but very capable translation service was
headed by Francoise Moore for French and Nigel Shaw for English.

We were housed in a prestigious, listed building on Grosvenor Place
with poor sanitary facilities, dirty curtains and ragged furniture, which before
the war had housed the Czechoslovak embassy. In fact, a documentary on
the life of Benes was shot in the room of the Deputy Secretary-General. The
main attraction of the building was a large ballroom-type chamber running
along the entire width of the building, which was the regular meeting venue
for the Council and its working groups. My own office on the second floor
also served as the meeting place for confidential sessions restricted to
ambassadors only. It overlooked the gardens of Buckingham Palace and my
personal assistant occasionally reported sightings of the Queen’s corgis.

Alfred Cahen had obtained the addition of the two British committee
secretaries, but attempts at further enlargement met with negative responses
from capitals. He had advised me to ask for a chef de cabinet to assist in my
activities, but I had never been enamoured of the cabinet system, which we
did not use in the Netherlands. As we were drawing down the Paris
Agencies, however, financial objections could no longer be the determining
factor. The UK delegation offered a management team to scrutinise my
proposals for further enlargement, which | accepted. My staff was not
enthusiastic about this survey, which was not repeated in the Paris Agencies
nor in the Assembly, but | saw some meritin everyone having to justify his
or her existence. The outcome was the approval of a junior officer in the
policy planning section in the person of a very productive Luxembourger,
Konrad Bruch, later succeeded by Stefan Miiller. The functions of head of
administration and of legal advisor were merged. The latter had been
created in the past but had been left vacant in the dormant period of WEU.
This combined function was performed by Franco Messineo, the only officer
taken over from the Agencies. He replaced Captain Dierx upon his
retirement.

Apart from this minimalistic addition, the survey was helpful in
endorsing my views on makingthe organisation less vertical. My first remark
on being introduced to my staff had been that there were too many chiefs
and not enough Indians. The four most senior people seldom put pen to
paper and all focused on the work of the committee secretaries coming up
through the hierarchy. It seemed logical to separate the Council Secretariat
from the Political Division, the former dealing with organisation and
reporting and the latter primarily with substantial issues. Of course, in such
a small organisation no division of labour should be rigid, but short lines of
communication and instruction were needed to respond quickly. Moreover,
it suited my habit to work directly with the action-officer on any given issue,
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leaving to him the responsibility of informing his intermediate superiors. My
experienced personal assistant, Mrs Danielle Eastwood, succeeded in
Brussels by Mrs Marianne Gommans, managed to deal with the many
appointments, visits and speaking engagements which | had to accept if
WEU was to acquire a higher profile. | have been criticised for being away
from the office a great deal, but | always kept in touch with my staff, which
did not need lengthy instructions to know how to proceed. In any case, the
function of public relations is an important task of any Secretary-General.
Another is to take initiatives if he sees that if he does not do so, nobody else
will. In this respect, my ministerial experience was a great advantage, for |
knew most, if not all, of the members of the Ministerial Council personally
before taking office. It helped that their staff knew that | could call their
minister personally, even if | would do so only rarely.

A substantial increase of staff was only realised when Council and
Secretariat moved to Brussels into a modern and well-equipped building.
First a planning staff of some 40 military personnel moved in, later also a
small secretariat of the Western European Armaments Group (WEAG), the
successor to the Independent European Programme Group (IEPG). In the
meantime, our own Secretariat gradually grew as well. A former German
colonel, Peter Hesse, became head of the defence policy section. Robert de
Meyier, a Dutch official, dealt full-time with the Space Group. Colonel Jean
Gourmelen, put at my disposal by the French government, did invaluable
work in the DRG, drafting the papers about how WEU would undertake
crisis management, the terms of reference of the Planning Cell and later on
our security regulations, an essential requirement for obtaining NATO
information and documents. Richard Tibbels became head of the security
policy section with Juan de Luis as his deputy. In the Council Secretariat,
Diarmid Willams had Béatrice Valleix as his deputy and Isabelle MacDonald
as number three. The policy planning section was headed as before by
Arnaud Jacomet with his Luxembourg deputy.

The role of the presidency varies considerably among the various
international organisations. The UN annually elects a president of the
General Assembly and in the Security Council the chairmanship rotates
among the members on a monthly basis. The Secretary-General heads a
powerful bureaucracy, but does not preside over any meetings. In the OSCE,
the position of Chairman-in-Office, changing annually, has acquired growing
substance, even to the extent that it acquired non-consensual elements such
as the despatch of personal representatives to crisis areas. The Chairman-in-
Office represents the OSCE to the outside world; the Secretary-General
largely plays a supporting role, although his influence is growing, as his staff
is expanding. In the European Union, the presidency changes every six
months, but chairs all meetings. Prior to the Treaty of Amsterdam, the
Secretary-General of the Council of Ministers had no representative
functions. The European Commission has the exclusive right of initiating
proposals in the first pillar and, since Maastricht, the right of co-initiative in
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the field of foreign and security policy; its Secretary-General plays an
important role in coordinating the work of the Commissioners but, again,
does not represent the Commission externally. The question of who
represents the EU was a subject in the Intergovernmental Conference. In the
Treaty of Amsterdam, Article ).8 (formerly J.5) confirmed that the Presidency
shall represent the Union in matters coming within the CFSP, but shall be
assisted by the Secretary-General of the Council, who exercises the function
of High Representative for the CFSP, and if need be by the next member
state to hold the Presidency. This amounted to a new troika, omitting the
past Presidency.

The widest competence is given to the Secretary-General of NATO. He
not only chairs the Permanent Council but also the Council sessions of
Ministers or Heads of State and Government. Externally, he represents
NATO and, with a mandate from the Council, conducts negotiations. The
discussions between Secretary-General Solana and the Russian authorities
on a new relationship with NATO are the most recent expression of this
authority. During the period of Manfred Warner, a double title was created:
Secretary-General and Chairman of the North Atlantic Council (NAC).

In WEU, the position of the Secretary-General was half-way between
NATO and the European Community. He chaired the Permanent Council
but not the ministerial meetings. Since the revitalisation from 1984, a new
role was given to the Presidency. The Secretary-General obtained the
approval of the Presidency before circulating agendas and most other
documents. The Presidency also chaired most meetings of the ad hoc groups
on crisis situations. | tried to counter this tendency, by taking the position
that meetings taking place in the headquarters of the organisation should be
chaired by the Secretary-General or one of his staff members. Even so, the
representative of the Presidency would normally be the first to speak.
Equally, the arrangements made for the Adriatic and Danube operations
were largely carried out by Italy, through its diplomatic missions in the area.
External representation remained for the Secretary-General, although he was
often accompanied by diplomats from the country holding the Presidency,
such as on my fact-finding mission to the new democracies of Central
Europe and the meeting with the UN Secretary-General in New York.

Synchronisation of the presidencies of the EU and WEU had been an
objective since the Maastricht European Council of 1991. It was realised
only on 1 July 1995, when the Spanish Presidencies of both organisations
coincided. No permanent solution was worked out for the occasions when
the EU would be presided over by a country that is not a full member of
WEU. The most practical solution would be continuation of the outgoing
presidency of WEU with three months and advancing the next one with a
similar period. If the EU resorts to team presidencies, the division of labour
couid involve the chairing of WEU by a member of the team who is a full
member. All this remained theoretical, however, as the UK did not wish to
continue the synchronisation and took its place in the WEU sequence after
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Spain, while the EU was chaired by Italy. A fresh breakthrough was possible
in September 1997, when the Permanent Council agreed a new sequence
of presidencies from January 1999 when Germany will assume the function
in both EU and WEU. The new sequence will follow the principle that the
combination will apply to all full members of WEU. If a WEU observer
takes his turn in the EU, the WEU presidency will be held following the
present sequence in English alphabetical order. As a result, Greece ;.nd Italy
will take the WEU presidency in 1998, Germany and Luxembourg in 1999,
Portugal and France in 2000, the Netherlands and Belgium in 2001, Spain
and Portugal in 2002 and Greece again in the first half of 2003.

Personally, | had little problem with the role of the presidency. It had
the advantage of at least one country having an interest in making progress.
A presidency of one year offered more scope than the six—mon?hly rhythm
adopted from 1 July 1994 onward. In addition, the creation of a Politico-
Military Group, which after my term not only dealt with relations with
NATO and Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) but also with crisis situations
previously handled by ad hoc groups, reduced the role of the presidency.
As the staff of the Secretariat-General was increasing, | felt that more use
should be made of it. Some of the ministers with a long experience in the
European Community, like Genscher, Colombo and Poos, occasionally
tended to apply its methods to WEU, but their ambassadors helped me in
maintaining the identity of our own organisation. Nevertheless, the
importance of the presidency should not be exaggerated. The Secretary-
General usually has a better knowledge of the issues at stake and of the
member countries’ views than a Minister, who has to chair a meeting in the
midst of many other commitments. In this respect, the practice of NATO
seems to be the best and most impartial.

In recent years the experience with the WEU presidencies has been
less positive. After the excellent Italian and Luxembourg Presidencies and
the unexpectedly constructive Netherlands Presidency of 1994, the tendency
to ride hobby-horses has increased and programmes were formulated at the
start of the six-month period that had no chance of being accomplished. At
the same time, every member wanted to conclude its presidency with a
lengthy declaration, even if there was insufficient substance to warrant this
title. In a wider context it seems doubtful whether the growing complexity
of EU matters should be left to a single-country-presidency, albeit only for
six months. It might be preferable to have team presidencies of, say, four
countries for a period of two years, who would then be able to divide the
work and concentrate on their allotted parts. By giving the CFSP to the
largest country in the team, possessing the best diplomatic network, this
would also improve continuity and consistency of European diplomacy. The
Treaty of Amsterdam did not take this road.

Twice-yearly the Secretary-General went to Paris for the better part of
a week to attend the WEU Assembly and to make a speech. The relationship
between Assembly and Council was always a difficult one. On substance,
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| often found myself on the side of the Assembly which was pressing for
more activities and pioneered the contacts with Central Europe, the creation
of the WEU Institute of Security Studies and the Satellite Centre. The
Assembly also wanted more money, but here | had to watch the equilibrium
between ranks and pay of their staff and the people in the Secretariat. The
only controversy | had with them was over the date of expiry of the WEU
Treaty, 1998 or 2004. A meeting of legal experts of member states pro-
nounced in favour of 1998. WEU was governed by the Modified Brussels
Treaty - modified in 1954 when the organisation became WEU - but based
on the treaty of 1948. The dispute was not all that important, because WEU
would not necessarily end with the expiration of the fifty years for which the
treaty was concluded. Article X1l only provided that after fifty years a
country could "cease to be a party thereto provided he shall previously give
one year’s notice of denunciation to the Belgian government". A theoretical
point of interest to the Assembly could be that with the later date its own
existence would be prolonged as well. | always wondered whether that
argument would be tenable if all contracting parties agreed to merge WEU
with the European Union, but that contingency did not arise either.

Article IX of the treaty provided for an annual report from the Council
to the Assembly. Like the answers to written questions, it had to be agreed
by all the members. Owing to the difficulty of reaching consensus, the text
was often not very explicit. For that reason, the information letters from the
Secretary-General were important in supplementing what was made known
officially. In addition, | sometimes appeared before a committee to discuss
important questions and to express an informal view on future develop-
ments. At present, the Assembly has committees on political, defence,
technological and aerospace questions as well as budgetary affairs and
administration, and parliamentary and public relations.

2. Europe No Longer Divided

The acceleration of history in Eastern Europe took us all by surprise.
Most of us asked the question how long Gorbachev’s glasnost would remain
limited to the Soviet Union and to what extent he would allow similar
events in the satellite countries. The likely answer seemed to be that as long
as the Communist parties remained in power, some reform would be
permitted, but increasingly it became clear that the Kremlin had no vision
and no alternative strategies. Economically, Eastern Europe was regarded as
a liability, but politically the Warsaw Pact was assumed to remain the
vehicle for Soviet influence. To Gorbachev’s credit, we must admit that in
foreign affairs he adjusted to realities even if they were contrary to his
earlier aims and policies. When GDR citizens sought refuge in the West
German embassy in Prague and Hungary renounced the treaty on tourism
imposing controls on East German travellers (cleverly appealing to CSCE
provisions), the Iron Curtain started to crumble, but Gorbachev did not
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intervene. In Berlin the Wall opened and in Leipzig the crowd chanted "We
are the people".

My wife and | were standing at the Potsdamer Platz a few days later.
A long line of people came through, cashing in the welcome money paid
out by the Federal Republic and buying first bananas and oranges, later
electronic equipment. A British band was playing and soldiers were handing
out hot tea, showing the flag in the most positive way possible. We were
standing behind a couple with a young girl waiting for her Aunt Helga she
had never seen. In the distance they spotted somebody who could be
Helga, but was her hair that red? "No, it is not her." "Yes, yes, it is Helga."
We had tears in our eyes when we saw them embrace and be reunited. On
the way back to the airport, our taxi driver was less impressed. His wife had
to stand in queues, his child had no place in kindergarten and all those
Trabants polluted the air. Each point was marked with a powerful "Bah".

The fall of the Berlin Wall did not automatically imply unification. In
fact, the Bonn government was very careful and did not want to push too
hard. At the time many West Germans had their doubts. In June 1989, the
moderate SPD parliamentarian, Professor Hartmut Soell, told me during the
WEU Assembly that he did not envisage early unification, for it would
create too many problems on the Western side. Even during our November
visit to Berlin the renowned political scientist, Professor Lowenthal, did not
believe in rapid unification: the people in East Germany would not want to
become second-rate citizens in a unified country.

A few days earlier, the WEU Council of Ministers had held its regular
meeting in Brussels on 13 November 1989. Minister Genscher was present
and used the occasion to brief his colleagues and to dispel their anxieties.
He stressed that developments in Eastern Europe were the result of
consistent Western policies ever since the Harmel Report had stated the
objective of a new peaceful order. Obviously, he understood that his
colleagues wanted to know where Germany was heading. The opening of
transit points met the first desire of the population which had staked its
claim to freedom in an impressive and peaceful manner. The next step
would be free elections which should not take place later than 1990, in
order to maintain the momentum, but he was not yet clear about the role
of the existing political parties. He expected reforms to continue in Poland
and Hungary, to be followed by Czechoslovakia, and appealed for
economic assistance to those countries.

Atdinner that evening, the Luxembourg Foreign Minister, Jacques Poos,
sketched a possible scenario. After the elections the parties would express
themselves in favour of unification, the Federal Republic of Germany could
not possibly oppose that and Gorbachev would accept it on condition that
there was a neutral status for the whole of Germany. Then both NATO and
the EC would be in disarray. Genscher doubted whether the process would
go that quickly. Freedom had priority in the minds of men and women, who
would care less about institutional arrangements. Equally, he did not believe
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that Gorbachev would play on neutrality: it would not be in the Soviet
interest as it would not provide greater stability. As early as 1987, Genscher
had told Gorbachev that NATO constituted a double insurance: for us
against an attack, for him against a single country becoming a threat. That
was why, contrary to Chevenement, he did not believe that Moscow really
wanted to push the US out of Europe. With an eye to his French colleague
Dumas, who did not hide his anxiety about unification, even by osmosis,
Genscher stressed the importance of the forthcoming European Council in
Strasbourg giving a clear signal of continued European integration.

“Family portrait” on 13 November 1989 during the Belgian Presidency of WEU.
From left to right: Netherlands Foreign Minister Hans van den Broek; Netherlands
Defence Minister Relus ter Beek; French Foreign Minister Roland Dumas (behind
him UK Secretary of State Douglas Hurd); UK Secretary of Defence Tom King;
Belgian Foreign Minister Mark Eyskens (behind him French Defence Minister Jean-
Pierre Chevénement); German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher; Spanish
Defence Minister Narcis Serra; Belgian Defence Minister Guy Coéme; Portuguese
Defence Minister Nogueira; and the author. (Photo: Belga)

The French minister made his traditional point about the need to
dissolve the military pacts, but weakened it immediately by adding that this
would only be a long-term objective which could be realised only after
Western Europe had organised its own defence. Genscher argued that the
Soviets were flexible towards Hungary because it did not border on NATO
territory and warned against trying to pry countries loose from the Warsaw
Pact. According to his assessment Poland did not wish that either. The
Netherlands Minister Van den Broek pointed out that, without the two pacts,
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it would be impossible to reach verifiable arms control agreements.

This ministerial discussion was one of the best | attended. Normally,
they were not so coherent and focused on one or two points that needed
an immediate decision. Here WEU was most useful in providing an
opportunity for in-depth reflection. Nevertheless, many aspects were not
raised. How could German unification be realised when Soviet forces
remained in the Eastern part? And what would be the basic security interests
beyond which Moscow would not be able to go? In the past, Soviet forces
in the satellite countries served three purposes: to support their communist
regimes; to hold Western Europe hostage; and to secure a security glacis.
Under present conditions only the last function still made some sense, but
what use would it be under the expected agreement on parity of forces? In
a conference of the Hans Seidl Foundation in Munich on 19 November
1989, the Soviet veteran Portugalov repeated Gorbachev’s opinion in his
book on perestroika, that only history would be able to judge the German
Question. Somewhat philosophically he added that history was made by
human beings and that at Wittenberg nobody had asked Martin Luther how
things would proceed from there.

From Horst Teltschik’s fascinating diary of the momentous 329 days
leading up to German unification,'” we know that Portugalov subsequently
travelled to Bonn and claimed that the recent developments in the GDR
would have been unthinkable without the Soviet Union, let alone against
its wishes. Teltschik called this revelation a small sensation, as it implied
that Moscow identified itself with these developments and, with a reference
to perestroika, even took responsibility for them. Portugalov, a member of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and a
collaborator of Valentin Falin in its international department, added that
Moscow was thinking about many alternative possibilities and did not
exclude a German confederation as an intermediate situation.

This indication was the immediate reason for the formulation of Kohl’s
Ten Points of 28 November 1989 to clarify the policies Bonn would pursue
and to answer some of the questions everybody was asking. They followed
a dual approach: the way towards German unity in cooperation with the
GDR and a framework for embedding this unity in an international
framework. Practical cooperation should be pursued immediately to benefit
the people on both sides, which could be extended as soon as a binding
commitment to fundamental change in the political and economic system
of the GDR had been decided and irreversibly set in motion. The next step
should be a Vertragsgemeinschaft: an ever closer network of agreements at
all levels, with common institutions. Subsequently, the Bonn government
would be prepared to develop "confederal structures between the two states
in Germany" (point 5). After stressing the need to incorporate the future
architecture of Germany in that of the whole of Europe, the Chancellor
described the European Community as a constant element of European
development, which made the process of unification a European concern.
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The CSCE process was central to a common European architecture and
disarmament should be accelerated, as it would contribute to overcoming
the division of Europe and of Germany. The final tenth point stated the
objective of a federation as the outcome of this dual strategy.

Much diplomatic activity had taken place in the preceding weeks.
Bonn had talked to everybody, but the declaration was the Chancellor’s
own conclusion on what would be attainable at this stage. It came as a
surprise to everybody but was difficult to disagree with. In the Bundestag,
the SPD spokesman, Karsten Voigt, immediately supported all ten points and
offered his party’s cooperation in implementing them.

In avoiding specific consultations on the text, Germany circumvented
difficult arguments with its allies and scored the additional point that all
Berlin powers were to be treated on an equal basis. In fact, the Soviet
ambassador, Kvitsinsky, was received by Teltschik before he saw his British
and French colleagues together. In addition, Kohl wanted to make his views
known before Bush and Gorbachev would meet off Malta. Tactically, this
was probably wise although it ruffled some feathers and led to concerns of
growing German assertiveness. But Kohl’s experience in international
contacts had been mixed. On 18 November, Mitterrand had organised a
summit dinner of the EC countries without any prior consultation with his
colleagues. The Heads of State and Government had dined separately and
did not invite the Foreign Ministers to join them before 11 p.m. Apparently,
Mrs Thatcher did not like Mr Genscher to be present. But Kohl wanted to
keep his hands free, especially with regard to EC members who bore no
responsibility in and for Germany, and limited himself to an extensive
briefing on recent developments. To the surprise of the assembled
journalists, Mitterrand stated afterwards that nobody had raised the issue of
German reunification. Nevertheless, Teltschik noted that Mitterrand,
Gonzalez, Santer and Martens had been very friendly towards his boss, but
Thatcher and Lubbers decidedly cool. Mitterrand might have been friendly,
but his behaviour remained characteristically enigmatic. On 22 November,
he decided only at the last moment to join Kohl in the European Parliament
and not to leave it to Foreign Minister Dumas. The night before, and
without prior information to Bonn, the visit of the French President to the
SED party conference in East Berlin had been announced for 20-22
December, to be followed on the day of the Strasbourg visit by the news of
his meeting with Gorbachev in Kiev on 6 December. Germany was puzzled
by French intentions, especially as they held the current presidency of the
EC.

The NATO Summit of 4 December was convened to enable President
Bush to report on the Malta Summit, but also provided an opportunity to
review the developments in Germany. In a bilateral on the eve of the
meeting Bush estimated that it would take at least five years to reach the
goal of a federation. Kohl admitted that economically it would be risky if
unification would take place in two years’ time, but warned that a
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groundswell was starting in the East. In the meeting itself, Bush made four
points: at the present time no vision of German unity should be advanced
or excluded; unification should proceed in conformity with German
commitments to NATO and the EC and take into consideration the rights
and responsibilities of the Allied powers; in the interest of overall stability
in Europe, steps towards unification should be gradual and in a phased
process; and with regard to border questions, the Helsinki principles should
be confirmed.

Kohl responded immediately and proposed to take the American
statement also as a closing summary. He wanted to avoid any dilution in a
subsequent discussion and had made clear already that his Ten Points did
not envisage any precise timetable. But the Italian Prime Minister, Andreotti,
persisted in asking whether self-determination would be only for Germans
or also for Balts or Basques. According to him the right to self-determination
had to be seen in the overall context of the Helsinki Final Act; all aspects
had to be considered carefully so as to prevent governments losing control
over events. Mrs Thatcher showed understanding for the Italian concerns
and wanted to reflect on the Bush proposals. Apparently she wanted to play
for time.

The next time came at the regular meeting of the European Council in
Strasbourg which, under the shadow of German unification, took some
positive decisions on deepening integration. A work plan for Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU) was agreed. In December 1990, an intergovern-
mental conference would be convened, which would also have to cover the
competence of the European Council (a German wish). The social charter
was finalised and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(EBRD) created. Kohl and Genscher were particularly happy that they had
succeeded in including in the communiqué the wording from the letter on
German unity of 1970:

We aim at strengtiening the situation of peace in Europe in which
the German people regain their unity in free self-determination.

It was added that this process should be peaceful and democratic, in
the context of the CSCE Final Act, and espouse the goal of European
integration. There was no reference to the security implications. Apparently,
an attempt was made which foundered on Irish opposition, but nobody
pressed it very hard.

These events have been sketched to show that German unity became
the topic of the day and that the centre of activity was in Bonn. Germany
wanted as little distraction from its main concern as possible. For that
reason, Genscher did not want a communique at the end of the WEU
meeting in spite of my efforts. Never an advocate of military measures, he
did not want to blur the emphasis on integration through the European
Community. As far as security was concerned, he was happy with the
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phrase cooperative security, which combined the CSCE notions of
cooperation and security and sounded very constructive. Conceptually, |
preferred it to the illusionary notion of collective security, which was
supposed to work within a system, obviating the need for collective defence
commitments. At least cooperative security suggested that its success
depended on the contribution each country was prepared to make.

During the month of December 1989, the position of Gorbachev
towards the Ten Points of Kohl was hardening as the situation in East
Germany was getting out of control. Yet, his objectives remained unclear.
An American evaluation of the Malta Summit described Gorbachev as a
man in a hurry but without a plan, constantly fighting a conceptual battle
with himself. In January, | met Manfred Wérner at the annual meeting in the
Dolder Hotel above Ziirich organised by the Swiss Ministry of Defence. He
reported that Gorbachev no longer was insisting on the dissolution of the
two military pacts. This raised the question of whether it was in our interest
to keep the Warsaw Treaty Organisation. Worner clearly rejected any
attempts to neutralise Germany or to make it belong to both pacts, but he
could imagine a continued presence of Soviet forces for some limited time.
In any case, the speed of German unification would be decided by the
crowds and nobody else would be able to influence it much.

In the West, nobody would support any of these extreme options, but
the idea of demilitarising the area of the GDR was seriously considered by
some, including Henry Kissinger. There was much speculation on the
minimum security interests of the Soviet Union. At the Dolder meeting,
Malcolm Mackintosh, the Sovietologist in the UK Cabinet Office, described
them as: maintaining the present frontiers, no independence for the Baltic
countries, full access for Soviet forces to their bases and the development
of a new deployment doctrine coupled with a notion of sufficiency. Another
British expert, Chris Donnelly, estimated that the Warsaw Pact would cease
to exist as loyalties would be redirected towards the preservation of national
boundaries. In his opinion, the best Moscow could expect was a kind of
Finlandisation of Eastern Europe and a GDR not linked with NATO and on
friendly terms with the Soviet Union. My own opinion was more on the
side of Annemarie le Gloannec, the perceptive French expert on Germany,
who a few weeks earlier had said that German unification was inevitable as
the GDR would no longer be able to cope on its own. At the same time,
she expected the eastern pan to change the character of Germany by
strengthening the protestant and anti-liberal elements and emphasising the
values of frugality and public spirit.

The status of Eastern Germany continued to preoccupy us at WEU. The
Belgian ambassador in London, Jean-Paul van Bellinghen, took a personal
interest in security matters and used his presidency to organise informal
discussions among the permanent representatives. The WEU Council
consisted of ambassadors who enjoyed the multilateral activities in WEU,
but were not appointed for their security expertise. Several had been
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political directors at home, like Richthofen in Bonn and Biancheri in Rome
and had no problem in engaging in brainstorming meetings. Late in January
1990, at a breakfast session, Richthofen reported that now also the
governing SED party in the GDR had expressed itself in favour of unifica-
tion. This made the security arrangements more urgent. We were worried
that the European Council paid little attention to security in supporting
Gorbachev for a new relationship in a Common European Home. Although
many joked privately about not wanting to live in a home with shady
characters possessing dangerous weapons, much lip-service was paid to it
in public. The notion went back to Brezhnev who talked about it as early
as 1981, but it never attained any precision. It was broad enough to cover
a variety of solutions and projected a positive image of the Soviet Union.
Under its flag, Gorbachev could probe for promising avenues, but, | felt, in
the end would be overtaken by events. | was duly impressed by his
volatility at home in adjusting to pressures from different corners, but
increasingly wondered whether his course would be sufficiently steady to
maintain the support of his people. Glasnost became a success, but by 1990
perestroika had achieved very little.

Richthofen obviously had thought deeply about ways of avoiding the
build-up of pressure for demilitarisation. Genscher had made some
contradictory statements, saying on one occasion that a united Germany
would remain in NATO but on another that NATO territory should not be
extended to the Oder-Neisse. Those sympathetic to the German Foreign
Minister called it "subtle ambivalence", but to others Genscherism became
a dirty word. At a dinner of the political directors, the German participant
Kastrup had tried to reassure his colleagues, but did not succeed entirely.
In a meeting of the WEU Reinforced Council on 30 January, he had
repeated that extension of NATO to the Polish border would affect the
security interests of the Soviet Union. Now Richthofen floated the idea of
reserving Central Europe for European forces, possibly in the framework of
the future Europear. Union. In answer to a question from his British
colleague whether WEU could move its borders eastwards, he replied
affirmatively, stressing that the German notion of security was more political
than military. Biancheri had no objection to handling security questions
within the Twelve if all were prepared to join. If not, it should be done in
WEU. The Irish statement at the time of their referendum, that they would
not enter NATO through the backdoor, and the way this was handled in
practice made action at Twelve unlikely.

The 1990 Wehrkunde session in Munich was particularly important
that year. It always provided an excellent opportunity for European-
American discussions under the chairmanship of Ewald von Kleist, who as
a young German officer had volunteered to blow himself up to kill Hitler.
For a Dutchman, it was very interesting to see the inter-German and often
also inter-American debates unfold. Stoltenberg, the German Minister of
Defence who succeeded Worner after having been Minister of Finance,
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listed the new tasks for the West:

1. to maintain an adequate defence capability:

2. to share a framework for dialogue, negotiation and cooperation with
Eastern Europe;

3. todevelop and verify arms control and to widen the perspective of the
agreement on Conventional Forces in Europe;

4. to expand the security dialogue, to continue the CSCE process and to

develop norms of international law;

to deepen the European Community; and

6. to ensure US participation in_Europe.

w

Referring to President Bush’s proposal to lower US forces in Europe,
Stoltenberg argued that these should be embedded in the CFE Treaty and
warned that a European security order could not consist of a power vacuum.
In contemplating changes in NATO structures, he could envisage either a
further development of the Eurogroup within NATO or of the Western
European Union.

Lothar Rihl, who had been State Secretary under Worner, made the
point that territorial defence of a united Germany no longer would have a
military component on its borders. Similarly, he did not see a long-term
need for Moscow to station forces in Central Europe, but in return he
questioned the wisdom of keeping US forces on German soil. It would be
a wise demonstration of self-restraint to keep them elsewhere in Europe. In
any case, a massive capability for forward defence and extending it eastward
would delay the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact.

Pointedly as always, Egon Bahr intervened by saying that in the FRG
there was no impatience to achieve unification as in the GDR, but he did
not believe in continued membership of NATO for a united Germany nor
in a special status for the GDR. As far as the future size of the German
forces was concerned, they could be as strong as the Europeans wanted:
"anywhere between zero and 300,000. You name it." His SPD colleague,
Karsten Voigt, took a different line by arguing that while a confederation
could be compatible with membership of both pacts, a federal Germany
could not. And he was against neutrality for it would amount to a Sonder-
weg, a special status, which would burden the future of Germany.
Moreover, he feared that the people in the East would be less positive
towards the ideals of European integration than Germans in the West.

In his reply, Stoltenberg argued that in a united Germany there could
not be a zone of insecurity but hinted at the possibility of voluntary
restrictions, like Norway’s with regard to the Finmark region. He also
wanted to reflect further on the successor negotiations to CFE in the light of
the proposed US reductions.

The US National Security Adviser, Brent Scowcroft, made an unusually
positive speech on European efforts to integrate further: we support WEU,
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the Franco-German cooperation and the nuclear deterrents of France and the
United Kingdom. We appreciate the help extended in the Gulf. Institutional
mechanisms of cooperation have to be sorted out and a more equal
partnership is now at hand. In reply to my question on how to keep some
order in the burden-sharing debate, Scowcroft said that the level of 275,000
had become unsustainable, but that the US also wanted to demonstrate to
Moscow that they too were prepared to go lower. Technically speaking, the
new level of US forces in Europe was a ceiling but it was meant as a policy
floor for a permanent commitment, not to be measured against Soviet levels.
And he ended with a remark that we would hear many times since from our
American friends: the US was reaching out to Europe and would not repeat
the mistakes of the past, but if there was a perception that the Americans
were not wanted, there would be a sharp reaction at home.

My own intervention tried to make several points. In the first place, |
felt the need to arrive at a common assessment amongst ourselves of what
we regarded as legitimate Soviet security interests in Eastern Europe.
Secondly, as the Soviet Union - through its size and geopolitical situation -
would always pose a threat to Western Europe, we should work on the
question of how Europe could live comfortably with the USSR on its
threshold. This would require a web of interrelationships in the economic
and political fields with the East and a collective security arrangement in the
West which involved the US. Thirdly, Europe should define what kind of US
forces it would need. Some changes in deployment could be contemplated.
On the European side, the future was with multinational forces which would
spread the responsibility for "out-of-area" operations, but also would apply
to everybody within Western Europe, including Germany. Thus Germany
would be kept firmly in the West without applying any form of discrimina-
tion or special status. Fourthly, as the policy options for Moscow were
shrinking, future developments would not always represent the preferred
scenarios in Moscow. Therefore, we should not pay any price for the
withdrawal of Soviet forces from Central Europe or for the erosion of the
Warsaw Pact. Nor could German unification be subject to demands for
neutralisation or similar constraints. NATO and the Warsaw Pact should not
be put on the same level, which also meant that there was no necessity to
withdraw US forces entirely when all the Soviet troops had gone home. And
finally, German unification in the past had been regarded as a distant
prospect which could be realised only in a completely different Europe in
which borders had little meaning. Now German unification was imminent
but the new arrangements in Europe were still unclear. | was not keen to
resume the nuclear debate in the abstract without knowing the shape of
CFE, for nuclear capabilities had to be a function of the new strategic
situation. Besides, | expected Moscow ultimately to accept nuclear
deterrence in a defensive strategy which had to make do without a broad
glacis in Eastern Europe. Discussing these questions after the Wehrkunde
session with Joe Fitchett of the International Herald Tribune, he summed up
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the mood among the participants as expecting a majority among Germans
in favour of some form of neutralisation.'”

Zelikow and Rice for the US and Teltschik for Germany have given us
fascinating accounts of the events leading up to German unification. The
Two + Four idea originated in the State Department and was sold to the
Europeans over various degrees of reluctancy and the White House as well
had to be persuaded to shed its fears of implications along the way. It was
to deal with the external aspects of unification and Genscher accepted it as
long as it was clear that the two Germanies would come first. His original
idea was to have the outcome of the bilateral German negotiations blessed
by the CSCE summit. Baker made the point to Genscher that the CSCF was
not the appropriate place for determining Germany’s future or managing
Soviet concerns. He was concerned by the fact that the foreign ministers of
the Twelve had already given their public agreement to convening a CSCE
summit before the end of 1990 and insisted on several conditions being
met, particularly the completion of the treaty on Conventional Forces in
Europe. At first, Baker had accepted that NATO's jurisdiction should not be
extended eastward, but later on amended this to apply to the stationing of
foreign forces only.

Now we know how Soviet positions on German unification softened
in the course of eleven months. Originally, Moscow was not prepared to
envisage unification as a short- or medium-term possibility, then it
demanded a neutralised status, but shifted to the option of membership of
both alliances. When that did not prove feasible, Gorbachev and Shevard-
nadze sought to limit German membership of NATO to the political aspects,
not allowing participation in the military integration. In the end, they settled
for a Soviet military presence till the middle of 1994 and a permanent
injunction against non-German NATO forces on the territory of the GDR.
After the withdrawal of Soviet troops, the German corps stationed there
could come under NATO but no foreign forces could be admitted. The
lesson from this evolution is that one should never assume that the position
of the opponent at the negotiating table will remain immutable, but also that
a deal should be struck when further concessions become unlikely. That
leaves, of course, a considerable margin of judgment as to where his bottom
line might be. Western assessments varied even within the negotiating
delegations. They remained divergent till the very end of the Two + Four
negotiations when the UK held out against the limitations on NATO and
obtained a possibility for temporary presence of NATO forces in Eastern
Germany in the context of exercises."”

Before the happy ending, Alliance solidarity was heavily tested on
several occasions. A difficult moment came at the Ottawa meeting on Open
Skies when, in the margins, the NATO ministers were asked to endorse the
Two + Four procedure. Ministers Andreotti and Van den Broek incurred the
wrath of Genscher by not wanting to give a blank endorsement. He told
them bluntly that they had no part in this game. The animosity between Van
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den Broek and Genscher probably dates back to that incident. For WEU,
the possibility of playing a role in Eastern Germany dwindled when a
solution was found in the NATO context. In Ottawa, there was agreement
that the guarantees of Article 5 should apply to the whole of Germany.

On 23 March 1990, the WEU Assembly held a special meeting in
Luxembourg to which the German and Polish Foreign Ministers were
invited. Minister Skubizewski referred to my ideas concerning the formation
of multinational units and suggested a joint Polish-German military
formation. Genscher hardly mentioned WEU and mostly talked about the
European Community and the CSCE. Ambassador Richthofen had warned
me beforehand that | would be disappointed. One parliamentarian sneered
that we would be better off going to Vienna, where the CSCE held its
meetings. The session nevertheless served a useful purpose by seating
Skubizewski and Genscher next to each other and dispelling any doubt
about recognition of the Oder-Neisse line as the international border. The
Russian speaker, Falin, tempered our optimism by a hard speech demanding
a peace treaty with Germany and stating that independence for Lithuania
could only be accepted as the outcome of a referendum.

In the margins of the parliamentary meeting, Skubizievsky invited me
to come to Warsaw, but | preferred to visit unofficially, preferably to deliver
a speech at a symposium organised by a research institute. | knew that
several member states did not want WEU to assume a high profile in Eastern
Europe and | did not want to risk a negative decision on a proposal to go
there. The Council was watching my travel programme rather carefully. After
receiving some queries about planned visits, | had promised to periodically
circulate my travel schedule, so that the ambassadors could make comments
or suggestions concerning my contacts and remarks. But | did not want to
ask for approval of the visit, which would have been necessary had it been
regarded as an official one. | took the same line on visits to the Soviet
Union.

My first journey to Moscow was in response to an invitation of the
Soviet CSCE Committee to make a speech at the Diplomatic Academy. My
programme for 25-29 April 1990 also included discussions at IMEMO, the
Institutes for Europe and for North America, with Deputy Foreign Minister
Petrovsky and with members of the Committee for Defence Questions of the
Supreme Soviet. The most interesting meeting was with the Chief of the
General Staff, General Moiseev. In my report to the Permanent Representa-
tives, | described the conversation as follows:

General Moiseev was accompanied by Generals Chervov and
Ladygin and an excellentinterpreter (Lieutenant-Colonel). He was
an attentive listener, took extensive notes and was very direct,
almost aggressive in the hour and a half discussion. He started by
welcoming me most warmly. The Secretary-General of WEU was
not a regular guest and he was interested in a good dialogue.
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Europe was now drawing attention from the entire world and the
Soviet Union was interested in excluding confrontation and
providing for European security.

In return, | explained the double function of WEU (European
pillar of NATO and security dimension of the European integra-
tion), our Platform stressing the need for a continued US presence
in view of Europe’s geopolitical situation, the constant elements
in NATO's role and the activities of WEU (security requirements
91-95, verification, study of the concept of multinational forces).

Moiseev concluded drily that WEU was an active unit within
NATO which could only function with the support of the US.
When | said that it was not quite like that, he asked whether
WEU could provide for enhanced security of the Soviet Union or
the Warsaw Treaty Organisation. In any case, the WTO had never
been exclusively military and NATO was not as political as some
made it out to be. Many prominent American and British spokes-
men stressed its military character. In any case, NATO could not
guarantee Soviet security. In reality, the WTO was no longer in
existence as a military alliance. President Bush had stated his
expectation that it would be disbanded soon, but nevertheless
wanted NATO to be stronger than ever before. Assisted by
Chervov, General Moiseev gave some figures of NATO’s strength.
The Soviet forces in Czechoslovakia and Hungary would be
withdrawn by the middle of next year. The balance of forces was
shifting in favour of NATO and after implementation of CFE,
NATO would be stronger than the Soviet Union. In naval
armaments, the United States was superior and it was urgent to
include naval aspects in the negotiations.

Then there was the question of German unification. Reacting to
my opinion that it should remain in NATO, he said that nobody
could prove that such a link would be a lasting guarantee of
German behaviour. Chervov interjected here that WEU claimed
to represent the European dimension, but nevertheless remained
closely linked with the United States. Moiseev asked whether, in
my concept, Soviet forces could join the multinational forces, and
fell into a short monologue. The Soviet Union had never
threatened anybody and was now changing towards an entirely
new system. He appealed to the West to treat the new processes
seriously and to appreciate the Soviet search for new relations and
stability. The West should not only say that Germany should be
part of NATO, for what would that mean for the countries East of
the Elbe? Germany had been the birthplace of fascism. The Soviet
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Union had made enormous sacrifices in defeating it and
subsequently there had been peace for 45 years. Now the Soviet
Union demanded "doubtless guarantees" that German unification
would not be harmful to Soviet interests. Otherwise twenty
million Soviets would have died in vain.

| retorted that the situation was different now. The Federal
Republic of Germany had an excellent record as a democracy,
and a constitution with careful checks and balances. Moreover, it
was integrated in the European Communities. | could not believe
that the addition of 17 million Germans from the GDR would
make a difference. Then | asked what sort of guarantees the Soviet
Union was looking for. Moiseev answered that there should be no
claims for a reconsideration of European borders, otherwise we
would be back in 1939. When | said that nobody in the West,
including Germany, entertained such claims Chervov interjected
that | seemed to underestimate Germany. | stated that, in compari-
son to 1939, the Soviet Union was now a superpower and would
remain the largest military power in Europe. In any case, NATO
had always been a defensive alliance and no military expert could
really attribute offensive capabilities to it.

Moiseev then started another monologue. NATO had 300 bases
around the Soviet Union. Now there was talk of expanding NATO
with Hungary and it was necessary to have a new look at the
balance of forces, certainly if a united Germany would be in
NATO and the Soviet Union was reducing its forces. The WTO
was not yet a political organisation. In its top organ, only the
Soviet and Polish leaders remained the same, there were many
changes and civilians were replacing the military incumbents
(which he seemed to dislike!). In Europe, the Soviet Union
remained alone and would be faced with NATO superiority. Did
the West have any doubts about the Soviet policy objectives after
its proclaimed defensive doctrine and force reductions?

I replied that | did not believe in any aggressive intentions, but
that any defence expert had to reckon with military capabilities
and, for the time being anyway, the Soviet Union had superior
forces. Yes, Moiseev said, "l have heard that argument. When (the
French Chief of Defence) General Schmitt was here, he said the
Soviet Union has more tanks, but then | said the West has more
ships". | repeated my point of Western Europe’s geopolitical
situation and tried to return to future security arrangements. But
Moiseev maintained that the WTO was constantly threatened and
cited NATO's first-use doctrine. | bet him a bottle of brandy that,
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in five years time, the Soviet Union would have resorted to some
kind of flexible response/minimum deterrence strategy. | also said
that defence budgets in the West were declining, which would be
accelerated by the signing of a CFE agreement.

Moiseev regarded such developments as hypothetical and without
guarantee. He also referred to the Chernobyl disaster to underline
the vulnerability of modern society to conventional attack. Then
he switched back to German unification and asked why Germany
could not be a member of both NATO and the WTO. | found that
a rather peculiar idea and asked what it would mean in practice.
It would probably be better to disband the GDR army. Moiseev
dismissed that as unacceptable to the GDR and contrary to what
he called "equal distribution". He saw the need for a peace treaty.
I contested that as not only impractical, but also redundant after
the admission of both Germanies to the United Nations. As to the
future, | referred to the standing commission which the CFE
should set up for verification and possibly other tasks.

Moiseev concluded amicably by appreciating my knowledge of
delicate issues and repeating that the German problem was very
serious for the Soviet Union. He stressed the need for contacts as
ours for understanding each other’s position. At my departure, he
presented me with a ceremonial dagger of the Red Army.

The NATO summit in London in July 1990 was useful in giving a
signal to Moscow that the Alliance was changing, too. From the strategic
point of view, | had some quarrels with the wording on nuclear weapons
as a last resort (which indicated a prolonged war) and the brevity of the
reference to forward defence (which was confused with forward deploy-
ment), but the message was clear. Apparently, it helped the Soviets to take
the final step and on 19 July, Hofstetter was able to inform the SWG that
NATO membership of the united Germany had been achieved. On 3
October we held a formal session of the permanent WEU Council to mark
the day of German unity. In my opening statement | said that it not only
heralded the end of the artificial and often cruel division of Germany, but
also terminated the division of our continent. At midnight, we had witnessed
the closing of the post-war period and the start of a new chapter in
European history. As a European | felt moved and privileged to chair our
Council meeting that day. All Permanent Representatives spoke and we
issued a press release welcoming the statement made by the German
ambassador that the united Germany is a full member of Western European
Union.*

38

ARRIVAL AT WEU
3. Multinational Forces

My suggestion to concentrate on the formation of multinational units
to respond both to German unification and the expected demand for out-of-
area operations was slow in getting support. At the February 1990
Wehrkunde conference, | had breakfast with the Belgian Minister of
Defence, Guy Coéme, and his Chief of Defence Staff, Charlier, as Belgium
had the WEU presidency at the time. | got little response. General Charlier
was worried about the announcement by President Bush that he would not
modernise the land-based short-range nuclear forces and would limit US
forces in Europe to 195,000. At that level, General Charlier no longer
believed forward defence to be possible.

The author inspects the guard of honour at AFCENT headquarters at Brunssum, the
Netherlands, accompanied by commander-in-chief General von Sandrart. (Photo:

AFCENT)

Equally, the CSCE doctrine seminar which was held at about the same
time focused more on past doctrine than on its adaptation to the new
situation. The Russians asked questions about FOFA, the American concept
of attack on follow-on forces to unbalance the war machine of the Warsaw
Pact, thereby giving the defence against the front-line forces a better chance.
The US countered by enquiring about the notion of "counter-preparation”
in Soviet handbooks and the role of "operational manoeuvre groups" in
forcing deep penetrations of Western defences. In their view, the doctrine
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of defensive defence had made little headway in practical implementation.
The seminar had been useful in bringing military officers together who had
never seen each other, let alone talked together. My own view was that, to
become fruitful, it would be better on the next occasion to discuss at a
somewhat lower level than Chiefs of Defence those aspects of doctrine and
capabilities that one found particularly worrying on the other side.

Only when the prospect of a complete Soviet withdrawal from Central
Europe firmed up was there growing support for multinational forces.
Douglas Hurd, whom | visited on 1 March, was the first minister to show
an interest, albeit at the Corps level and with the proviso that the US should
be able to join at least some of the new formations. A meeting of the
Defence Representatives Group brought agreement from General Charlier’s
representative as well as a positive response from Germany. Apparently, in
Bonn there was appreciation for the argument that to maintain any form of
stationed forces in Germany there should be equal rights among Europeans,
and multinational units were the best way to demonstrate that to the public.
In the Special Working Group, where the Foreign Office representatives take
the lead, the German position was less committed. There, the UK represen-
tative, John Goulden, took the lead in arguing the political and arms control
arguments in favour. Understandably, he wanted to build on what already
existed, but the "layer cake" of a series of heavy national corps organised
in army groups no longer seemed appropriate. It was geared to a massive
threat from the East which was likely to become more remote, particularly
in geographic terms. For land forces it should be possible to go lower than
the corps level; he would not be dogmatic about the precise level where
multinationality could best be applied. The problem of reserves, which had
always weighed heavily on NATO’s defence plans, would also become
easier in a multinational structure as well as the pooling of long-range
assets. At the same time, the UK thought it important to maintain a clear
command structure compatible with the presence of the US Army Corps and
able to receive reinforcements quickly in a crisis. The French reaction also
was quite positive. Philippe Guelluy agreed that a new basis was needed for
a continued force presence in Germany but also saw possibilities in the
Mediterranean. The Italian, Migliorini, was more cautious about speedy
implementation but was prepared to reflect on the idea. '

At the Luxembourg sessiori of the WEU Assembly in March 1990, | put
the issue in a general context, concentrating on substance before devising
the most appropriate institutional arrangements. WEU should do three
things: Europeans should assume a larger part of their own security and the
best way to avoid an uncoordinated reduction of defence efforts would be
to develop multinational forces. These would not only provide a new basis
for standing forces in Germany, but also elsewhere. We should avoid
special regimes which would apply only to Germany. Therefore, it would
be important to demonstrate throughout Europe that the application of
military force would never take place on a purely national basis. Secondly,
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Europe should identify the functions we should like the US to continue to
periorm as a complement to our own efforts. Obviously, this referred to
nuclear deterrence and reinforcement, but also to certain high-tech
capabilities. (Later | was to encapsulate this idea in a "new transatlantic
bargain".) And thirdly, 1 felt that we should determine among ourselves
which security concerns of the Soviet Union we would consider as
legitimate after its forces had been withdrawn from Central Europe.
Several parliamentarians took up my points, and the reports by
Wilkinson and Speed were favourable, but the ministerial session in Brussels
of 23 April was rather disappointing about multinationality. A positive
aspect was that, for the first time since the Luxembourg meeting of April
1987, a full communiqué was issued, which had been opposed by Germany
at previous meetings. But on multinational forces Genscher reacted to my
plea by saying that this was not the moment to do anything without the US.
He would be prepared to consider multinationality if it would enhance
efficiency, but not to appear reassuring towards the Soviets. Standing next
to him at the family photo he told me that for the time being he did not
want any military forces coming into Eastern Germany. The French Defence
Minister, Chevénement, was also hesitant about the idea. He thought
multinationality an ambiguous concept for France. The Franco-German
brigade was inadequate and presented too many problems, especially at the
logistic level: and if the level were too high it would appear as if France
were re-entering integration. Therefore, he preferred new forms of cooper-
ation such as a European satellite system for verification or long-range
transport. For Spain, Defence Minister Serra was in favour of multinational
forces which would provide a purpose for an international role for the
Spanish forces, but his colleague at Foreign Affairs, Ordonez, feared that
public opinion would perceive it as accepting NATO integration. Not
everything was lost, as Minister Coéme concluded that our study should be
continued, but the ministerial communiqué did not refer to it and for WEU
the momentum was gone. My disappointment about the lack of decisiveness
in WEU grew even stronger when | learned that, at about the same time in
NATO, the Defence Planning Committee had agreed to conduct a study on
multinational forces. Nobody had bothered to inform us and even the
Belgian delegate in the Defence Representatives Group did not know about
it. Clearly, there was a lack of communication at all levels. Apparently,
Washington, which in February still was negative about my idea of
multinational forces had changed its mind. During a second visit | paid in
March, Raymond Seitz, Assistant Under-Secretary for European Affairs, had
listened attentively to my explanation. | noted his remark that the presence
of American forces would acquire an even greater political importance, but
that the US military were not yet used to such a new role. A German friend
of mine attributed this change of mind to plans to reduce the American
forces in Europe even further, to a level between 70,000 and 100,000
troops, which would make it impossible to maintain two army corps.
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Similar considerations played a role in other countries, where declining
defence budgets made it extremely doubtful whether their national corps
could be maintained. Strategists at SHAPE juggled with various possibilities:
a corps with German, Dutch and Belgian forces, a UK-Netherlands corps
and, in southern Germany, a US-German and a German-US corps. One of
the advantages would be that every country would remain able to partici-
pate at the strategic level in a corps headquarters. The seamless positioning
of forces along the Iron Curtain, better known as the layer-cake, would no
longer be necessary. Instead, SHAPE was thinking of pre-assigned assembly
areas and manoeuvre areas and a Rapid Reaction Force of two divisions for
use outside the Central Region.

Near the end of April the EPC foreign ministers had their informal
"Gymnich-type" meeting in Luxembourg and discussed European security
and defence. Early in May, Douglas Hurd wrote to his colleagues to sum up
his ideas. He felt that we could not express in treaty form the idea of a
European defence identity until we were clear what it would mean in
practice. There was general agreement that a reformed NATO should make
room for a larger European role, but this role was to strengthen the Alliance.
In practice the WEU’s defence role should be clarified as well as the
circumstances under which WEU members might decide to take collective
action. In the British view the defence of NATO territory would be the
responsibility of NATO; the WEU role here would be "to encourage a more
coherent European dimension in Alliance debates". Collective European
military activity to protect our interests outside the NATO area would be for
decision in WEU. Military operations would be coordinated to the greatest
degree possible with those of other Allies and it would, therefore, be
sensible to have full consultations within the Alliance before decisions were
made in WEU. Military activity in Central and Eastern Europe was a special
case, given the risk of escalation into confrontation with the Soviet Union.
For this reason, it would make practical sense to ensure that any decision
by the Europeans had the backing of other Allies, which underlined the
need for a genuine effort to reach a joint decision in the Alliance.

On a second question - what forces the Europeans would have
available and how these would relate to NATO forces - the UK envisaged
an autonomous European Reaction Force (ERF) with a genuine capability for
military action in a wide range of possible circumstances outside the NATO
area. It would be separate from the NATO integrated military structure,
although drawing its forces from units assigned to NATO as well as from
other national units. Political control would be exercised by the WEU
Council and a planning cell would develop contingency plans and organise
exercises, coordinating its work with the NATO Rapid Reaction Forces
planning cell, but remaining separate from it. Flexible arrangements would
be needed to designate an ERF commander and headquarters, appropriate
to each operation, and for deployment along forces of other Allies and
drawing on their specialist military assets.
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| was delighted to read the telegram which was very much in line with
my own thinking of planning force packages for different contingencies
including their command arrangements, transport, communications and
logistics. For a while things seemed to go in the right direction.

The NATO study would eventually result in the creation of the Allied
Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC). WEU would get a new momentum with the
concept of Forces Answerable to WEU (FAWEU), which was compatible
with "double-hatting" for NATO and European missions. The ARRC was a
catalogue of forces available for action anywhere in the treaty area or
outside it. Before anybody else, London had grasped its significance in the
new Europe and made its division in Germany the main contribution to the
ARRC, thereby obtaining both its command and a rationale for keeping an
army of reasonable size. France and Germany did not wait for an ERF to
develop and pushed their bilateral cooperation to the level of the Eurocorps.
This was a political move at the highest level, but some German frustration
with overpowering British tactics on the ARRC may have enhanced their
willingness to build the Eurocorps.

The WEU ministerial discussion in Brussels reviewed the situation in
the CFE negotiations and their relation to the timing of a CSCE summit
meeting. CFE was making progress on common ceilings for treaty-limited
items, i.e. tanks, artillery and armoured personnel carriers, but was stalling
on the inclusion of aircraft and helicopters. The French Minister, Dumas,
accepted a link between a CSCE summit and CFE. He declared himself
ready to subscribe to a CFE without limitations on aircraft, most of the other
ministers were not. Hurd favoured holding a NATO summit first, by the end
of 1990, and was against convening a CSCE summit without a CFE treaty
being ready for signing. Van den Broek equally wanted to maintain a link
between a conclusion of CFE and the CSCE summit, for otherwise the
Soviets might abandon CFE at a time when the Warsaw Pact was
unravelling. Like Genscher, who stressed that CFE in fact would give us
more than parity with the Soviet Union, he did not expect that too many
aspects would be pushed on to follow-on negotiations. As to a continuation
of the arms control process, he favoured doing so at twenty-three, i.e. the
members of the two pacts, as he found it difficult to imagine that the CSCE
at thirty-five could provide the same degree of security we at present
derived from NATO. The communiqué contained some linkage but in a
rather soft manner:

Ministers stressed the importance they attach to the concluding of
a CFE agreement and to the holding of the CSCE summit before
the end of the year.

An important question was to what extent Germany would be prepared

to provide assurances as to the size of its armed forces. Would it be possible
to say that a united Germany would not maintain a larger army than the
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Bundeswehr at present? Obviously, Bonn preferred to settle this through
multinational arms control to avoid being singled out. In the Special
Working Group of 31 May, the German representative said that Bonn was
prepared to give up land-based nuclear missiles as they lacked any strategic
role in the new situation. All that on the understanding that there would be
a reciprocal agreement. The Netherlands took a similar view for the longer
term, and regarded it as a consequence of the decision by President Bush
not to modernise the short-range nuclear forces.

In May 1990, Presidents Bush and Mitterrand met at Key Largo in
Florida. The French President talked in general terms of a renovation of the
Alliance, but did not present any concrete plan. Instead he wanted a process
of reflection, which according to his representative in the SWG could also
‘open the possibility of military authorities meeting in a WEU context.
Personally, | sympathised with the notion of a reform which would give
shape to the European pillar, particularly in making joint inputs into NATO
consultations. For that reason, | had supported the idea of a second Harmel
report launched by Francois Heisbourg, Director of the 11SS in London, and
the subject of a session of experts at Ebenhausen. Manfred Wérner accepted
the need for reform but told me by the end of May that he wanted to do it
quickly and finish the review at the July summit. Following the French
proposal would erode NATO completely through a prolonged period of
uncertainty.

The French were unhappy by the cold shoulder given to their reflection
proposal. While Germany was coming round to the idea of multinational
forces, the French announced that on taking over the WEU presidency on
1 July 1990 they would not take any initiatives till after the NATO summit.
And once the summit was over, they made it appear as if NATO had closed
the door on a strategic review and multinational forces. The paradoxical
result was that France first wanted to wait and see what NATO would be
doing while the UK and Belgium saw some room for a European reflection
on these issues in WEU. The British representative circulated a lengthy draft
for a Declaration on a Peaceful Future. French reticence was to last for some
time, exacerbated by the departure of Cheveénement as Minister of Defence
on 29 January 1991.”" His successor, Joxe, wanted to proceed carefully
and maintained a close link with the Elysée. As late as 11 March 1991,
Guelluy was still not able to give a French position on multinational forces.
Somewhat cynically, he talked about the permanent fireworks created
around the subject, but explained the difference between the pragmatic
approach of the UK and the Netherlands and the political issue France was
confronted with. For his country, the crucial question was whether a
nucleus of European defence would be possible within the NATO system.
A European rapid reaction force should respond to European institutions and
be sufficiently visible, even if it started only modestly. But France had no
intention of making existing arrangements in NATO more fragile.

After the NATO summit in London, we held a post-mortem during a

44

ARRIVAL AT WEU

lunch discussion of the SWG on 19 July. These informal discussions in my
office often were the most interesting parts of the meetings of SWG and
DRG. Guelluy fulminated against the US, which had deliberately
marginalised France, one of the countries which had the most to offer to
European security. According to him, the US had made it clear that a move
towards multinational corps meant more integration, not less, thereby
shutting the door on any developments. Consequently, France had decided
not to participate in any way in the strategic review. His German‘and
Belgian colleagues tried to reassure him that nothing had been prejudiced.
Champenois said that the first US draft had contained much greater detail
on how multinational forces would operate, but that the Europeans had
deleted this, precisely to keep doors open. Then | expanded my own ideas
for the future of NATO. In my view, a solution of variable geometry could
be found for multinational forces: those containing US forces would have
strong links with SACEUR but purely European units could have much
weaker ties. The NATO command structure was bound to change and be
scaled down somewhat, which could be combined with making it more
amenable to Europeanisation and French involvement. In any case, !

expected the army group level to disappear.
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Chapter Three
Action in the Gulf

On 1 August 1990, Iraq attacked Kuwait and occupied it completely.
For the first time since World War Il, a larger country dismantled and
annexed a small neighbour. The next day, the UN Security Council
condemned the invasion, demanded that lraq withdraw all its forces
immediately and unconditionally and called upon both countries to begin
immediately extensive negotiations for the resolution of their differences. On
6 August, UNSC Resolution 661 declared an economic embargo on Iraq by
deciding that all states "shall prevent" the import of all commodities and
products originating in lraq or Kuwait and the sale or supply of any
commodities or products, whether or not originating in their territories but
not including supplies intended strictly for medical purposes, and, in
humanitarian circumstances, foodstuffs.

When news of the aggression became known, my mind went back to
1987 when WEU undertook its first military operation during the Iran-lraq
war by organising the mine-clearance operation. After taking office as
Secretary-General, | had attempted to do some contingency planning for a
similar action in the Gulf region, but did not meet with a positive response.
That particular operation had been so special that it would be most unlikely
to repeat itself, the argument went. And other scenarios would be so
different that they would not lend themselves to detailed planning. In later
years, | would not accept such arguments which are a recipe for inaction.
If there is a will to act, the lack of capabilities makes implementation very
difficult and, if there is no will to act, the lack of available assets presents
a convenient excuse. One of the lessons | was to draw from the Kuwait
crisis was the need to identify some European capabilities and make them
readily available for action "out-of-area".

Of course, the 1987 operation had been a peculiar one. Mines
appeared in the Gulf, and some in the Red Sea, without anybody claiming
responsibility. We all assumed that the lranians wanted to disrupt Iraqi sales
of oil. Similarly, oil tankers had been attacked to raise the risks - and
insurance premiums - of Gulf sailings, compelling the US to "re-flag"
Kuwaiti oil tankers. Iran never admitted laying the mines, which had
produced a Kafkaesque discussion when the chargé d’affaires came to
protest Dutch participation in the clearance operation. The meeting ended
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quickly with my reply that | had expected appreciation for the removal of
a danger affecting everybody. Indeed, the obstruction of free passage
through international waterways was an important issue for the West as a
whole, but certainly for Europe, which depended on Middle Eastern oil
even more than the US. At first, our governments attempted to work
through the UN, but when it became clear that no effective clearance
operation could be expected from New York, the need for separate action
became evident. At that time, as in 1990, NATO was still constrained from
engaging in out-of-area operations. Internally, there was no consensus and
externally the Third World feared that NATO involvement would draw them
into East-West conflict. Some Western European countries had experience
with intervention in other continents. Several had contributed forces to the
UN operation in Korea, but together they had never assumed any responsi-
bility. Mine-clearance would be the first instance.

In NATO'’s defence planning, European mine countermeasures had
always received attention, for access to their ports had to be assured if US
reinforcements were to be counted on. American methods of mine-sweeping
concentrated on clearing the approaches to beaches for amphibious
landings. They relied heavily on helicopters, working quickly but accepting
some losses in the actual assault. For area clearance, mine-sweepers or
mine-hunters were required and in that field the Europeans were better
equipped than the US. No wonder, therefore, that Washington looked for
European participation. They would have done so in any case, for the US
Congress became increasingly critical of the lack of European solidarity in
what they rightly perceived as common interests. But for mine-clearance the
case was overwhelming.

In July 1987, the Netherlands had taken over the presidency of WEU,
which fell on Hans van den Broek as Foreign Minister and myself as
Minister of Defence. We were prepared to despatch two of our mine-
hunters, one of the few successes in equipment cooperation by producing,
together with Belgium and France, virtually identical ships. Our problem
was how to ensure their protection. The Navy would not have minded
sending a frigate as well, but that might have been too much in one go.
Moreover, we wanted tc stress the multinational character of the enterprise.
The country best suited to provide protection was the UK, which already
operated the Armilla patrol in the Gulf with four frigates. They also
envisaged contributing three mine-sweepers. The other country with
important assets in this field, including a support ship, the Zinnia, was
Belgium, which however had no tradition of sending its ships outside the
NATO area except to Zaire. Only close cooperation with others would
enable its defence minister, Francois-Xavier de Donnéa, to obtain the
necessary parliamentary support.

My first step was to ask for a bilateral meeting with the British. Minister
of State lan Stewart who came over from London, obviously had a brief to
remain cautious, but finally agreed to provide "close tactical coordination"
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between the ships present in the Guli. It was a brilliant phrase provided by
the UK Ambassador in The Hague, Sir John Margetson, when the talks were
stalling, and it was the minimum | needed to go back to my own cabinet
and parliament. Belgium was happy with the same arrangement and De
Donnéa and | had a meeting with George Younger in Brussels on 15
October. The outcome was generally positive, but the British did not want
to say anything publicly about the rules of engagement. The London Times
had published an article saying that the British frigates were too busy to
protect the Belgian and Dutch ships. Younger denied that emphatically and
the Royal Navy spokesman declared that "in some circumstances" protection
would be given. My own press interpreted that as "sometimes not”, to
which I replied that our mine-hunters would not enter the Gulf if there was
an air or surface threat to cope with.

As long as the problem of protection was being sorted out, the Belgian-
Dutch flotilla of four mine-hunters and a support ship would operate from
the United Arab Emirates port of Fujairah in the Gulf of Oman. We
informed our WEU colleagues during the ministerial meeting in The Hague
on 26-27 October and used the opportunity to explore with Younger what
we could expect from the UK. He agreed to hold a tripartite exercise within
the Gulf, provided it would be made public only after it had taken place.
In the plenary Giraud, the French Minister, said that he had proposed a
"bureau de coordination” for the Gulf operation, but that it had been
rejected by London; as a result we could not go further than establishing a
group of contact points in capitals. My Italian colleague, Zanone, told me
that he was prepared to work closely with us and to exchange all relevant
information, but that an arrangement for protection was resisted by Foreign
Minister Andreotti, who was keen on preserving his neutrality in the
conflict.

London worked seriously on the agreed exercise and offered a frigate
to protect the Belgian-Dutch flotilla sailing through the Strait of Hormuz. |
telephoned De Donnéa, who also had the green light of his cabinet to enter
the Gulf and we agreed to do so in the night of 19 November. If at any
moment UK protection would fall away, our forces would head for Abu
Dhabi. We kept our fingers crossed, the Netherlands Chief of the Naval Staff
slept in his command post that night, but nothing happened.

A few days later Frank Carlucci, my classmate at Princeton and the new
US Secretary of Defense, called to ask me to convene a meeting of the
ministers contributing ships to the Gulf operation, in the margins of the
Defence Planning Committee in Brussels on 1 December. Politically, it
would be very important to be able to show to the US Congress that the
Europeans were taking responsibility "out-of-area" in close coordination with
the US. Seeing him one-on-one beforehand, Admiral Crowe, then Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, thought that the Belgian and Netherlands ships
could best operate from Dubai, which would minimise the protection
problem. In the meeting during the luncheon interval, Younger confirmed
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the continuing need of a mine countermeasures capability in the Gulf during
1988 and was prepared to consider a more durable command arr.‘u‘|genw_-rﬂ
with us.

Our naval staffs, accustomed to working together, had interpreted their
instructions in such a way that their ships would come under a joint and
rotating command under the name of Operation Grotius. That was more
than | had requested, but De Donnéa and | were delighted about the
positive turn in the UK position and flew to London to seal the final
agreement on 21 January 1988. George Younger supported it, but ran into
trouble when the outcome was reported to Downing Street. Back at the
airport we were informed that a hitch had occurred. What was the matter?
Mrs Thatcher did not accept the rotating command under which British
ships would come under foreign commanders, even though this was
common practice in NATO. In addition, the name Grotius was said to be
not particularly appealing to her. Fortunately, the hitch was only temporary
as the Belgian and Netherlands navies had no problem with permanent
British coordination. When our ships sailed through the Strait of Hormuz,
the most dangerous stretch if Iran wanted to retaliate, British frigates were
in the vicinity and for the rest of the operation treated our mine-hunters in
the same way as they did their own mine-sweepers.

The incident was typical of Mrs Thatcher’s attitude towards WEU. Her
Foreign Secretary, Sir Geoffrey Howe, later wrote in his memoirs that
"Margaret could never be trusted not to snort impatiently whenever the
three letters WEU crossed her path".?” When | met her at the Queen’s
garden party in London after her retirement and mentioned my new
occupation as Secretary-General, she exclaimed "How dare you accost me",
followed by a long diatribe on how dangerous WEU was for maintaining US
involvement in Europe. As she wore a large-brimmed hat and we stood
closely together, | saw more of her hat than of her eyes, but my wife later
reported on her vivid facial expression. At least her handbag did not swing
Into action.

In the Gulf, France and Italy provided both frigates and mine-sweepers,
which continued to operate on a national basis. WEU provided a three-tier
coordination framework including:

. high-level consultation involving political and military experts from
both foreign and defence ministries of all WEU states;

- meeting of officers serving as contact points in their respective

admiralties; and
2 regular contacts between task force commanders on the spot.

Luxembourg made a financial contribution to the Belgian and
Netherlands forces and Germany sent ships to the Eastern Mediterranean,
relieving Allied ships going to the Gulf.

There was early agreement on a division of labour by delineating zones
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for searching and clearing. But command and control remained national -
except between the British, Belgian and Dutch - as did the rules of
engagement. Protection of shipping was limited to merchant vessels sailing
under the same flag. The notion of unity of command had not yet matured,
primarily because the danger to the ships from other countries ultimately
was not assessed to be high.

Looking back on this first experience, | formulated seven politico-
military principles for concerted military action out-of-area:

- political objectives should be realistic in the light of changing military
realities;

. institutional machinery should be set up to ensure political as well as
military coordination;

~ when sending forces into a region to protect specific national interests
(such as shipping), that aim should be kept firmly in mind and the
temptation to push for ambitious political or strategic spin-offs avoided;

- intelligence analyses and changing threat assessments should be
immediately shared with allies;

- only first-rate units, equipped and trained to cope with the most
intense and demanding levels of high-technology conflict should be
deployed;

- non-provocative rules of engagement (ROE) should be set which
incorporate the principle of minimum force, but which do not restrict
the capacity of forces to defend either themselves or those under their
protection. Without revealing details or insisting upon uniformity
between national contingents, the general principles behind the ROE
should be generally known, so as to prevent painful misunderstand-
ings. The ROE should be regularly reviewed as the situation evolves;
and

- the common objectives and reasons for deploying forces should be
clearly understood by the international community.”’

The Iraqi invasion took place on 2 August 1990. It was condemned the
same day by the United Nations Security Council in Resolution 660, which
called for an immediate and unconditional withdrawal. On 6 August this
was followed up by UNSC Resolution 661 imposing a complete embargo
on imports from and exports to Iraq, except medical supplies and, in
humanitarian instances, foodstuffs. It took a few weeks in August 1990 to
mobilise WEU to take the Kuwait crisis seriously. | rang Guelluy in Paris as
the French had taken over the WEU presidency, but he doubted whether
WEU had a task here. He assumed the US would take action, bilaterally
coordinated with some European countries, i.e. Britain and France. In Paris,
as in most capitals, we were faced with the absence on holiday of most
people familiar with WEU. It took till 21 August before it was possible to
organise a ministerial meeting, to which observers from Denmark, Greece
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and Turkey were invited. France had proposed to invite the three other EC
members, Denmark, Greece and Ireland, but cables from Bonn and London
insisted on the presence of Turkey if observers were invited. A representa-
tive of the US embassy in London came to see me to make the same point.
Dumas accepted and welcomed Turkey gracefully, by saying that it was
"particularly concerned" by the crisis. For Belgium and the Netherlands, the
meeting came too late to help in providing political support for their
national measures. Two Belgian mine-hunters together with the Zinnia and
two Dutch frigates had sailed a few days earlier. The meeting nevertheless
served to give its blessing to the measures already taken and agreed a
common understanding of the purpose of the mission as well as a frame-
work for coordination on the spot. Compared to 1987, the situation was
different, because many non-WEU countries were ready to participate and
the US was leader of the coalition. The ministers reaffirmed their determina-
tion to continue to take all measures necessary to comply with the embargo
of Iraq and called on the Security Council to apply any further useful
measures to this end. This appeal was inspired by a difference of opinion
on the possibility to use force in implementing the embargo. The UK
representative and | had argued that we had the right to search ships
without any further UNSC resolution, but the Spanish Defence Minister,
Serra, wanted a supplementary resolution authorising the use of force.
Chevénement was on the British side and announced that French inspection
teams would be armed. As a possible compromise he suggested instituting
two layers of inspection with varying degrees of intrusion. Asked by the
press whether tive use of force would be possible, | stuck out my neck and
said: "In principle, yes."

France was prepared to go quite far in organising a joint operation and
proposed to rotate tactical control over all WEU ships but, as in 1987, the
UK was opposed. Building on the experience from 1987-88, an ad hoc
group of foreign and defence ministry representatives was instructed to
ensure the most effective coordination in the capitals and in the region.
Again, contact points were nominated in the ministries of defence. In
addition, France saw the way clear to reactivate an old idea, supported by
Belgium, to call a meeting of the Chiefs of Defence Staff (CHODs) on 27
August. On that occasion, where several Chiefs of Naval Staff were
representing their countries, important guidelines for coordination were
adopted. In principle, the three-tier level of 1987 was reinstated but now
with a permanent coordination unit in Paris for the points of contact. On
substance they went much further and included:

- definition and performance of mission;

- definition of areas of action;

- coordination of deployments (performed by a French rear admiral on
the spot);

2 exchange of information;
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- mutual protection of shipping in the area; and
- logistic and operational support.

The WEU presence in the Gulf was made more visible at the naval
conference held in Bahrain on 8-9 September, where the WEU presidency
acted as co-chairman, together with representatives of the US and Arab
states concerned. While WEU action remained limited to the naval field, it
was quite significant, especially in comparison with the efforts of other
countries. At the height of the embargo operation, 39 ships from WEU
countries, now also including Portuguese and Spanish vessels, were present
in the region and carried out roughly three quarters of all control measures.
My efforts to extend them to land and air forces were less successful. At a
second ministerial meeting on 18 September, ministers agreed to this and
decided "to identify the forms that these new deployments will take, to seek
to ensure that they are complementary, to harmonise the missions of
member states’ forces and to pool their logistic support cap_abilities as
required". Cooperation had started on air and sea transport from home
countries and escort of shipping in the Mediterranean and the Red Sea. In
practice, however, only the British and French provided land and air forces
and the Italians air forces, and did not require much, if any, coordination
among themselves. They preferred to deal directly with the headquarters of
General Schwarzkopf, which from a military point of view was understand-
able. Germany, like Japan, made an important financial contribution but still
could not supply forces on account of its assumed constitutional constraints.
It supplied a good number of Fuchs armoured chemical warfare detection
vehicles which could have been very important if Iraq had resorted to the
use of chemical weapons.

No observers were invited to the September meeting, a decision that
was particularly regretted by Turkey. | had asked the US embassy which
assets were in short-supply, but a statement was not necessary as Tom King
for the UK pointed to the real problems of logistics at crowded airports in
Saudi Arabia. He listed deficiencies in air transport, air-to-air refuelling,
chemical decontamination and engineering equipment. He was also
concerned about protecting shipping against terrorist activities. De Michelis
wanted measures against countries not applying the embargo, such as the
closure of our airspace to their carriers. Genscher was prepared to say so
publicly and we included it in the communiqué. My own intervention
started on an upbeat note: never since World War Il had we seen such a
high degree of solidarity in a common action. Yet, | felt that the most
dangerous scenario currently was an Iraqi action against Jordan. How could
we deter that? Equally, | advocated a study of the impact of the Gulf crisis
on our positions in East-West arms control negotiations and our approach
to European security in general. The future course of events with its
prolonged use of air power and the massive application of force would
make it even more necessary to draw lessons. The joint specific guidelines
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for coordinated action by WEU countries to enforce the naval embargo
authorised intimidating manoeuvres and the firing of warning shots. In the
event that a vessel failed to stop, further measures should be taken, in
accordance with the specific circumstances, to halt the suspect ship. The
degree of force to be used to that end remained the responsibility of the
authorities of each participating country. In case of a hostile act the
principles of self-defence as defined in Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter would apply, which were extended to the naval forces of WEU
countries and to merchant ships escorted or located within immediate range
of each naval unit. At the request of France, this provision was also applied
to the fleets of the other nations taking part in the embargo against Iraq.

Shortly before hostilities started, the guidelines were adapted to allow
participation in direct operations against Iraqi forces, by escorting a carrier
task force or an amphibious force or by giving naval gunfire support.
Possible support operations included mine countermeasures, protection of
mine-hunters, protection of offshore installations and participation in
medical or refugee evacuation. Both the UK and France made clear that
there was no obligation to assign their forces exclusively to operations
carried out under the WEU framework, but if the naval force of a WEU
country were put under the tactical command and/or control of a non-WEU
country, the WEU coordinating authority would be informed.

UNSC Resolution 678, enabling the use of force, was passed on 29
November 1990 with Secretary of State Baker in the chair. Unless Iraq fully
complied with the UN demands on or before 15 January 1991, member
states cooperating with the Government of Kuwait were authorised "to use
all necessary means to uphold and implement Resolution 660 and all
subsequent relevant resolutions and to restore international peace and
security to the area". This formula provided the basis for the US-IQcI
coalition to execute Operation Desert Storm. On 16 January, Entensi\_fe aerial
bombardments started, culminating in a brief ground action which liberated
Kuwait on 27 February. Hostilities were suspended the next day, ‘when Iraq
had declared its willingness to comply with Resolution 660, but it took Ithe
UNSC another month to set the conditions for a formal ceasefire. Resolution
689 of 3 April instituted a demilitarised zone between Iraq _and Kuwe_lit,l to
be monitored by a UN observer unit (UNIKOM); a UN Special Comm;ssmrj
removal or rendering harmless of all Iraqi
pons and related capabilities and facilities as
well as ballistic missiles with a range greater than 150 kilometres; an Irejq—
Kuwait Boundary Demarcation Commission; and a QN Compensation
Commission as a subsidiary body of the Security Counml.. |

Alarmed by the news of starving Kurds seeking refuge in the mm:ntami
of northern Iraq, the Security Council took an unprecedented step on 5 Aplrl
in adopting Resolution 688 demanding that Iraq er.wd Ire'preSS!on' of the
civilian population in many parts of the country and _|r‘|51‘st|ng that it alfow
immediate access by international humanitarian organisations to all those in

to oversee the destruction,
chemical and biological wea
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need of assistance. The text was interesting because it reaffirmed "the
commitment of all member states to respect the sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence of Iraq and of all states in the region",
but at the same time condemned "the repression of the Iraqi civilian
population in many parts of lrag, including most recently in Kurdish
populated areas, the consequences of which threaten international peace
and security in the region". The reference to a threat to peace overruled the
principle of non-intervention and gave legitimacy to operation Provide
Comfort executed by a number of NATO countries and totalling 30,000
troops. Here the notion of "safe haven" had a concrete meaning: Iraqi forces
were prevented from operating to the North of a line on the map and relief
goods were provided to the area. In declaring "safe areas" in Bosnia several
years later the aspect of protection was to be sorely lacking.

The WEU Ministers of Foreign Affairs held an informal meeting in
Luxembourg on 8 April, in the margins of a meeting of the Twelve. They
instructed the ad hoc group to meet the next day in Paris, to consider what
could be done to assist implementation of the two resolutions. It was agreed
to continue with the military points of contact and to indicate what
resources could be made available, especially air-drop equipment and large
support helicopters to redistribute supplies delivered to airports in Turkey.
France took it upon itself to discuss with the Iranian Embassy whether help
was needed at entry points into that country. Secondly, the need was
stressed for active participation in the Special Commission to supervise the
disarmament measures and, thirdly, it was agreed to review the procedures
for embargo enforcement at sea which had to be attuned to a selective
embargo.

Except for the continuation of the naval embargo, these conclusions did
not lead to any particular WEU action. They even seemed a bit inflated by
the French presidency. Nevertheless, they served a purpose in increasing the
awareness of the member countries that they had to contribute in one way
or another towards alleviating the suffering of the Kurdish population. On
the wider issue of a new security order in the Middle East, evoked by US
Secretary of State Baker, WEU did not play a role. Washington addressed
its preliminary thoughts to the European Political Cooperation (EPC), where
Jannuzzi tried to develop general principles concerning confidence-building
measures and a balance of forces. WEU made use of them later, when we
developed the dialogue with the Maghreb countries. The EPC paper also
made the point that an economically and politically viable Iraq, keeping its
territorial integrity, constituted an important element for a lasting equili-
brium. Everybody agreed, but few expected Saddam Hussein to last for
years. As he managed to stay in power, there was no chance of the
countries in the region taking a lead in developing a constructive relation-
ship. That would have been difficult in any case, for as the US paper
reminded us, a free-standing balance of power between Iraq, Iran and the
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be impossible. The GCC countries
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would always need to rely to some extent on outside help to deter their two
more powerful neighbours. Nevertheless, their situation would be eased by
a force relationship between Iran and Iraq at the lowest possible level.
Washington favoured bolstering the international status of the GCC and
suggested new multinational links, which might include WEU in addition
to the regular meetings already taking place with the European Community.
WEU did not follow this up and left the political side of the Gulf crisis to
the EPC. In this way, it did not get involved either in the altercations
between the Twelve, where Britain and the Netherlands were annoyed by
French solo efforts on the diplomatic front and blocked a suggestion to send
a European delegation to Baghdad before the dramatic encounter between
James Baker and Tariq Aziz had taken place in Geneva on 9 January.”*

The Kuwaiti operation was significant as a model for possible future
action. It was not a NATO operation, but an ad hoc coalition led by the US.
It used NATO procedures and rules of engagement and the movement of
the US V Corps was greatly facilitated by NATO practice, taking it out of
Germany as a Reforger exercise in reverse. Of course, there was much
consultation in NATO on the political side as well, but there the case for the
Alliance had to rest. We should be grateful to the UK, French and Italian
forces which were prepared to incur losses, thereby stressing solidarity with
their US ally. But we should be equally grateful that the US managed to
keep their casualties so low that transatlantic recriminations did not
resurface.

On the legal side, the operation demonstrated the likely basis for future
action: not a precise mandate by the UN Security Council, let alone a UN
operation, but an "enabling" resolution calling upon member states to use
all necessary means to expel Iraqi forces from Kuwait. Subsequently, the
same method was used for Haiti and Bosnia. Such a resolution was
sufficient mandate for the members to organise themselves in the
organisations to which they belonged (Article 48 of the United Nations
Charter), either NATO or WEU, or in an ad hoc coalition. The US would
have been prepared to act on the basis of Article 51, the right of individual
and collective self-defence, but did not have to push their case when they
obtained the enabling resolution. Article 51 remains an important potential
basis for future action but is limited on the political side by the wish of
public opinion to obtain some UN mandate, and by legal argument that it
could apply only as long as the Security Council had not dealt with the
matter.

The Kuwait crisis showed me that it was possible to agree on a specific
foreign policy objective without having overall consensus on a common
foreign policy in its entirety. Everybody shared the aim of expelling Saddam
Hussein and restoring Kuwaiti independence. On wider aspects of policy
towards the Middle East in general and towards the Arab-Israeli conflict,
there were diverging views. The same was likely to happen if the war aims
had been extended. It is the task of diplomacy to find agreement on specific
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issues. Common analysis and planning will help, but without them joint
action might nevertheless be possible. _

In the autumn of 1990, writing in Survival, | drew some preliminary
conclusions.”” First, | was impressed by the US capability to move strong
forces over long distances and | wondered what effect that would. have_ on
American willingness to station them overseas. On this | was pamally I'Igi.’it
for V Corps never returned to Germany. Yet, the commitmem.to maintain
forces in Europe was kept at 100,000 by President Clinton, which was less
than a third of what it was in earlier days, but sufficient for their new role
in a changing Europe. From their side, European governments had becor}m
more relaxed about the use of American forces based on their territory for
purposes outside Europe. Previously, they had been ambiguous about it,
because it might have implied agreement with their mission and weakened
defences in Central Europe at the same time. Obviously, the improved state
of East-West relations and the consensus in the UN contributed to reducing
previous sensitivities. Secondly, | felt that the importance of mobile and
flexible forces had been confirmed once again, which would have an
impact on arms control negotiations and strengthen the argument‘ a.gainst
including naval forces in the CFE framework. And finally, the cr|5|s'had
shown that in spite of the momentous changes in Europe, the_ scenario of
one country overrunning another could not be discounted. In fact, the end
of polarisation in East-West relations could unleash regional conflicts which
no longer risked escalating to the level of the superpowers. ‘Other ways
would have to be found to exercise a police function in international
relations. All member countries were evaluating their experience, France
probably most of all. In terms of domestic politics, President Mitterrand had
handled the war rather skilfully. His adversaries, ranging from the extreme
right to the Communists and the Socialist faction of Chevénement, were
confounded by the success of the military coalition against Iraq, the
reasonably prominent role of France’s armed forces, and the popular
support for the President’s course. On the military side, however, serious
problems had to be overcome. The aircraft carriers were not used at all,
probably because of the obsoleteness of the Crusader aircraft. The
"Clemenceau" transported a combat helicopter regiment and some trucks te
Saudi Arabia, then returned to Toulon, leading the critics to sneer that the
porte-avion had become a porte-camion. The air force Jaguars had not been
modernised, which limited their possibilities for ground support, and the
light Daguet division could not be used for frontal assaults against Iraqi
armoured units. It performed its flanking manoeuvre brilliantly, but was not
tested by a fighting enemy. The lessons learned pointed in the direction of
more professional forces, because conscripts could not be used against their
will; more long-range logistical support; and even more imperatively,
improved intelligence, communications and information systems. These
conclusions would greatly influence the programmes France sought to foster
through WEU.
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Of course, they had wider application as well. The war was a failure
of deterrence as well as of the evaluation of intelligence. Satellite systems
had proven their value in detecting missile launches, but were not sufficient
for locating their delivery systems. Rapid transport of Patriots had given
Israel the moral support needed to keep it out of the war, but had also
underlined its dependence upon US systems.

From the point of view of the WEU Secretariat, the functioning of an
ad hoc group was not ideal. Its meetings usually took place in the presiden-
cy’'s capital and were chaired by the presidency. The Secretariat was
represented but could do little else than write the minutes of the meeting.
Yet, | could hardly complain as my own compatriots had set a precedent in
1987 and the size of the Secretariat was so small that the person following
the Kuwait operation was also the secretary of the Defence Representatives
Group.

Notes
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Chapter Four
The Role and Place of WEU

As the Intergovernmental Conference of 1990-91, which was to result
in the Maastricht Treaty on the European Union, got unde!‘ way, | contem-
plated the best way for WEU to contribute. Several posg;b:lmes came to
mind. First, a WEU input into the negotiations, but at that time there was no
link with the European Community and it was unclear whether and how
such a contribution would be taken into consideration by the IGC. The
second was an autonomous "reflection” within WEU about its own !'ole and
place. The third option was a formal approach‘ to_wards treaty r.ews.lon. The
Brussels Treaty was concluded for a period of fifty years, e|‘1dzng in 1998.
But if nobody gave notice of one year of his intention to quit, WEQ would
continue without change. Nevertheless, 1998 could be an appropriate date
to adapt the treaty to new circumstances. Deputy Secretary-G(.engeraI Hgl.thoff
did not want to consider the last option, but in spite of his opposition |
asked Messineo, our legal expert, for an analytical paper, for my own use.

The first time the Council discussed the question was on 26 September
1990. The Italians announced that in the Twelve they had introduced a so-
called non-paper - a diplomatic way of saying that the document was only
a basis for discussion - which suggested full transfer of WEU to the future
European Union. Asked by the UK how European defence would fit into
transatlantic relations, Ambassador Biancheri replied that this went beyond
the remit of the IGC, but that he saw a devolution of collective defence
issues to NATO and a distinction between the discussion of broad security
issues and detailed defence planning. The foreign ministers of the: Twelve
would meet in Asolo (Italy) in October to address the matter of priority
issues for Europe. The Belgian foreign minister had already expressed
support for the idea of merger and Spain was also sympathetic. It referred
to the Hague Platform, which declared that an integrated Europe will remain
incomplete as long as it does not include security and defence.

The same day, the question of treaty revision was on the agenda. |
proposed to have at least a first round before the IGC, so that we would
know what issues would be involved. France wanted "parallelism" with the
discussions on a new European security architecture and the Netherlands
argued that those discussions had to be clarified considerably before
changes in the treaty could be considered. The UK had no objection to a
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general exchange of views, but saw a distinction between a housekeeping
exercise to remove obsolete clauses and a more radical review.

The foreign ministers of the Twelve met informally at Asolo on 6-7
October to discuss the preparation of the IGC. Several participants found the
meeting disappointing. Chairman De Michelis had earlier proposed to
incorporate all security aspects into the CFSP and to transfer the compe-
tences of WEU to the European Union. He was supported by his Belgian
colleague, Eyskens, albeit in attenuated form; a transitory period would be
necessary but in the meantime the two institutions should come closer
together. Spain and Portugal also were sympathetic but the UK, Denmark
and Ireland had strong reservations. Germany was curiously silent and
France surprised the meeting by advocating maintaining national foreign
policies; only very essential and common interests, identified as such by the
European Council, should be the subject of a common foreign policy. The
Netherlands wanted to maintain WEU as it was, eventually associating the
Central European countries with it. On the CFSP, Van den Broek could
agree to a pragmatic approach concentrating on specific subjects, later to be
known as the Asolo List and confirmed by the European Council in Rome
in December. The most interesting intervention came from Delors who
strongly pleaded in favour of maintaining a single community containing all
different aspects on the basis of the same criteria and the same institutional
principles. On security he asked three questions: Do we have essential
common interests and are we prepared to defend them? Are security and
defence integral parts of the Union? Do we have the means to realise our
objectives? Personally, he answered in the affirmative, but at least the EU
should discuss these questions. Institutionally, Delors favoured a Political
Secretariat within the Council Secretariat but with high-level participation by
the Commission (at the level of Political Director). This secretariat should be
the only preparatory body for decisions made by the General Affairs Council
on the basis of options and guidelines from the European Council. On
WEU, he thought it difficult to transfer its competences to the EU, but
personally he would be sympathetic towards inclusion of an Article V-type
commitment in the future EU treaty.

The Permanent Council took up the matter again on 31 October.
Ambassador Biancheri reported on the European Council in Rome, which,
with a UK reservation, had formulated the objective of a common foreign
and security policy and withi regard to security wanted "to go beyond the
present limits". Minister De Michelis had reduced his original ambitions and
now saw the merger of EU and WEU only as a long-term prospect. ltaly
would not proceed hastily, but saw possibilities in the fields of industrial
cooperation, weapons and technology transfer and peacekeeping operations.
The next day | called my staff together to see where WEU could become
more operational. In the Gulf | had seen how several countries had used
their lack of operational capabilities as an excuse for not doing more,
especially on ground forces. If Europe was deficient, it was not in numbers,
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but in the flexibility of troops to operate outside the NATO area, the lack
of long-range transport and of real-time intelligence directly available to the
commander in the field. Ambassador Holthoff, Deputy Secretary-General,
whose functions included Chairman of the Space Group, emphasised the
emerging field of verification, where the WEU countries were organising
joint inspection teams and considered the pooling of inspection quotas.
Verification would apply at three levels: on land in pursuance of th(;z CFE
Treaty, in the air with the Open Skies provisions, and in space_wlth future
European capabilities. For the rest he saw a caucus fL.lnctlop for Ilhe
crystallisation of national positions, perhaps with an occasional input into
NATO consultations. Would that be enough to create a European identity,
Richard Tibbels asked, and should we not attempt to create a ;0nhnuous
and consistent European attitude in NATO? We concluded that in the IGC
nobody considered the inclusion of defence proper in the EU, buta number
of related issues such as arms production, proliferation and peacekeeping
might be incorporated into the future common foreign policy.

Belgium and Italy were keenest on the merger of EU and WEU. France
accepted it as a long-term goal. The Netherlands, Portugal and the UK had
reservations and, among the Twelve, Denmark and Ireland would be
difficult. Germany took a long-term approach by establishing an EU
competence in the field of security and furthering a cautious rapprochement
between EU and WEU. Our task seemed to be the progressive inn‘oduinn
of security policies in step with developments towards a European Union,
in accordance with reforms in NATO, while keeping in touch with the
evolution of pan-European structures. There was no need to create new
institutions; we should, rather, make better use of existing ones, but in doing
so we always met the problem of membership.

Not all European members of NATO belonged to the EU and not all
EU partners were members of WEU. Part of the problem could be mitigated
by having the European Council also meet as a WEU‘body or declaring its
decisions and guidelines relevant to WEU. After all, if the Twelve agreed it
implied that also the Nine of WEU were in agreement. In addition, we
envisaged links between the date and place of EU and WEU ministerial
meetings, joint meetings of working groups (especially the ad hoc groups on
crisis situations), links at parliamentary level between the European
Parliament and the WEU Assembly and contacts with the General Affairs
Council and the European Commission on arms production, single market
aspects and export controls. In presenting our ideas, we should make clear
that other options would not be open because they would imply the loss of
vital aspects of the WEU Treaty. Even if the EU would still need NATO for
collective defence, it would be a negative sign if WEU were to drop its
more constraining Article V. European integration should point to greater
solidarity, not less.

All my senior colleagues in the Secretariat were fascinated by the
opportunity to influence the debate on the IGC and formulated their
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thoughts in writing. Jacomet argued that, given time, a merger between EU
and WEU would be both unavoidable and necessary. He saw a parallel with
the functioning of the internal market: it would be difficult to fix internal
ru!gs without defining a common policy with regard to the rest of the world.
Military integration would be possible only if the European security identity
corresponded to a geopolitical conception of Europe. Consequently, we
should work on the harmonisation of military policies, a common position
on the stationing of forces, both national and multinational, on the territory
of member countries and a new contract with the US and Canada includin;;;
a significant European contribution to the common defence. Jacomet also
attached considerable importance to what he called "strategic solidarities"
on the periphery of Europe, particularly with Turkey, the ne‘ulr;ll countries
the new democracies and the Mediterranean. ’ ’

Tibbels argued that our main task would be to strike the right balance
betwieen greater European responsibility for its own defence, which would
require a greater degree of autonomy, and the need to retain effective
military structures which reflected both US and European interests.
_Therefore, it would not suffice to either discuss all defence and security
issues within EPC or to move towards a caucus of all European members of
NATO. A strengthened WEU seemed the right forum to act as a bridge
between European integration and NATO. In order to function more
effecFiver some means would be needed to ensure a continuous and
consistent European approach on Alliance matters through regular meetings
of NATO ambassadors of the WEU countries and designétion of WEU
liaison officers in their delegations. He also foresaw occasional meetings of
a "super" Enlarged WEU Council comprising NATO and WEU ambassadors,
political directors, high-ranking defence -ministry officials and SWG
representatives. On the EU side, he suggested meetings of the WEU heads
of government following a European Council to take action to follow up
political positions taken by the Twelve.

Reflecting on these contributions, Holthoff felt that we should refrain
from offering models, but rather spell out the conditions which any
European security structure should safeguard. Basically, these were: to
develop a security policy in step with further integration towards a European
Union; to ensure that this would be in accordance with the further
development of the Alliance; and to take into account the pan-European
security interests and the cooperative structures related to them. As practical
steps (which we should not advocate ourselves at present) he suggested the
deletion of Article 30 of the Single Act, which would establish a general
assumption in favour of the CFSP. Some subjects might be difficult to tackle,
but nothing should be out of bounds in principle. Holthoff also favoured
synchronisation of meetings of the European Council and WEU ministers
and of the lower levels of both institutions.

In a final session we drafted the text of our paper on the basis of a
summary by Tibbels. | decided to leave out the reference to back-to-back
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meetings of heads of government of EU and WEU. The relationship with the
European Council was likely to be the most sensitive issue and | did not
want to formalise it too much. We kept the point of synchronisation of other
meetings. Equally, | dropped the suggestion of a "super” Enlarged Council
as | found it too unwieldy for effective reflection and decision-making. In the
final stages of our preparation we received an input from the WEU Institute
for Security Studies in a perceptive note by its deputy director, Nicole
Gnesotto, entitled "Which security dimension for the Twelve?". Written for
a seminar on 13 November 1990, it would appear as Cahiers de Chaillot
No. 1 in March 1991 under the more provocative title "European Defence.
Why not the Twelve?". Her analysis of current paradoxes encapsulated our
dilemmas: In the traditional East-West context the disappearance of an
immediate Soviet threat had made security essentially a political concept,
but in North-South relations the Kuwait crisis had emphasised the military
aspects of security. The second ambivalence was what Nicole called the
tendency of "collective unanimity" to attribute security competences to a
panoply of international organisations - UN, CSCE, NATO, the Twelve and
WEU - but to renationalise their defence policies in terms of unilateral cuts
of forces and budgets. Most countries hesitated in choosing among the
different options and accumulated their priorities. Everything had become
ambiguous: the USSR had become both pitiful and menacing, partner and
adversary. NATO was in decline but renewable. Europe would either dilute
or impose itself and the out-of-area aspect insinuated itself more and more
into European affairs, both as a menace and an opportunity. As a result, no
single security structure seemed able to take all these variables into account
and a co-existence of institutions therefore seemed necessary. The existing
texts on political cooperation were found to be wanting in that they did not
set clear objectives. The Single Act of Luxembourg only talked about
"together implementing a European foreign policy” and the member states
were ready to coordinate the political and economic aspects of security
more than before. The Franco-German initiative of 10 April went a little
further in proposing to define and implement a CFSP and the European
Council of Dublin of June 1990 decided to convene an IGC on 14
December 1990, with the objective of transforming the whole of the
relations between member states in a European Union possessing the
necessary means of action.

If the objective was to soften the collective defence aspect and to stress
the political concertation, it would not be necessary to incorporate WEU
into the EU. In fact, in doing so the loss of the military assistance clause
would be immense in terms of solidarity and political vision. But an
amendment to the Single Act could extend its scope to security in general.
If, on the other hand, the Twelve wished to sign a mutual defence pact, they
should confirm the WEU Treaty and have it signed by Denmark, Greece
and Ireland. Would that be possible? And if so, it would require a
negotiation between the Twelve and NATO, especially in view of Article IV
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of the Modified Brussels Treaty committing WEU to seek the advice of the
NATO military authorities. Nicole Gnesotto saw three options: A rebuilding
of a Euro-Atlantic system on a completely new basis: limiting the EU in its
security dimension; or adopting a gradual approach, recognising the
common defence as the final objective, which would only be achieved at
another IGC, the date of which could be determined in 1992. The latter,
preferred, option would for the time being separate defence from security,
but would not prevent the Twelve from taking any initiatives. She admitted
that a council of defence ministers was not yet on, but envisaged mixed
councils, perhaps also including finance ministers on certain subjects, such
as comparing defence budgets. | had sympathy for her third option, but was
sceptical about the mixed councils, My experience with jumbo councils of
the EC had not been positive and, in any case, | saw little use in convening
them as long as their objective had not been clarified.

| forwarded our brainchild on 22 November as a personal reflection.
It was a risky undertaking, for it would undercut my credibility if it did not
strike the right balance. My deputy had favoured a more cautious approach,
but fortunately it appeared to be well on target. It was one of the occasions
during my term of office where | felt that if the Secretary-General did not
take an initiative, nobody else would. In this case that did not prove to be
true, for a few weeks later a Franco-German paper was launched in which
Kohl and Mitterrand formulated proposals for the IGC, but it did not deal
fully with WEU. In any case, after their initiative, a paper of my own would
no longer have been appropriate.

The title of the paper was "Personal Reflections of the Secretary-
General on the Future of European Security and Defence Cooperation”. It
started out by sketching the three complementary levels around which
Europe’s security would be organised in the years to come: a European level
currently based on WEU and the Twelve of the EC; an Atlantic level based
on NATO, the only organisation binding North America to the defence of
Europe; and a pan-European level based on the CSCE which would operate
most effectively on the level of principles and prevention and could not
provide the firm defence guarantees for the whole of Europe which existed
in the Washington and Brussels treaties. An Atlantic Alliance with effective
defence arrangements would remain imperative, both as a stabilising factor
on the continent of Europe where the Soviet Union or Russia retained the
largest military capabilities and as a forum where North America and
Western Europe could discuss common security issues. However, this dual
role did not lessen the urgency for a radical reappraisal of Alliance
organisation and structures. It should define the respective roles of American
and European forces and assign to the Europeans a significantly more
important part. In a situation where, by 1994, all Soviet forces would have
withdrawn to their own territory, a twofold risk would need to be avoided:
firstly, a renationalisation of European defence policies and unilateral,
uncoordinated reductions and, secondly, a situation in which the US would
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see no further justification for keeping any forces in Europe, thereby
weakening its commitment to the defence of Europe.

On the European side, the paper stated that whilst all EC n*.ember statfas
may be able to accept that, in the long term, a European Union §I10u|cl
provide itself with the means necessary O defend its interests, this was
clearly not the case in the short term. A gradual approach thererpra
suggested itself. A number of small steps could be envisaged to bring
defence industrial and technological cooperation, export control a|1d_}j0:1-
proliferation within the Community’s competence, but it would be difficult
to separate broader security issues from defence policy.‘Al the present stage,
| felt that a move to discuss all defence and security questions within
European Political Cooperation would be a step back, both in terms of the

Community’s development and in terms of the structures which existed in

WEU. The Western European Union possessed a number of institutional
advantages, which could allow it to act as a bridge between the process of

European integration and the Atlantic Alliance:

A. Itis an organisation, autonomous from the Atlantic Alliance, based on
a Treaty which affirms the member countries’ intention progressively
to achieve European integration. This objective was confirmed in the
Platiorm on European Security Interests and subsequently in the
Protocol of Accession of Portugal and Spain, which was ratified by all
the Parliaments of the Nine. These two documents moreover explicitly
state that "the construction of an integrated Europe will remain
incomplete as long as it does not include security and defence".

B. It is the only European organisation based on a mutual defence
commitment (Article V of the WEU Treaty).

C. It brings together both Foreign and Defence Ministers.

D. Its Treaty places no geographical restrictions on its competences, which
has enabled it to play an operational role in the Gulf (Article VII1.3).

E. It contains a clause committing the member countries to work in close
cooperation with NATO.

F. It is backed by a permanent, international Secretariat.

Our task was therefore to identify practical ways in which WEU could
play a more effective role. The objective vis-a-vis the EC should be to
demonstrate more clearly, by developing its contacts and actions, that it
represents the defence dimension of the European integration process. The
objective vis-a-vis the Alliance should be to ensure that a continuous and
coherent European approach is developed in order to influence the
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Alliance’s evolution, strengthen the European component and define the
respective roles of the US and Europe in a new "transatlantic security
contract". In introducing European contributions or positions into Alliance

debates, it will be essential to ensure that such positions are sufficiently

flexible to take account of the interests of, and arguments put forward by,
other Allies. In the same way, positions tabled by those allies should be
open to adaptation in the light of European positions.

Moreover, the more WEU could successfully take on operational
responsibilities (in "out of Europe" crises such as the Gulf, observation
satellites or arms control verification) the more its credibility would be
raised and the more effective this bridge function would become. In this
context, thought should also be given to ways in which, in future crises,
European coordinated action could be set up more quickly.

The main institutional innovation proposed was to place WEU under
the European Council with the aim of enabling the Heads of State and
Government of the Twelve to discuss all aspects of Europe’s security and
defence without there being any "taboo" subjects. This would make clearer
the long-term commitment to a European Union, including a defence
dimension, without prejudicing either the existing WEU structures or the
structures of the Twelve. WEU ministerials could be held immediately after
meetings of the EC General Affairs Council/EPC ministerial meetings and
joint meetings of EC/EPC and WEU bodies could be held to prepare such
back-to-back meetings. Also greater contacts should be established between
the respective presidencies and secretariats.

Practical steps vis-a-vis the Alliance could include the introduction of
WEU contributions into Alliance debate by the Permanent Representative
of the country holding the WEU presidency as well as regular information
on WEU activities and explanation of common WEU positions. Secondly,
concertation should take place between the Permanent Representatives of
WEU countries to NATO on those items on the agenda of the North Atlantic
Council which had specific European aspects: this concertation should take
place with the appropriate degree of transparency with regard to other allies.
Finally, liaison officers should be designated in member countries’ delega-
tions to NATO and contacts between the two secretariats should be
intensified.

These proposals obviously raised important questions concerning the
relationship of WEU with non-member countries in both the EU and NATO.
The paper pointed out that any premature enlargement of WEU for the sake
of symmetry should be avoided before the inter-relationship between
NATO, EC and WEU had been established more clearly. The highly
sensitive subject of observers to WEU ministerial meetings could perhaps be
bypassed for the other EC countries if the proposed EC-WEU relatignship
were sufficiently close through the back-to-back sessions, joint meetings of
officials, exchange of telegrams and secretariat contacts. For (Jthe_?r European
NATO countries, a first step could be to intensify the information mecha-
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kev and Greece and to offer similar mechan-
In the future WEU could start to define the
I to reinforce its relationship with those

nism currently enjoyed by Tur
isms to Norway and lreland.

content of security contracts designec :
NATO countries which had a specific and major role in their collective

defence due to their strategic positions (such as Norway and Turkey). The

NATO commitments could be supplemented with further specific assistance

and security cooperation. .

The next point was formulated only as a question, not a recommen-
dation. Did WEU need to be based alongside the main NATO and EC
institutions in Brussels in order to function effectively? Any solution
involving a move to Brussels had to ensure that WEU retain its own clear
identity. This would imply some form of permanent representation a_"'d
secretariat, otherwise the Council would not be able "to exercise its function
continuously" as stipulated in Article VIII, 2 of the treaty. r\ppointlng e|t|‘1er
the Permanent Representatives to NATO or EC would r.lsk submerg{ng
WEU’s identity, but nothing should prevent member countries from making
use of their NATO and EC delegations in the work of WEU. The paper
added that the experience of reactivation had shown that the invqlvement
of senior officials from capitals responsible for politico-military affairs was
essential for results to be achieved.

After circulating my note | asked Franco Destefanis, the number three
in the Secretariat, ld send a copy to Gianni Jannuzzi, the director of the
EPC Secretariat. He wrote back to let us know that he accepted all our
ideas, which he thought in line with the views emerging during the
preparations for the IGC. The same went for my assessment of the situation,
except for the last sentence of paragraph 9, where | had said that any move
to discuss and define security questions within EPC would be a step back.
My reasoning was that it would be difficult to obtain the agreement of all
EC countries - especially Ireland - and that WEU had moved on to include
the defence ministers. A gradual approach therefore suggested itself. On
substance, Jannuzzi agreed that Ireland would be unlikely to agree to joint
meetings and doubted the possibility of placing WEU under the European
Council. On the representation in WEU, he questioned whether a perma-
nent council would be really necessary and preferred a Political Committee
type of solution with, if necessary, a role for the bilateral ambassadors.
Jannuzzi pointed out that Greece was keen to include a mutual defence
guarantee in the EU and thought that it would be possible to find arrange-
ments to reassure Turkey during the transition phase, before Turkish entry
into the EC. That was the only point we disagreed on, as | saw little
prospect of a rapid Turkish accession to the European Union.

The EPC Secretariat had also prepared a note on the implications of a
common security policy, which advocated the incorporation within the
Union of certain "forward-looking" security competences, such as a
common, coordinated or parallel participation in UN peacekeeping
operations or other military actions taken under the authority of the UN
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Security Council; similar participation in disarmament and security
arrangements agreed in the CSCE framework: and the development of
common policies in the fields of transfer of military technology, control of
arms exports and non-proliferation. On the relationship between the EU and
WEU, the paper made the important point that it might be possible to
ensure general political convergence without formal mutual involvement.
The mgmbers of WEU, all being members of the EU, would be committed
on their own account to situating their common actions within the
framgwork of the foreign policies defined by the European Union. Such a
relationship would not engage the responsibility of the other EU members
who did not participate in WEU, except insofar as would be implied by a
ger?e‘ral spirit of European cooperation. In other words, in practice WEU
activities would be dependent on EU policies, but not vice-versa. This
relationship could be expressed in a separate commitment by WEU to place
its actions in the framework of the policies of the Union.

Around the same time, Spain made a contribution to the IGC group,
stating that the common security policy should include the common defence
commitment of the Brussels Treaty and advocating close contacts and
synchronisation of meetings of EU and WEU. EU members not belonging
to WEU and the European Commission should be invited as observers and
EU/WEU representatives in other security organisations should convene in
informal caucuses. The future CFSP was conceived as a common policy and
national policies should be compatible with this common policy.

The first reactions to my paper came at the Enlarged Council of 30
November. The French political director, Dufourcq - a colleague of mine
when we were both correspondant européen for European Political
Cooperation affairs in our respective capitals during the early seventies - was
very positive and could accept my paper. He agreed with a role for WEU
at the confluence of European and Atlantic activities and argued that only
WEU could give substance to the European pillar of NATO. Procedurally,
he preferred to agree certain basic principles first, anchor WEU in the
European Union and afterwards discuss practical arrangements such as the
composition of the Council. As he told me personally, he favoured a
Council made up of Political Directors with a permanent group made up of
deputy Permanent Representatives to the European Union in Brussels. This
was the first recognition of the need to move to the Belgian capital, a point
made previously by the UK delegation. To be taken seriously, WEU had to
be close to NATO and to the European institutions. John Weston, the UK
Political Director, also took a positive attitude. He saw the Alliance
developing in a binary shape - European and American - but did not believe
the EU had a role for hard defence issues. Those subjects the Union should
subcontract to WEU, which should be more specific on its link with NATO
through Article IV, the provision that WEU would rely on the appropriate
military authorities of NATO for information and advice on military matters.
On behalf of Germany, Rolf Hofstetter was more cautious. He found the
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notion of bridging between the EU and NATO interesting as WEU was both

a European body and suited to keeping essential links with NATO.

Collocation in Brussels now seemed possible. The Netherlands’ Political

Director, Peter van Walsum, thought that a consensus existed on keeping
the Alliance, but not on the reasons why. For him, the US was not only in
Europe to defend us against the Soviet Union, so more should be said on

this. In any case, | could be satisfied with the first round, which took place
a few days before the General Affairs Council in Brussels would discuss the
IGC on 4 December. A day earlier | addressed the WEU Assembly and

outlined my approach. I also used my presence in Paris to talk to Hubert
Védrine, Advisor to President Mitterrand and to the State Secretary for
European Affairs, Elisabeth Guigou. Both recognised that the IGC had hardly
touched on security questions. Mrs Guigou was interested in whether the
Danish social democrats would move in a European direction. Védrine told
me that Mitterrand had no firm view on the IGC and saw the role of WEU
as primarily "out-of-area". As early as December 1989, at their breakfast
during the European Council in Strasbourg, Mitterrand had told Kohl that he
would like to withdraw French forces from Germany before German public
opinion turned against them and German citizens started throwing stones.
Asked whether they might stay if a new basis could be found, Védrine
answered affirmatively, but not very concretely. He did not give me any
indication of moving towards a concept of multinational forces. Waiting to
be received by him, | saw Joachim Bitterlich from the German Chancellor’s
office shuffling in and out with draft papers. Two days later | saw what they
had been working on: Kohl and Mitterrand sent a joint letter to Prime
Minister Andreotti, who would chair the European Council in Rome on 15-
16 December 1990, which would formally open the IGC.

The letter covered many aspects, and contained several formulations
which would find their way to future texts, but also some soft language.
Considerable attention was paid to the role of the European Council itself,
which for the effectiveness of the Union should get a larger role. It would
exercise the function of arbiter and guarantor and of promoter of a coherent
deepening of the integration. It would decide on the opening of new
domains of cooperation and establish the orientations and essential
guidelines in the principal domains of action of the Union, particularly for
its foreign policy and its common security policy. In the European Council,
qualified majority should be the rule for Community matters. Exceptions
should apply only in a limited number of areas and in cases which were to
be listed exhaustively in the treaty. The CFSP would be destined to extend
to all areas. The European Council should define the priority areas for
common action: for example, the relations with the USSR and the countries
of Central and Eastern Europe, the implementation of the conclusions of the
CSCE summit and their follow-up, the disarmament negotiations and the
relations with the states bordering on the Mediterranean. In this way,
political cooperation could evolve towards a genuine common foreign
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policy. Moreover, the Political Union should include a genuine common
security policy, which in time would lead to a common defence. The two
leaders proposed that the conference would study how WEU and the
Political Union could establish a clear organic relationship and how
consequently WEU - made more operational - could form part of the
Political Union and formulate on its account a policy of common security.
The links between WEU and the member states of the Community which
did not belong to it could progressively be reinforced. The cooperation
between WEU and the European members of the Alliance would also be
developed. The structure of decision-making would rest on the General
Affairs Council which would deal with the Community aspects and
implement the foreign and security policies defined by the European
Council. These decisions should in principle be taken unanimously, it being
understood that abstention would not present an obstacle. The treaty would
foresee the possibility of majority voting on certain decisions, either on its
entry into force or after a specific period. The European Council could also
decide that implementing arrangements would be subject to majority
decisions. The reference to NATO allies was a bit meagre in saying only
that the obligations taken towards them should be respected.

1. Progress in Paris

The ordinary ministerial session of WEU took place on 10 December in
Paris, but the discussion on the future of WEU was restricted to a
brainstorming session only. Defence Minister Chevénement had taken the
initiative to invite his colleagues to dinner the previous evening. During the
Netherlands presidency of 1987-88, | had done the same for a breakfast
session before the start of the meeting, but a dinner was a first for WEU. I
had the impression that Chevenement was looking for a conceptual
discussion on how French and NATO doctrines could be made complemen-
tary. He attached importance to the CHODs meeting and suggested that
they could start discussing the concept of a Rapid Deployment Force, even
though a formal decision creating it had not yet been taken. Part of the
meeting, however, was taken up by questions for clarification of the Kohl-
Mitterrand letter and a political discussion of the role of WEU. The
Netherlands Minister Ter Beek saw WEU as a bridge between NATO and
EC/EPC which should be developed pragmatically: NATO remaineﬁ
essential for European security, but if European Union was achieved, it
should also cover defence. For Belgium, Minister Coéme would like to
convene the Ministers of Defence of the twelve EC members and make
separate arrangements with other countries, like Turkey. Rognoni for Italy
supported an informal meeting, but this obviously was a bridge too far.for
Minister Stoltenberg, who wanted to await changes in NATO before creating
a new group. He thought that we could come to conclusions on a stronger
role of WEU only if we arrived at a convincing definition of the European
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pillar of NATO. Chevénement responded by doubting whether the US did
have the same position as Europe towards the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe
and the Arab world, which in turn solicited Dutch and Spanish rebuttals.
Serra agreed with me that we had to be ready with a definition of the new
role of WEU by 1994, when all Soviet forces would have left Eastern
Europe, and he supported a discussion of WEU multinational forces.
Chevenement said that the time for a European command had not yet come,
but he admitted the need for increased coordination. In addition to meetings
of the CHODs, he suggested to convene the service chiefs separately, which
was agreed in principle but never materialised. On the transfer of WEU from
London to Brussels he needed further reflection. His position was
summarised in three points: remain vigilant in the East-West context, be
ready for "out-of-Europe" action and be willing to engage in concrete
activities, such as verification and space.

In the plenary session, Roland Dumas asked his colleagues to combine
their interventions on the role of WEU and the Gulf crisis as the meeting
had to be short. Prime Minister Rocard would inaugurate the WEU Institute
for Security Studies around noon, and the meeting would be concluded with
a luncheon at the Quai d’Orsay. On substance, Dumas was very compli-
mentary about my paper, which he regarded as an excellent travail de
syntheése. His own view was that WEU had a role to play on behalf of the
European Union and that Europe should play a stronger role in NATO, but
both aspects should be seen as complementary. Without successful
European integration the future of NATO risked being in danger as well.
Minister De Michelis found it impossible to draw a clear dividing line
between security and defence. That was why he favoured a merger between
EU and WEU, but that did not mean that the instrument of WEU should
disappear completely. It could remain as a kind of specialised agency of the
future European Union.

Hans van den Broek called my paper "stimulating" and discussed some
of its practical aspects, such as organising back-to-back meetings EU-WEU,
going to Brussels and appointing the NATO Permanent Representatives also
to WEU. His intervention was more positive than | had expected, for on
entering the room he had told me to be very negative about the Kohl-
Mitterrand letter which, if implemented, would mark the end of NATO. In
his intervention he supported the notion of WEU as a bridge between EU
and NATO as well as the idea of pooling national forces in a multinational
European "rapid action" force to enhance our visibility. Defence Minister
Ter Beek picked up the Assembly suggestion for a WEU naval on-call force
to operate out-of-area. It would depend on the nature of the crisis under
whose command they would come, in other words he accepted the concept
of double-hatting of forces.

The Belgian Ministers Eyskens and Coéme wanted a higher European
profile in NATO. Coéme suggested that the Permanent Representatives of
WEU countries in NATO informally develop European views before
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important NATO meetings, as had been done for the London summit.
Eyskens did not favour extended NATO action beyond the treaty area. He
discussed the membership issue and believed that EU membership was
essential for joining WEU but that not every member of the Union had to
belong to WEU. His country had tabled a document on passerelles, a
beginning of symbiosis, for the IGC.

Douglas Hurd, like his Dutch colleague, emphasised that NATO should
remain the main forum for defence, but within NATO a stronger European
identity should develop. He made the conceptual point that mutual defence
commitments must be kept firmly linked to the means of implementing
them, i.e. WEU and NATO. That evening in Berlin, he made a speech to the
Berliner Pressekonferenz stressing that there was scope for revitalising WEU
and giving a more European character to the new force structures of NATO.
A rapid reaction force with a strong European component could be made
available at short notice for any part of the NATO area "and elements of
such a force could have a potential role, under the auspices of WEU,
outside Europe". In a gesture to France he added that the fundamental
changes necessary in NATO should occur in a way which would "enable
France to move exactly in harmony and in line with Germany, Britain and
the other Allies". )

Minister Genscher concentrated his intervention on the problem of
stability in Eastern Europe and the possibility of disintegration of the Soviet
Union with the risk of a mass population exodus. NATO should be
strengthened by the creation of a European pillar, but the growing European
identity should not lead to "a widening of the Atlantic". His colleague
Stoltenberg was more precise in adding that a reform of existing institutions
should be discussed first before a new body was established, such as a
conference of defence ministers of EC member states. This referred to the
discussion among the defence ministers at dinner the previous evening.

My intervention could be brief as | had submitted my reflections in
writing. They also had emphasised the "bridge" function. Today | wanted to
make the point that we did not have all that much time. In 1994, Europe
would be in an entirely different position after the withdrawal of all Soviet
forces and by then we should have developed a new rationale fqr our
defence effort and a new basis for the US presence in Europe, a kind of
transatlantic contract. Multinational forces seemed to be the answer {or
European cooperation, which had the positive side-effect of doing away with
the problem of the status of stationed forces in arms control negotiations.

At lunch, the foreign ministers talked mainly about the membership
question. Dumas was prepared to take Denmark and Greece into WEU. De
Michelis agreed, but Van den Broek warned that the position of Turkey had
become even more important during the Gulf crisis, whereupon Genscher
asked why Greece and Turkey could not both enter. On behalf of the UK -
Douglas Hurd had left - John Goulden argued that we should alccept some
untidiness for the time being and took up my point to offer information
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arrangements to Denmark and Nonway and apply them liberally to Greece
and Turkey. However, for the moment no new members should pe
admitted. | left the Quai d’Orsay feeling that a solution to the members:hlp
problem would come only at the end of the IGC and that in the meantime
we should concentrate on substance. Clearly, if not all European members
of NATO would be somehow involved in WEU, we could hardly claim to
be the European pillar of NATO. On the problem of Ireland and future
neutrals or non-NATO members in the EC, | picked up a remark of Marc

Eyskens, that WEU in introducing positions into NATO consultations cou!d
the EC members who did

always clarify to what extent they were shared by ;
those countries

not belong to the Alliance. That assumed, of course, that
would not be able to veto a WEU position but could join a consensus.

The European Council of 14-15 December 1990 in Rome made some
progress on the foreign and security policy. The IGC s_hpuld pay particular
attention to the objectives of the Union, the scope of its p(’)'l(.?leS and the
means to implement them. The institutional framework. should incl L:(_ie one
centre for decisions: the Council, one secretariat, a reinforced role for Ithe
European Commission via a non-exclusive right of initiative, appropnate
procedures for consultation and information of the Europegn Parlr.ament,
arrangements allowing the Union to speak with one voice ||1ter:1at|0!1§|1y,
especially in international organisations and with third countries. pec.mop-
making should be by consensus for general directives. Non—.parhopatl‘op in
the vote or abstention would not form an obstacle to a unanimous decision.
For the execution of policies, which had already been approved, the
possibility would exist of qualified majority voting. ) _

With respect to common security, the role of ‘{he Ur'uon would
gradually be extended, in a first phase especially for subjects under
discussion in international organisations: arms control, disarmarpent apd
related subjects; CSCE matters; certain UN quefstions including
peacekeeping; economic and technological cooperation in t‘he armaments
field; coordination of arms export policies and non-proliferation. The future
role of the Union in defence matters should be envisaged withogt diminish-
ing the existing commitments and taking into consideratmn the ||11pq:‘ta|1ce
of maintaining and strengthening the Atlantic relations and respecting the
traditional policies of other member states. Equally, the idea should be
discussed of a mutual assistance clause as well as proposals made by several
members concerning the future of WEU.

The North Atlantic Council session of 17-18 December 1990 coined
the phrase "interlocking institutions" as the best way towards security and
cooperation in the Europe of tomorrow and recognition of a European
security identity. The communiqué stated that the adaptation of our Alliance
to new circumstances would include enhancing the role of the European
Allies with a view to ensuring a full and equitable sharing of leadership and
responsibilities between Europe and North America. Paragraph 5 continued:
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All Allies agree that the foundation of European stability and
security will continue to be a strong and viable North Atlantic
Alliance which requires the continuing active political engage-
ment and significant military presence of the North American
democracies in Europe. A European security identity and defence
role, reflected in the construction of a European pillar within the
Alliance, will not only serve the interests of the European states
but also help to strengthen Atlantic solidarity. In this context, and
as this process evolves, we will consider how the political and
military structures of the Alliance must be adapted accordingly.

After our ministerial session | requested delegations to submit position
papers which could be incorporated into a consolidated document prepared
by the Secretariat. A UK "non-paper" attempted to distinguish more clearly
between a security policy and a defence policy. To the security field
belonged arms control, exports of sensitive materials and other steps to
prevent proliferation, exports of armaments more generally, peacekeeping,
especially in areas where UN mandates existed, and counter-terrorism.
Defence - the planning, organisation, command, control and commitment
of military forces - was described as a central component in an overall
security policy. NATO should remain the main forum for planning and
consultation in defence matters affecting the Alliance as a whole. Western
defence should remain a collective defence based on a single defence
structure. But in defence, as in the broader realm of security, a stronger
European identity was also necessary. Account should be taken of "the fact
that defence guarantees must be related to a reciprocal ability to defend,
resting on firm military arrangements and the necessary political will".
Among the proposals were two particularly important ones. Firstly, the
ability to act separately where a specifically European response was cailecf_
for (particularly beyond the NATO area); and secondly, the development ot
the European elements of the Alliance’s reformed collective structure ina
way which made them capable of separate action if necessary (as the US
elements were), especially outside Europe. An intriguing paragraph
suggested that the WEU Permanent Council could have military advice
available to it, which was later explained to me as coming from the Military
Representatives to NATO of-the WEU states. This was written in the context
of the ongoing adaptation of NATO command arrangements in ways which
could accommodate a European caucus based on WEU. John Goulden
added orally that, next to an active caucus in NATO, military advice also
would come from the capitals and ultimately from the European com-
manders charged with WEU missions. His key distinction was that WEU
would not have an autonomous role in areas where NATO was the key
instrument, such as an attack on our territory or balancing Soviet power -
but that the European role could become dominant in the staff structure of
the Rapid Reaction Force (RRF). WEU itself would come 1o the fore when
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NATO was not the chosen instrument, which would be the case out-of-area
but could also apply in dealing with Eastern Europe. His remarks were
interesting in two ways: they grasped the importance of the RRF, to which
later the UK would make the largest contribution and obtain the command;
and they appreciated the possibility of WEU action in Eastern Europe not
formally under NATO, a notion which many others had not yet accepted
and, as we shall see, did not particularly appeal to Washington. Other
points in the British contribution concerned the presence of the Secretary-
General of WEU at meetings of EC foreign ministers, when the agenda made
this desirable, and more frequent meetings of the political directors to
provide a parallel forum to the Political Committee in the EPC. The UK also
provided some options for treaty amendment including:

- adeclaration that WEU is an integral part of the European construction
process (perhaps a reference to the Hague Platform’s commitment "to
build a European Union");

- a decision to drop the qualification "political and economic" before
"aspects of security" from the definition of the Twelve’s role in Article
30, paragraph 6(a) of the Single European Act;

- an undertaking that those member states who had mutual defence
commitments under the WEU and NATO treaties would pursue
cooperation in the field of defence within these organisations;

> a provision that where discussion or implementation by EC member
states of common or coordinated policies raised defence issues, those
issues will be taken forward in WEU.

In early February, Italy introduced a paper on the CFSP in the 1GC,
which did not break much new ground. It defined the competence of the
European Council as developing gradually, progressively, and covering
without prior exclusion the themes or sectors, the priorities and the areas of
application of the CFSP on the basis of the general interests common to the
Union and its member states. WEU should be strengthened and progressive-
ly integrated into the Union and a merger could take place in 1998. To this
end, WEU should be placed "under the authority and under the aegis" of
the European Council. At about the same time, Germany tabled a paper on
security policy cooperation within the framework of the CFSP of the future
Political Union, which was based on earlier Franco-German contributions,
but also incorporated substantial parts of my paper. Procedurally, it was
somewhat strange, as we were frying to arrive at a consensus document for
WEU ministers, but | could hardly object as both German and French
delegates to the Special Working Group had complimented me on asking
the right questions and were prepared to use my draft as the basis for further
work. The German document proposed that the European Council be given
the power to decide which specific security policy topics should become
matters for the common policy. The obligation to provide aid and assistance
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under the Brussels Treaty should be preserved for as long as no correspon-
ding commitment existed among the member states of the Political Union.
After a certain time, but at the latest in 1996, it should be considered
whether amendment of the WEU Treaty provisions was called for. Germany
also thought it advisable to transfer the organs of WEU to Brussels.

Between the ministerials of 10 December and 22 February, the SWG
discussed my paper three times and their deputies met once in between to
suggest drafting changes. Most notable was a British effort to achieve
equidistance as far as our relations with EU and NATO were concerned and
to apply identical procedures for synchronisation of meetings, contacts
between the secretariats and other practical measures. The Netherlands was
against the role of the European Council in defence matters, which was
related to their opposition to the Franco-German proposals to shift the entire
CFSP on to the European Council. The Hague also did not want a European
caucus in NATO and was not content with my wording that this would be
done when necessary and on items on the agenda which were of particular
interest to WEU. At the final meeting, Guelluy attempted to defuse the
question of moving WEU to Brussels by suggesting that SWG and DRG
would move first and Council and Secretariat later. John Goulden, always
his most effective counterpart, objected that such small steps were
prejudicial to further progress. The Dutch and Portuguese agreed that
without a transfer to Brussels the whole exercise would become much less
interesting. Hofstetter also agreed, but could not help saying to Goulden that
insisting on equidistance would also be prejudicial.

The paper which was finally submitted to the ministers had undergone
many drafting changes, but was still recognisable compared with my original
reflections. In several places it had been. firmed up in the light of the
European Council and NATO ministerials of December. An important
change was made regarding WEU inputs into Alliance consultations. The
final sentence of paragraph 11 now read "It will remain essential to ensure
that all Allies are willing to take account of each others’ points of view
before final positions are reached in Alliance consultations.” This was meant
to deal with the GATT trauma in Washington, where European positions
were regarded as inflexible. Trade negotiations dealing with competition
were a different matter from Alliance consultations based on solidarity and
cooperation. There, willingness to listen to good arguments - in both
directions across the Atlantic - was essential. The paper also made clear that
ultimately decisions would be taken in NATO. The idea of liaison officers
was dropped and the concluding paragraphs on relations with non—m.ember
countries in EU and NATO and on representation in the WEU COUH(T.IJ were
amended considerably. An enlargement of certain ministerial meetings to
include other or all European Partners and Allies could be con_sidered- And
in terms of increasing the effectiveness of WEU's work, it _would be
desirable for member countries to appoint comparable officials to the
Permanent Council of WEU.
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The author with French Foreign Minister Dumas and French Defence Minister
Chévenement at a press conference during the French presidency of WEU. (Photo:
SIRPA/ECPA France)

The ministerial meeting of 22 February 1991 took an unexpected turn.
In the long series of interventions the only point of difference seemed to be
whether the link with the European Union should be stronger or weaker.
Eyskens wanted it stronger, under the aegis of the European Council, which
the UK did not accept. Douglas Hurd could agree to my idea that WEU
could receive guidelines from the European Council just as, in his view,
guidelines could also come from NATO. Guidelines was a better term than
"under the aegis" which suggested a vertical relationship of subordination.
The UK did not believe that either the European Council or NATO should
mandate WEU on defence issues. The ltalian State Secretary Vitalone
favoured an explicit statement that WEU would perform its role under the
authority, or at least the auspices of the European Council and Minister
Ordonez of Spain took the same view. The strongest opposition, as
expected, came from Hans van den Broek. The Netherlands had serious
misgivings about the European Council giving guidelines to WEU since this
would grant a right of veto to neutral countries such as Ireland and possibly
others in an enlarged Union. More generally, he felt that the text in
paragraph 13(a) prejudged the debate within the IGC on decision-making
structures, as to him it implied that the whole of defence would be part of
the CFSP. He proposed an amendment to leave the role of the European
Council open. In my statement at the end of the round | tried to allay his
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preoccupation by stressing that no non-WEU member would have a right
of veto on WEU activities. If the European Council agreed on guidelines the
WEU members had participated in that decision during the deliberations
and would have no difficulty in applying them. If there was no agreement
there would be no guidelines and WEU would be free to determine its own
course. My repfy did not convince my compatriot, who wanted his
objection formulated in a footnote to the paper. He also objected to the
draft communiqué prepared by the French presidency. Dumas turned to me
for advice and in a split second | remembered that Guelluy earlier had
considered separate publication of the paper. So | advised the chairman to
drop the communiqué and publish the paper as the presidency’s con-
clusions with a brief introduction and the necessary footnotes. Dumas
quickly proposed to do so and nobody had time to protest.”” The outcome
was a first in diplomatic procedure, by publishing a document on which no
full consensus had been reached. The Presidency stated that the document
was originally prepared by the Secretary-General and was discussed by the
SWG under his chairmanship, resulting in a version on which all member
states reached near-consensus. Discussions should be pursued on this basis.
This decision also circumvented the discussion we had had in the working
group about the status of the paper. Should it remain an internal document -
originally favoured by most countries - or an input into IGC and NATO? By
making it public that question no longer arose.

2. US Reactions

To me personally the outcome of the Paris meeting was quite gratifying,
especially since two days before the meeting the State Department in
Washington had carried out a pre-emptive strike in what came to be known
as the "Bartholomew Telegram". Several ministers referred to the American
preoccupations and Dumas concluded that a special effort should be made
to convince Washington that NATO would benefit from a stronger European
pillar. The telegram probably had the most effect on the Dutch position and
hardened Van den Broek in his opposition. So soon after the Gulf war
nobody wanted to create new problems with the US and in this respect
considerable momentum was lost. It would take till the end of the year to
reach consensus on the role of WEU. | regarded the American objections as
exaggerated and unwarranted, especially after my own efforts to keep them
informed about our activities. During a visit to Washington to attend the
annual conference held by the Netherlands Atlantic Commissioq and the
Institute of Foreign Policy Analysis,’’ | was received by Secretaries Baker
and Cheney and in the White House by David Gompert. Of course, the
Gulf crisis was on everybody’s mind and the two Secretaries told me that
they were in no hurry to commence ground operations and wogid start
them only when they were sure that casualties could be kept to a minimum.
| also had the opportunity to explain to them the concept of WEU
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functioning as a bridge between NATO and the process of European
integration and gave them on a personal basis my own views on possibil-
ities for double-hatting of some military commanders in the European
theatre, NATO hats for collective defence and European hats for other
contingencies. The meeting with Jim Baker, a classmate during the two years
| studied at Princeton, took the form of a brainstorming session together
with his senior assistants Kimmet, Bartholomew and Dobbins. They all told
me that my explanation came at a most opportune moment as they would
shortly have to determine positions in the NATO review and relations with
Europe in general.

| got an inkling of US views in the speech Dobbins made to the confer-
ence. He asked three questions: how are we defining "European™ in terms
of European security and US involvement, could we terminate the "sterile"
debate on out-of-area as the distinction had become meaningless, and what
did Article 5 really mean today against, for example, a ballistic missile attack
on a member country and what kind of responses would be required? The
Kuwait crisis had flared up at a time when US forces were still on a Cold
War high and, in addition, the victims of aggression were able to fund their
own liberation. Yet, the crisis had also shown that the US had capabilities
that could not be substituted by other countries in terms of intelligence,
communications, strategic lift and long-range force projection. Finally, after
the Gulf war, the US would be the only country with recent command
experience above the division level. Dobbins was positive about WEU
because it had a clear link with NATO, had an acknowledged role outside
Europe and would enable Europe to become a stronger partner. But he put
three conditions on future developments: ultimate decisions had to be
reached in NATO, although he admitted the desirability of some caucusing
in WEU; new structures should not duplicate or weaken existing NATO
arrangements and we should not experiment with proven defence structures;
progress should be compatible with the development of the new strategy of
NATO, which he expected to be one of reconstitution against a newly
emerging threat.

David Gompert in the White House was the most reluctant about a
specific WEU role and did not want to see it as a bloc within NATO. In an
alliance all members should participate on an equal basis. He admitted
being influenced by unpleasant experience in the GATT Round, but also
claimed that in the CSCE and Stockholm negotiations the US had encoun-
tered difficulties because the Europeans had stuck rigorously to previously
determined positions and had shown little willingness to take the views of
their Allies into account. More conceptually, Gompert argued that
partnership in leadership, which President Bush continued to propagate,
would include some kind of burden-sharing between the US and Europe.
Out-of-area, he hoped Europe would acquire a greater capability to project
forces and to sustain them, but in case of a threat to vital interests, acting
together would be better than acting separately. He could envisage cases in
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which Europe would take the lead, but in any case a mechanism was
needed for coordinating Western action, i.e. a combination of NATO and
WEU structures.

The Bartholomew Telegram, which was staffed by Dobbins, was the
not atypical result of inter-agency discussions on a general US approach to
a developing European security identity. It accumulated negative points in
rejecting possible arguments and lost its balance. The full text is reproduced
as Annex I, so it is not necessary to quote extensively here.””

The author meets US Secretary of State Eagleburger at the December 1992 NAC.
Between them stands Ambassador Bartholomew, who in a previous capacity gave
his name to the controversial 1991 State Department telegram. (Photo: NATO)

The prevailing sense of the cable was fear of the US and NATO being
marginalised. For that reason, concern was expressed over proposals that
WEU should be subordinated to the European Council, thereby developing
a European security component solely within the EC. While the US could
accept some relationship between WEU and EC, it felt that defence and
security dimensions should not extend beyond those states that had
undertaken mutual defence commitments within the Atlantic Alliance. And
whatever European security identity would be developed, it should provide
a place for all European allies who wished to participate. The US did not
want a role that was simply a counterbalance to the Soviets as that would
atrophy its connection to Furopean security. Equally, WEU missions in
Fastern Europe outside the NATO context struck the US as unrealistic in

80

THE ROLE AND PLACE OF WEU

practice and a potentially dangerous signal to the USSR. In the light of later
developments in Bosnia, it is worth mentioning the next paragraph, which
stated that it was difficult to imagine military operations a European pillar
would become involved in which the US would not also consider of central
importance. Out-of-area was another matter. There, a different basis for
transatlantic collaboration based on NATO-WEU linkage was possible, as
well as WEU leadership vis-a-vis the political and security problems of
North Africa. One of the few positive points in the telegram was that its
description of the core functions of NATO tallied very well with my own
paper.

One deception was quickly followed by another as, at the first
Permanent Council after the ministerial, held on 27 February 1991, the
French representative, Ambassador Dorin, criticised my remarks in
Washington. | was particularly annoyed that he made a formal statement in
plenary without giving me any warning at the preceding restricted meeting
in my office, where | had announced my decision to appoint Paolo Casardi
as Political Director. We had agreed to discuss such questions among
ambassadors only. At the suggestion of Ambassador Richthofen some
months earlier, we had agreed that | would circulate my travel programme
so that any country could suggest points to keep in mind during my
contacts. Now Dorin said that my official visits should be the subject of
concertation with the WEU countries, more on the principle of going than
on their substance. He mentioned as examples my talks with Cheney on
multinational forces and my contacts with Worner about organising an
informal meeting between the two Permanent Councils on the day of our
annual visit to SHAPE. | knew that in French eyes the latter was only a
displacement on a personal basis of some Council members, but I wondered
why this was stated again a week after the French minister had confirmed
that the European pillar would strengthen the Alliance. | reacted very
strongly, perhaps too strongly, by saying that | took his statement as contrary
to our agreed procedures and a lack of confidence in me personally. Dorin
was somewhat shaken by my blast on one of the first Council meetings he
attended and wrote me a nice personal note afterwards. Nevertheless, |
thought his intervention unwarranted because none of his examples
concerned official visits and on both | had reported fully to the Council, on
the Washington talks even in writing. | thought of telephoning Dumas to
clarify the matter but refrained, as obviously he had not been involved in
sending the instruction and | had no interest in choking relations with the
official levels at the Quai d'Orsay.

A third disappointment came on 8 April when the French presidency
suddenly arranged a meeting of the nine WEU foreign ministers in the
margins of an EC session in Luxembourg. The purpose was to review the
situation in Iraq and relief operations to the Kurds. The Greek and Danish
foreign ministers were present as observers and the Turkish ambassador was
summoned from Brussels, but the Secretary-General was not informed and
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heard about the meeting only afterwards. The British and Dutch were not
happy about this precedent which bypassed the defence ministers, but Paris
had scored a point in emphasising the connection between WEU and
political cooperation.

France remained adamant on the informal meeting between the two
councils at the invitation of Manfred Worner. On 13 May, the members of
the NATO and WEU Councils drank tea together after ULIF visit to SHAPE,
but it was a Fifteen + Eight framework as the French ambassadors on both
sides did not participate. It was a useful occasion to explain our work to the
non-member countries and | was grateful to Worner, who always had an
open mind on the European pillar of the Alliance. We repeated it a year
later, more formally around the Council table. By then, the two French
ambassadors were present.

3. Baker’s Five Points

In April the public debate was joined by Hans Binnendijk, an American
expert on security questions and at that time Deputy Director of the 11SS in
London.*” He saw the Bartholomew Telegram as a clear message that the
US had changed its signals on European defence integration from green to
amber. In his view, there should not be a merger between the EC and WEU,
nor should WEU take direct orders from the EC. The "phoenix-like WEU"
would lose its critical function of bridging differences between NATO and
the EC if it was absorbed by one side. If the organisations remained
separate, the EC could more easily expand eastward to integrate Central
Europe, and WEU could expand to include other European members of
NATO. European defence competence should be vested in the EC and,
according to Binnendijk, the US would welcome coordinated WEU
positions in NATO, but not on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. WEU should limit
its capabilities to the non-NATO area and the use of WEU military forces
should require some degree of consent from the NATO Council, because
of the need for NATO airlift, logistics, intelligence and communications. The
US certainly would want a say if WEU would act in Eastern Europe. His
final points were that the US should not be excluded from multinational task
forces, but that NATO's strategic review should make the Alliance a more
attractive home for the European defence identity and France more
(_:omfortable with NATO. His article was perceptive, but had not grasped
fully the European wish to engage in a comprehensive integration which
would include the security dimension.

Late April, Guelluy and | visited Washington. It was a French idea
following up the point made by Dumas that we should step up our
information effort with regard to the US. Guelluy had travelled with me to
the Visegrad countries on our fact-finding missions and apparently
appreciated the way in which I conducted those visits. Once, earlier on, we
had had a minor clash when he attempted to take over the lead in an SWG
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meeting, but he was very positive towards my paper on the role of WEU
and we developed an excellent working relationship. In Washington, we
were given Secretary Baker’'s Five Points on the European Security and
Defence Identity (ESDI) which were the last remnants of the Bartholomew
Telegram; these were handed over in European capitals on April 16, 1991.

They read as follows:

As the NATO strategy review and the EC debate over EPU
continue, the US will measure proposals for a European secu-
rity/defence identity against the following principles:

- The US is ready to support arrangements which our European
allies decide are needed for the expression of a common
European foreign, security and defense policy.

- To ensure this development will strengthen the integrity and
effectiveness of the Atlantic Alliance, NATO should remain the
principal venue for consultation and the forum for agreement
on all policies bearing on the security and defense commit-
ments of its members under the North Atlantic Treaty, wher-
ever such policies originate.

- NATO should maintain an effective integrated military
structure to provide for collective defense.

- We also support the willingness of European allies to improve

Europe’s ability to protect vital interests and uphold the rule

of law beyond Europe itself.

To minimise the potential for divisiveness within NATO, we

encourage European allies to open their common defense

policy deliberations to all European members of NATO.

At the White House, the National Security Advisor, General Scowcroft,
was fully supportive of European integration but his concern was to see that
it did not adversely affect NATO or marginalise the US in Europe. In his
view, the American presence in Europe was not just a response to a simple
defence need, but was more fundamentally linked with membership of a
single transatlantic community. Mr Gompert pointed out that the 20
February memorandum had been designed to forestall any misunderstand-
ings which might have arisen had the US remained silent in the European
debate, but this démarche was not to be taken as a desire to slow down
European integration. He mentioned possible situations in which it would
be inappropriate for NATO to act, even in Europe. WEU might intervene in
such cases, but the decision should be taken by common consent. European
action in the Gulf was considered a very positive precedent and could be
extended to a Europeanisation of the Sinai Observation Force, the provision
of aid to Kurdish refugees or certain contacts with Iran. Washington had also
warmed to the idea of multinational forces and was considering the level to
which US forces might be broken down in order to integrate with multi-
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national forces. Some coherence of US forces in Europe had to be
maintained, however. On the whole, we were reassured about the way the
Administration was thinking and especially in the Pentagon we found no
renewed anxiety over the development of a European security identity.

4. Practical Measures

Early 1991, we had a heavy agenda. Ambassador Holthoff was chairing
the Space Group with the aim of establishing a satellite centre to train photo
interpreters and be responsive to verification needs, while simultaneously
defining the requirements for studies with regard to the medium- and long-
term cooperation on space. This led to the decision at the Vianden
ministerial to set up a WEU Satellite Centre as a WEU subsidiary body for
an experimental period of three years. As a follow-up to the February
meeting we were discussing practical steps to improve our links with the EC
and NATO, assuming that a more conceptual definition would have to wait
for the Maastricht European Council. But prior to that, ministers would still
meet several times to prepare for this decision. Parallel to this, WEU had to
be made more operational if it was to be taken seriously. And finally, the
topical questions of the Gulf and Yugoslavia were important items on every
agenda.

On practical measures, a Franco-German paper was circulated to the
working group on 4 April, followed by a British contribution on 15 April.
The former analysed in detail the synchronisation of meetings of bodies of
WEU and of the Political Union. At the level of Political Directors it was
thought appropriate to have joint or consecutive meetings with the WEU
Enlarged Council following the "Twelve-Nine + Three-Nine" formula. This
meant that CFSP matters would be discussed at Twelve (without prejudicing
the future role of the European Council); other security issues pertaining
more to defence would be dealt with at Nine plus those of the three non-
WEU members willing to take part and the European Commission would be
present; defence policy and strictly military matters, including future military
capabilities, would be handled at Nine. The same arrangement could be
extended to certain working groups which might have to be restructured
and a group on security questions to be set up within the Union. The
Secretariats-General of the Union and WEU should establish an institutional
working relationship associating the WEU Secretariat with all meetings C_'f
the Twelve dealing with security matters and allowing the CFSP Council
secretariat to take part in Nine + Three meetings "and even mee_\.tings_of _the
Nine". A detailed timetable was submitted with the aim of achieving
synchronisation of EU and WEU presidencies as of 1 January 1992, except
for the EU presidencies of Denmark, Greece and Ireland. For the first time,
France agreed to the move of the WEU Secretariat to Brussels. Germany had
been able to persuade Paris with the following ingenious formula:
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In implementing the measures to link WEU with Political Union,
the WEU Secretariat-General should be transferred to Brussels, to
establish an institutional link between the secretariats of WEU and

the Union.

Concerning relations with NATO, the paper opted for concertation at
the level of WEU member states’ Permanent Representatives to NATO, or
even at ministerial level, in order to prepare for meetings of the Sixteen
discussing questions of particular concern to the Nine, and to consider their
results. If required by the subject at issue, these meetings should also be_
attended by representatives of European allies that were not members of
WEU. The country holding the WEU presidency could introduce common
positions or contributions of WEU countries into the process of Alliance
consultations and would be responsible for keeping the North Atlantic
Council regularly informed of WEU activities. Periodic meetings between
the Secretaries-General would supplement this exchange of information. The
move to Brussels was also favoured in this context but in considerably
weaker terms than in relation to the EU:

The transfer of the WEU Secretariat to Brussels would also
facilitate the process of two-way information, communication and

concertation.

The UK paper followed another approach. It wanted to reach
agreement on the operational functions of WEU before settling the practical
measures linking WEU with EU and NATO. Its closely argued analysis of
WEU links with the EU still contains much of the current UK position.
London wanted WEU to remain distinct from the EU and NATO and to
serve as a bridge between the two. Security policy coordination among the
Twelve should be intensified but kept separate from cooperation on defence
in WEU and NATO (though there might well be some duplication of
discussion in all three bodies on certain issues such as CSCE). Only those
countries participating in collective defence organisations should be in a
position to participate in the defence policy-making of these organisations,
and the link between WEU and EU should not exclude links with other
European Allies. On 26 February, the UK had tabled a draft text for the
CFSP treaty in the IGC which provided that whenever, in the formulation
or implementation of CFSP, an issue relating to defence arose, European
consultation or practical cooperation should be carried forward in WEU.
The UK had accepted my proposal that the conclusions of the European
Council on the principles and orientations of a common security policy
would also serve as a guideline for cooperation in WEU, for it reflected the
political reality that all nine members of WEU were also members of the
Twelve and therefore participated in the CFSP. But the essence of our task
would be to achieve as close a relationship as possible without subordina-
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ting WEU to the EU or to NATO. The UK did not want to put artificial
constraints on the deliberations in the European Council. In any case, its
discussions on defence issues were likely to be general and to flow from
considerations of foreign policy matters in general. If a major defence issue
arose, such as the sending of European forces out-of-area, a separate meeting
should be arranged of WEU heads of government or ministers. It would not
be acceptable to London if countries outside WEU or NATO sought through
the channel of the European Council to influence the defence policy of
those organisations. In practice, it had never been necessary to call a
meeting of WEU heads of government, but the option of occasional
meetings should be retained, either in the margins of a European Council
or of a NATO summit, in order to underline the status of WEU as a distinct
organisation reporting to its own heads of government. During the
preparations for the 1996-97 IGC, the same idea of back-to-back meetings
of heads of government of EU and WEU surfaced in the proposals of UK
Foreign Secretary Malcolm Rifkind.

Part of the practical arrangements was the future role of the Permanent
Council of WEU. In London, the ambassadors to the Court of St James's
doubled up as permanent representatives. They were very senior in their
own diplomatic service but usually did not possess the politico-military
background necessary for WEU. Nevertheless, most of them enjoyed the
multilateral experience and some of them had previous experience as
political director. In practice, they acted more as a board of administration
than a body making security policy and left much of the substantive work
to people coming from capitals to participate in the various working groups.
I enjoyed these meetings with people who at home were close to their
ministers and made it a point to chair the SWG and DRG personally. In
Brussels the situation was likely to be different and several options presented
themselves. Before my arrival in WEU several delegations - including the
Dutch and the French - had toyed with the idea of replacing the London
Council by high officials coming from capitals. This solution failed to charn_1
me as it would have removed all permanence from the system and make it
difficult to react swiftly to a crisis. In addition, it would become very hard
to conduct personal bilateral contacts with the delegations in preparation of
sensitive issues. Some mixture of permanent representatives and attendance
from capitals seemed preferable. In a paper circulated to permanent
representatives on 4 April 1991 | considered it important that they would
first discuss the role of the Permanent Council, in the context of a transfer
to Brussels, before national decisions on representation were taken. |
submitted two alternatives: the Council could either assume a ieading role
in the substantive discussions on the politico-military issues dealt with by
WEU or continue to carry out its present role as general manager.and
overseer of the various aspects of our work. 1 was in favour of rhe Iattefr
option, provided WEU would also become the forum for meetings O
Permanent Representatives to NATO and, separately, of Permanent
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Representatives to the EU whenever European security interests mz_ide such
meetings desirable. As WEU became more operational, meetings of military
advisors could also be considered. Combined with much closer relations
between the WEU Secretariat and the secretariats of NATO and the EU
Council of Ministers, WEU would be able to give a European impetus to the
activities of both NATO and EU. Such a practical approach would en.able
member countries to appoint either their bilateral Ambassadors to Belgm:p,
or a special ambassador as permanent representative to l!‘te WEU _(_fpuno!.
Member countries could then make use, as appropriate, of their staff in their
NATO and Political Union delegations and in their bilateral embassies to
form their delegations to WEU.

On 23 April, | convened an informal meeting of the Permanent
Representatives in my office in order to ascertain their personal views. |
explained my concern to defuse the issue of representation by ensuring that
both the ambassadors to NATO and EU could meet in a WEU context
without either one necessarily being appointed to the WEU Council. | algo
pointed out that the WEU Council differed from the Political Committee in
having several institutional and administrative responsibilities such as
budgetary matters, including the future institute and satellite centre, and
relations with the WEU Assembly. Understandably, the ambassadors found
it difficult to anticipate the institutional arrangements emanating from the
IGC, but their views helped to clarify matters. The French‘ ambassador
stressed that the transfer to Brussels was not yet acquis but preferred a unity
of representation in order to maintain WEU'’s cohesion. The ltalian
Ambassador, Biancheri, believed that the rationale of moving to Brussels -
greater efficiency - should imply a more substantial role for the Council,‘
under which it would be able to inject a political impetus into the work of
the organisation: he advocated a "Third Man" approach to the question of
representation, i.e. neither the NATO nor the EU Permanent Representative.
The Belgian Ambassador suggested homogeneity of representation and
favoured the appointment of the Deputy Political Directors to the WEU
Council, given their role in EPC and their proximity to ministers. The
Netherlands Ambassador recognised that the "Third Man" approach had
some logic to it but had a clear preference for the NATO Permanent
Representative, since both NATO and WEU were defence organisations.
Portugal believed that the NATO ambassador would be the most qualified,
but for political reasons the "Third Man" option would be the better
solution. He felt that the WEU Council should have a role similar to the
NATO Council and feared that otherwise the military organs of WEU would
report directly to their ministers instead of via the Council. Spain saw little
need in moving to Brussels unless a more operational Council was set up.
In line with his lack of enthusiasm for a speedy transfer, De la Morena
suggested upgrading the Council whilst it was still in London. Early July,
Spain was to circulate a paper arguing that the move to Brussels be delayed,
leaving Council and Secretariat in London till 1996. At that time, two years
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before the Modified Brussels Treaty was due to come up for review, we
should take stock of experience gained with WEU managing defence on
behalf of the EU. In any case, Spain was against appointing the NATO
ambassador as that would indicate that WEU was only a sub-group of
NATO. Ambassador Richthofen showed a preference for appointing the
NATO PermRep as he would be most knowledgeable about his govern-
ment’s security policy. Having a third multilateral ambassador in Brussels
would not be possible for Germany both in terms of rank and for financial
reasons. The UK representative, Jeremy Greenstock, advocated a genuine
steering role for the Permanent Council as well as a strong connection with
NATO through the double-hatting of permanent representatives. On the one
hand, WEU would receive its political directives from the Twelve, translated
to the Nine, but on the other there was a need for thorough expertise in
defence and military matters, which were the main area of WEU'’s work. He
dismissed the argument of additional work on the budget and relations with
the Assembly. Any competent civil servant could deal with those and
Greenstock failed to see how a separate ambassador would find a full-time
job at WEU. Moreover, everybody was stressing that a stronger European
defence identity must not harm NATO, so what better way of demonstrating
this than appointing the NATO PermRep to the WEU Council. Only
Biancheri reacted to this view by pointing out the risk of confusion caused
by such double-hatting, given the overlap in the work of the two
organisations.

Summing up, | concluded that everybody wanted a homogeneous
solution, but of a different nature. | shared the doubt whether a separate
WEU ambassador would have a full-time job, but my main point remained
that WEU should carry out its bridge function in both directions: WEU
should "insert" a European dimension into NATO and a defence dimension
into the European Union. This dual task would be greatly facilitated by the
move to Brussels and the possibility of back-to-back meetings with NATO
and CFSP. | asked those who favoured appointing the NATO PermRep how
WEU would then impact on the European Union. That was where we left
it. We agreed that it had been a useful exchange of views, but that further
discussion should await more clarification on WEU’s place in the new

security architecture. In the end, when WEU finally moved to B"”:_;SIHIS ”;
January 1993, most positions remained unchanged and the composition 0I
d

the WEU Council was far from homogeneous. The Netherlands, Portug
and the UK double-hatted their NATO PermRep; Belgium, France, Italy,
Luxembourg and Spain appointed special ambassadors, the Luxe!n_l:uourger
was non-resident and doubled up as Chef de Cabinet of the Minister Iiolr
Foreign Affairs. The only country changing its mind was Germany, which
appointed its bilateral ambassador to Belgium, but taking care thiakie;syas
an expert in politico-military matters.
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5. A More Operational Role

Making WEU more operational was the subject of papers from the UK
and the Netherlands. The two countries which had conceptual problems
with the role of WEU in European integration were the most constructive on
the operational side. The UK paper now openly wrote that "the purpose of
WEU discussions should be to coordinate European views in prepar‘a.tion for
open consultations within the Alliance. This could include the definitionand
introduction of WEU contributions into Alliance debates”. There would be
considerable overlap between the day-to-day agenda of WEU and that of
NATO. For practical reasons, therefore, it would be desirable that WEU's
agenda and meeting schedule, at both ministerial and permanent representa-
tive levels, should Bo harmonised with those of the Alliance. There sl“uoulgi
be maximum transparency between NATO and WEU in all aspe:cts o’r tljl(;"II‘
work, so that all Allies could "take account of each other’s point of view
before final positions were reached". A WEU force could have a role:

- as a European contribution to peacekeep{mg operations; _

- in response to a threat to the interests of WEU members outside the
NATO area; and

- in cases of regional instability in Central or Eastern Europe.

In the last case, the paper argued that because of possiblg implicqt?ons
of any military action in this area for the security of all Alllgs, decisions
should be made in the Alliance on how to respond. "In some circumstances
it might be appropriate for a response to be undertaken under WEU
auspices through the deployment of a WEU force.” Such a European
Reaction Force (ERF) would need to send a clear signal of European resollve
and therefore be credible in military terms. Political control would re§t with
WEU ministers and on a day-to-day basis with the Permanent Council. The
ERF would need a capacity for joint planning and exercises and comnmnd
structures adaptable to the operation envisaged. A permanent planning cell
would be required for contingency plans and exercises, possibly collocated
with the planning staff for the NATO Rapid Reaction Force, and arrange-
ments should be made for designating an ERF commander, who could be
double- or triple-hatted with national or NATO functions or l_Joth. Military
advice could best be provided by the Chiefs of Defence Staff and NATO
Military Representatives of the WEU nations, meeting as a WEU Military
Committee and, where appropriate, synchronised with the meetings of the
NATO Military Committee. The paper concluded that these proposals
should help strengthen the European pillar by developing WEU's defence
role and providing effective and specifically European forces, with an
independent capability for action.

The Netherlands’ paper covered the same ground but went further in
detail and was later revised in the light of comments made in the DRG. It

89




DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

started out by recalling WEU Assembly Recommendation 493 on the
consequences of the invasion of Kuwait, which proposed to examine the
creation of a WEU naval on-call force for external operations, together with
a possible pooling of appropriate national air mobile assets into a E uropean
rapid action force. The first question concerning the nature of non-NATO
contingencies was answered as contingencies not calling for collective
defence action. The decision to create an ERF should be based on the
understanding that such a force would only be used in response to a threat
to the interests of WEU members outside the NATO area. In cases of
regional instability in Central and Eastern Europe, agreement should be
reached in the Alliance on how to respond. A second question concerned
the possible tasks of an ERF. Here the paper provided useful language which
ultimately would find its way to the Petersberg missions defined in June
1992. It wrote that "in principle these could range from peacekeeping and
crisis management to peace-enforcement and other combat operations”, but
that apart from these military tasks the ERF could also be used for humani-
tarian relief operations; for instance, its logistic capability could prove useful
in case of natural disasters. Crisis management was defined as the attempt
to control events and to cope with a crisis situation with the required
preparedness in order to scale down hostilities. Peace-enforcement would
require an operational capability to fight a limited war. A WEU Reaction
Force should first provide for the capability of a rapid response to threats
not countered by NATO with sufficient strength and combat power to
prevent a crisis from developing into armed conflict, or to contain a crisis
that already had led to hostilities. Secondly, such a force should contribute
to the termination of these conflicts in accordance with agreed political
objectives. The third point dealt with the composition of the force: to be
effective it should include land, air and maritime elements and a balance
had to be struck between the capacity for rapid deployment and sufficient
combat power. Although an armed conflict could be limited in scope, a
high level of violence with sophisticated weapon systems could never be
excluded, due to the ongoing proliferation of modern technologies. Finally,
as far as participation was concerned, it seemed to the Netherlands that npt
all WEU countries would necessarily participate in the force, or in ail its
operations. A minimum of political and financial solidarity, however, would
be essential. As to the probable area of operations, it was assumed that
threats arising within the vicinity of Western Europe would be of more
significance than those in more remote parts, but in any case operations
outside the NATO area would require specific arrangements for the
transport, command, control, communications, intelligence, strategic survel l-
lance and logistics. This was even more important as the deployment af tl_ue
NATO RRF was only foreseen within Allied Command Europ_g (ACE). It \f‘vas
recommended that WEU should concentrate on these adc.h'tlonal require-
ments first, taking full advantage of existing NATO possibilities and hlnkllng
up with the NATO force planning cycle. A military coordination cell in the
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WEU Secretariat should formulate these requirements as well as specific
contingencies and provide for the linkage with the NATO force planning
system and with nations not participating therein. Next to it there should be
a small WEU operational planning staff and arrangements to set up a joint
operational command in case of actual deployment. The paper did not
deem it feasible nor cost-effective to establish a standing headquarters, but
opted for designating personnel and equipment to WEU operations, double-
hatting them with NATO and/or national functions.

Both the UK and Netherlands’ papers were available when the WEU
Chiefs of Defence Staff met in Paris on 10 April 1991. There had been an
ad hoc meeting after the invasion of Kuwait but there some of the CHODs
had delegated their Chief of Naval Staff as WEU involvement was likely to
concentrate on embargo operations. So this meeting was a first and a
success for the Belgian and French Chiefs of Defence Staff who had been
pushing for it for some time. Germany had given up its earlier reluctan(?e._
The Secretary-General was invited to attend. After the meeting, a very brief
press release was issued, focusing on the Iraqi conflictand assistance to the
Kurdish population in the north. The French presidency drafted its
conclusions cautiously in the conditional, saying that similar meetings at the
level of the service chiefs could be envisaged and that, to the extent WEU
would be called to develop itself, the CHODs considered that it would be
fitting to create a permanent military planning cell within the secretariat to
follow up these activities. They also underlined the importance of new
threats, particularly ballistic missiles, and of interoperability of armaments;
it could be useful to exchange views on the technical-military aspects of
long-term requirements and possible ways of solving them. The CHODs
recommended establishing secure fax communications between them, and
conducting a study on long-range transport and stressed the importance of
satellite reconnaissance for crisis management. _

The meeting was made most interesting by the presence of the French
Chief of Defence, General Schmitt, who did not participate in the NATO
Military Committee meetings at Chief of Staff level. A courteous chairman
who chose his words carefully, he explained that, for France, the concept
of integration remained a sensitive issue, also in a European context. At an
earlier discussion, he had asked me whether multinational formations were
really necessary if nations had interoperable forces consisting of pro-
fessionals and if these were readily available. Today he admitted the need
for interoperable communications and exercises to test their cooperation.
However, as Pierre Joxe had just succeeded Chevénement as minister for
defence, he needed political directives to go further. The German Admiral
Wellershoff agreed with him that we did not need a command structure for
every contingency, but his point seemed inspired by the wish to avoid
duplication with NATO. He stressed the need for flexibility, as in practice
future operations were likely to be conducted by NATO minus some or by
WEU plus some. The Belgian General Charlier and the British Field Marshall
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Vincent supported me when | said that the experience in the Gulf was no
proof that we did not need command arrangements. In fact, some had used
their absence as an excuse for not contributing ground forces. Vincent
added that, in future crises, we needed to act more swiftly than in the Gulf;
he advocated a minimum framework to allow for joint training which could
be built upon in a crisis, avoiding unduly rigid arrangements. The discussion
focused on the introduction of the Netherlands paper introduced by General
Graaff and supported by Vincent. The reaction forces of NATO and WEU
would be complementary, so "double earmarking”" would be the most
economical. Two sets of forces would clearly not be feasible. As a European
force would require support in transport and intelligence, it would be in our
interest to harmonise WEU activities with NATO. Europe needed to be able
to act independently, but not in isolation. Charlier agreed, but felt that some
elements of planning and command needed to be separate and visible.
Schmitt voiced the traditional French reluctance to establish a liaison with
SHAPE. Why not with the Military Committee and, if with SHAPE, why not
also with SACLANT in view of the largely naval activities of WEU so far?
The ltalian General, Corcione, who introduced a paper on risks out of
Europe, felt that we should look into the links with NATO in more detail as
European structures did not yet exist. The Spaniard wanted to wait for
political guidelines and stressed that the Gulf operation was the first time his
country had participated in international crisis management. The Portuguese
thought it premature to discuss multinational forces.

The meeting was a success by virtue of its open and informal
discussion, much more thorough than the rather formal occasions of the
NATO Military Committee (MC). Admiral Wellershoff agreed to inform the
MC the next day to demonstrate everybody’s wish for full transparency. As
always he had been constructive and did not raise the question asked by his
subordinates at the DRG, namely whether the WEU Treaty really allowed
out-of-area operations. Nobody else doubted our ability to do so under
Article VIII - consultation with regard to any situation which may constitute
a threat to peace, in whatever area this threat should arise, or a danger to
economic stability - but the Germans periodically stated that there was no
express mandate in the treaty. In the December 1990 session of the WEU
Assembly the German member Scheer had asked the same question. Even
Genscher once made this point to me, which | attributed to uneasiness
about the German constitutional obstacle to sending forces out-of-area, apart
from his general reluctance to contemplate the use of military force
anywhere.

Back in London, my colleagues in the Secretariat and | agreedl that
much would depend on the ability of France to commit itself to OperfitIOI"'al
planning and some kind of integration at a European level. Otherwise the
other members would see little value added in WEU to what they could‘do
in NATO. During the two subsequent meetings of the SWG/DRG we tried
to clarify this point, but Guelluy could not enlighten us much. He needed
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a finalité politique before France could move on the operational point, but
could not say what such a move would entail. Instead, he switched to the
question whether the Nine would be ready to speak with one voice in
NATO on important subjects. In WEU he could join a discussion on what
we needed if tomorrow a new crisis erupted, not on the organisation of a
rapid reaction force. Hofstetter for Germany liked my distinction between
institutional and operational arrangements, but also thought it premature to
define a detailed mandate for a WEU reaction force. This led Champenois
of Belgium to ask ironically what use our agreement on passerelles with
NATO and EU would be if we would never undertake any operation. In his
opinion, Baker’s Five Points constituted an acceptable basis for a division
of labour, with one addition: in a crisis in Eastern Europe requiring a kind
of international police action, NATO and WEU would be in a comparable
position. In fact, some scenarios would make European action more likely.
This coincided with my own view that if a crisis started in the North NATO
would be immediately involved, but that, after Soviet withdrawal from the
central region, every crisis there would start out-of-area in NATO terms.
Therefore, NATO would not be engaged immediately, although any crisis
involving the Soviet Union directly should be handled through NATO.

The only institutional point in the UK paper was the creation of a WEU
Military Committee. | could see the advantage of the NATO Military
Representatives advising their ambassadors, but I wondered whether WEU
should mirror NATO completely. We were emphasising the changed
political circumstances in Europe which necessitated a joint politico-military
approach and not separate ones like in NATO. The WEU Council and
working groups had followed that approach successfully. In fact, the
continuous involvement of Defence Ministers and their advisors was one of
the main values added by WEU. Moreover, | had always questioned the
validity of the independent military advice emanating from the Military
Committee. In practice, most CHODs would not take separate positions
from their ministers, who were politically responsible. Independent advice,
less coloured by political considerations, came from the NATO com-
manders, not from the Military Committee. Consequently, WEU would do
well to organise its military advice differently.

6. NATO Moves on

Considerable momentum was lost by the French inability to move. In
the meantime NATO made progress on its new strategic concept as well as
on the formation of a multinational rapid reaction corps. The London
Declaration of 6 July 1990 had announced in paragraph 14 that, as Soviet
troops would be leaving Eastern Europe and a CFE treaty would be
implemented, the Alliance’s integrated force structure and its strategy would
change fundamentally. Its forces would be highly mobile and versatile, so
that Allied leaders would have maximum flexibility in deciding how to
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respond to a crisis and it would rely increasingly on multinational corps
made up of national units. Apparently, France had expected that a new
strategy would first be formulated before the force structure was adapted,
which would have given it time for bilateral contacts to work out a new,
diminished role for SHAPE. As usual, this assumption did not lack the
proverbial French logic, but the speed of events and the risk of further
nationalisation of defence policies made NATO adopt a parallel approach.
The Defence Planning Committee (DPC) issued a communiqué on 29 May
1991 agreeing the basis for a new force structure consisting of Main
Defence Forces, Reaction Forces and Augmentation Forces including
multinational forces of all types: land, air and maritime. A Rapid Reaction
Corps for Allied Command Europe would be created, under UK command
with a multinational headquarters. At SHAPE, a multinational Reaction Force
Planning Staff would be established.to develop and coordinate plans for all
ACE Reaction Forces.

| was not privy to the bilateral consultations which had been con-
ducted by Paris, but | knew that the French were surprised and angry about
the speed with which these decisions were taken. They were not the only
ones: in Germany there were second thoughts about the British domination
of the ARRC and the fact that the UK land forces would all go to this new
formation and no longer participate in the Main Defence Forces. A
secondary cause of irritation was the deal Baker and Genscher had done in
Washington on 10 May 1991, on a liaison function for NATO with the
Central and Eastern European states and a strengthening of the CSCE. Their
statement also contained a reference to the European security identity and
defence role mentioned in the NATO communiqué of the previous
December. Secretary Baker affirmed that the US was "ready to support
arrangements the European Allies decide are needed for the expression of
a common European foreign, security and defence policy". Minister
Genscher affirmed "that the Atlantic Alliance as a whole 5}1F)uld be
enhanced by strengthening the role of and giving added responsibility to the
Europeans in the context of security and defence policy, and that in that
respect a European security and defence identity should be reflected in the
development of a European pillar within the Alliance". They also agreed that
NATO should maintain an effective integrated military structure to provide
for collective defence and that appropriate arrangements shohuld be
instituted, so that all European members of NATO could participate in some
appropriate manner in the development of a European pillar. This was
another expression of the consistent concern in Washington that Turkey
might be excluded from European initiatives. Whatever the cause, French
irritation threatened to damage the NATO ministerial in Copenhagen on 6-7
June. In order to clarify the situation, Jacques Poos a”d, Roland Dumas,
having the presidency of the Twelve and WEU respectively, arranged a
meeting in Paris on 4 June to which Worner and myself as well as Robert
Pontillon, President of the WEU Assembly, and some of our collaborators

L3
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were invited. Worner did not understand the French surprisg react10t1: thgy
should have been informed through their observer on the Military C?mnl*ut—
tee and, in any case, France itself already possessed a Force q‘Actmn
Rapide. The Strategic Concept was now in its sixth revised version and
hopefully would be adopted at a summit meeting in November clgvoted to
the overall transformation of the Alliance. Wérner had nothing against WEU
and could not imagine that it would be embarrassed by these developn"ne.nts.,.
The ARRC did not exclude anybody, but decisions had been necessary if
force planning was to continue. Poos outlined his efforts to fulfil :he1
mandate given by the European Council in Rome..Luxembo%lrg hac{ tab ec
a text in the IGC stating that the European Council coyld dtscu.ss security
questions and its conclusions could be implemented, in all or in part, by
WEU. Ireland would maintain its special position and, in 1996, a review
conference would determine whether further steps would b? possible. For
the moment, the discussion centred on the question of whethgr the
European defence identity was autonomous or should be seen only in the
NATO framework.

My own intervention stressed the du i = !
the future European Union. As such, the metaphor of a bridge was

inadequate because WEU would be more than a go-between and exercise
some specific functions, particularly in situations where NATO would th
be willing to act. In its contacts with Eastern Europe WEU_couId be more
selective than NATO. Towards the French | said that it was not my
impression that NATO was trying to master everylcrisis in Europe. Dumas
seemed relatively content with the way the meeting went, but s.tated thfﬁt
France would not join a NATO RRC, although - on an ad |.10c ba5|s_- he did
not exclude participation in a joint command for a specific opergtlon. ‘
The Copenhagen meeting went well and did not sh'ow any signs qt the
previous tension. In a separate statement the core functions of the Alliance

were defined:

al role of WEU, in NATO and in

1. To provide one of the indispensable foundations for a stable security

environment in Europe (...) in which no country would be able to
intimidate or coerce any European nation or to Impose hegemony

through the threat or the use of force;

2. To serve as a transatlantic forum for Allied consultation on any issues
that affect their vital interests, including possible developments posing
risks for members’ security and for appropriate coordination of their
efforts in fields of common concern;

3. To deter and defend against any threat of aggression against the
territory of any NATO member state;

4. To preserve the strategic balance within Europe.

hel
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According to my information the last point originally figured at the top
of the list but worded as "balancing" the Soviet Union. It was reformulated
after the German ambassador had objected to mentioning the USSR by
name. To me the sentence was somewhat paradoxical as | remembered an
NPG in London in November 1976 when the German ambassador, Pauls,
had strongly resisted anything resembling a separate European balance as
distinct from a global one. But that was at a time when the issue of
decoupling in nuclear deterrence had the upper hand. Today that no longer
was our primary concern.

The Copenhagen meeting seemed to resolve the debate on the
European security identity. Ministers stated that they would "develop
practical arrangements to ensure the necessary transparency and
complementarity between the European Security and Defence Identity as it
emerges in the Twelve and WEU, and the Alliance". There would be a need
to establish appropriate links and consultation procedures between them, in
order to ensure that the allies not currently participating in the development
of a European identity should be adequately involved in decisions that may
affect their security. In a separate statement on partnership with the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe, the Alliance came as close as
possible to issuing a security guarantee to the new democracies:

Our own security is inseparably linked to that of all other states
in Europe. The consolidation and preservation throughout the
continent of democratic societies and their freedom from any form
of coercion or intimidation are therefore of direct and material
concern to us, as they are to all other CSCE states under the
commitments of the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of Paris.
Our common security can best be safeguarded through the further
development of a network of interlocking institutions and
relationships, constituting a comprehensive architecture in which
the Alliance, the process of European integration and the CSCE
are key elements.

The notion of "interlocking institutions" already present in the
December communiqué was -overdoing it a bit, as it assumed a rather
precise division of labour among the various institutions. As this did |‘1ot
materialise, the high-sounding expression came to be ridiculed by pointing
out that there was more "interblocking" than cooperation among them. The
communiqué contained another phrase, taken from the Baker-Genscher
statement of May, which subsequently would be often repeated:

The Alliance is the essential forum for consultation among i|t5
members and the venue for agreement on polme_s bearing on t|1e
security and defence commitments of Allies under the

Washington Treaty.
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The formulation was taken directly from Baker’s Five Points excep_t for
the "wherever such policies originate". It was most helpful in clarifying
European attitudes towards NATO even though literally it was a tautology:
it was agreed to do in the Alliance what countries had committed them-
selves to doing in the Alliance. In any case, everybody was happy about the
outcome. At the Enlarged Council meeting of 10 June, thelluy thought that
henceforth nobody could talk about possible dangers of the ESDI for the
Alliance; the European identity had become incontournable.

7. Ministerial Meeting at Vianden

Following the success of the 22 February document, | had drafted
another paper to focus ministerial debate at the Vianden ministerial session
on 27 June 1991, just before the European Council in Luxembourg. That
session was another example of synchronisation of meetings and the UK
was not amused, but let it pass with a request for time to raise possible
objections. In the new paper | wrote that two questions had characterised
the debate so far: first, are Europeans prepared to make a fundamental
political choice that security and defence should form part of their progress
towards Union; and, second, how in practice can a European defence role
be developed in a way which reinforces the integrity and effectiveness of
the Alliance? In attempting to answer these questions | wrote that the main
aim of WEU’s relationship with the EU should be to ensure that Europeans
speak with a coherent voice across the whole range of foreign, security and
defence policy issues and that they have the military arrangements necessary
to back up that voice. A treaty-based relationship should include the
provision that the members of WEU will strive within that framework to
enhance cooperation on security and defence issues. In this perspective,
WEU formed an integral part of the European integration process. With
regard to the Alliance, WEU members should now consider how to give
effect to WEU's objective of expressing a more coherent European voice in
a re-invigorated Alliance. The formulation and presentation of collective
WEU contributions into Alliance consultations would be a key component
of making WEU operational in the politico-military field. In other words,
making WEU more operational should have a political and a military
component. For a military operational role, two approaches had been
identified. One which could be dubbed the "complementary” approach was
advanced by the countries proposing a European Reaction Force: defence
of NATO territory would be for NATO, European activity outside the NATO
area would be for WEU with full consultation in the Alliance and, if Central
and Eastern Europe were involved, with the backing of other Allies. The
question remaining here was how a WEU capability could be seen as a
contribution to the progressive integration of Europe if it had no direct role
to play in the defence of Europe? The other, "compatible" approach would
envisage a collective European contribution to Alliance force structures.
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Here the obvious question remained whether this would require separate
command arrangements for defence in Furope and how they would relate
to Alliance structures. In discussing these two options, | advocated not
foreclosing any options for the future whilst at the same time ensuring the
necessary complementarity with the Alliance as agreed in Copenhagen. In
the Enlarged Council, Greenstock succeeded in diminishing the difference
between the two options, which led to the addition that they did not seem
to be mutually exclusive. He based his remark on a quote from Dumas in
Copenhagen that Europe needed a defence dimension but that was for the
future. If so, there would be little difference between compatibility and
complementarity. | did not take issue with him as the main purpose of the
paper was to focus ministerial attention on what | regarded to be important
questions. The result of our discussion was that again the paper would
remain the responsibility of the Secretary-General.

At Vianden, ministers addressed a whole range of issues. On CSCE they
endorsed a Belgian and Netherlands proposal to set up a "troika" of past,
present and future presidencies. On Yugoslavia, they issued a statement
urgently appealing to all the political authorities to avoid all confrontation,
to refrain from the use of force and to resume the dialogue with a view to
securing the unity of the state. They authorised fact-finding missions to
Bulgaria and Romania and welcomed the request of Soviet Foreign Minister
Bessmertnykh for a contact with WEU. On this point Genscher again argued
in favour of an identical approach to all Central and Eastern European
democracies as in NATO. This was contrary to the preparatory discussions
where the advantages of WEU for a differentiated approach had been
stressed, but | managed to divert his query by suggesting a mandate to the
working group to examine it.

In operational terms, the meeting was marked by the fact that it gave
the go-ahead for a WEU satellite data interpretation centre for an experimen-
tal three-year period. Up till the very last moment, it had remained uncertain
whether the UK would agree to establishing the centre, as it constituted a
low UK priority, given that the British acquired their data directly from the
US.

On the role and place of WEU, the communiqué was positive in both
directions. Repeating wording from the Hague Platform about the incom-
pleteness of the European construction as long as it did not include .security
and defence, Ministers agreed that WEU should be developed in this ph'cjse
of the European integration process as its defence C(_Jn'lIJO”e”‘- _A gen.url?e
ESDI would be reflected in the strengthening of the European pillar within
the Alliance; this would reinforce the integrity and effectivgness of the
Alliance and would require, at each stage, appropriate practical arrange-

ments to ensure transparency and complementarity. This w_ould also call for
ation with other allies. In general,

appropriate procedures for cooper .
ean and Atlantic debates to proceed

ministers noted the need for the Europ i behalf of t
in parallel. During the discussion, Genscher - spraking ion behall arthe
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incoming presidency - announced that he would convene a special SE3s10N
in the Autumn to discuss the issue further. He referred to my paper and said
that he could agree to parts of it, but was not specific. Germany could agree
to the mandate for the DRG but did not regard this as a mandate for the
creation of a European reaction force, only for studying it. _

The other interventions were along familiar lines, except for I‘he
Spanish. Ordonez stressed the general "vocation” of WEU a.nd did not \-wgh
to clip its wings from the outset by designal_ing geographical areas for its
activities. The Spanish State Secretary for Defence added the proposa‘l .that
a standing military committee should be established, made up of the mi I”f"\’
attachés in London. In my concluding statement, | made a plea for moving
to Brussels. | found it very difficult for WEU fully to play its role vis-a-vis
both the EU and NATO if it remained geographically distant, and | hoped
that problems of representation would not delay the move. If WEU had to
prepare inputs into NATO consultations, that could only be IdO“E n
Brussels. There the debate ended. Nobody had answered my questions, but
there was a promise of in-depth discussion in October. The DRG was tasked
to study the military implications of WEU taking onamore operational ro!e,
which included possible tasks and resulting requirements and the need for
coordination and planning structures. '

The meeting in Vianden was the last under the Frgl‘fdi presidency, and
it was Germany that briefed the WEU Assembly. Minister Genscher and
State Secretary'Hennig received the parlianu;ntarians in the beautifully
renovated Petersberg Castle and gave them the tuI_I treatment. Gen:':cher was
at his best in explaining his political approach. Atter the ending of the Cold
War new problems emerged in which the EC not oln'ly represented an
element of stability itself, but could also radiate stab.lhty ex:terna”y. The
process of European integration should acquire a [)Ollllc.ﬂl d:mensmr! and
ultimately also a defence dimension, both witha federal - i.e. decentrgllsed .
structure. Fighting cver the word "federalism” was useless as it was
interpreted differently, but to him European structures should be federal
within the EC and confederal outside it. At the pan-European level, he saw
structures based on a wide concept of security, which included political and
economic aspects. After the recent agreements .in NATO it was now
necessary to define the European defence dimension more clearly in the
IGC, and he appealed to the parliamentarians to help this process at hpme.
For he had come to the conclusion that the major objection to a defence
identity did not come from the non-WEU members of the EC but from
within the organisation. Germany was prepared to move into the most
advanced stage of European integration and was ready to match any other
country in this regard. Genscher asked his partners to accept this offer. He
found it illogical if countries which were afraid of Germany growing too
large also rejected further integration. Equally, it was difficult to envisage a
common foreign policy at Twelve but a different defence policy at Nine.
Decisions of the European Council should also apply as guidelines to WEU.
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It might be wise to limit current deliberations to opening up the prospect of
a defence policy in the future Union. On membership, he had no final
opinion. Norway could join WEU when it entered the EC, but for Turkey
the situation was more complicated as it was unlikely to join the EC soon.
Therefore, he could envisage association but, almost as an afterthought, did
not exclude membership altogether.

8. Space Activities

In 1989, WEU formed an ad hoc group on Space, chaired by the
Deputy Secretary-General, to consider European requirements and
capabilities for earth observation. At the time, the aspect of verification of
arms control agreements took first place as European interests would not
always coincide with those of the US and some independent means of
intelligence-gathering was desirable. The WEU Assembly had played an
active role in forming a political consensus on this need and, in the years
to come, would continue to pursue it, both for satellite observation and
ballistic missile defence. Two avenues of approach presented themselves:
to concentrate on the acquisition of European satellites, which even under
the best of circumstances would be a lengthy process, or to start with the
training of satellite photo-interpreters on the basis of material purchased
from others. In fact, both avenues were explored, but the creation of a
training centre proceeded more speedily. The ministerial meeting at Vianden
in June 1991 took a positive decision and provided enough money to run
it for an experimental period of three years. It was established at Torrejon,
an airbase vacated by an American F-16 wing. Apart from training, the
Centre was tasked to compile and process accessible data and make it
available to member states, particularly within the framework of the
verification of arms control agreements, crisis monitoring and eﬂVIII“OI‘II"H(-II"‘ItHI
monitoring. A British expert, Barry Blaydes, was appointed as its first
director, to be succeeded in 1995 by a Frenchman, Bernard Molard. He
made a good start in a fine building, but was somewhat frustrated by the
limited use member countries made of the services he could offer. Germany
came first in asking for preparatory studies whenever its teams conducted
inspections in the context of the Conventional Forces in Europe treaty.
During the crisis in the former Yugoslavia, the Centre - of its own accord -
monitored the situation, particularly when WEU was organising the embargo
against Serbia on the Danube. It provided an interesting exal_npl_e of wi_mt
satellite imagery is able to do, when it discovered inconsistencies in Serbian
behaviour towards Bosnia. President Milosevic had promised not to SUDPW
the Bosnian Serbs any more and indeed little traffic passed the DrnIa
bridges. But careful study of satellite pictures showed Fhat the water tab e
in the river had been lowered and trucks were fording it at shaIIIOW places.
We were not allowed to publicise our findings but they certainly helped
member countries to check on the veracity of statements made by the
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various parties, most of which were outright lies. On environmental
monitoring, the Centre offered to provide information to the Italian
government when bad flooding occurred in 1993 but, for reasons unknown
to me, this was not taken up.

During the Lisbon ministerial of 1995, the Centre acquired permanent
status as a subsidiary body of WEU. Earlier it had concluded an agreement
with the Helios countries to obtain access to the imagery of this French-led
venture. On European requirements for satellites the outcome was less
positive. A “"study management team" under Italian chairmanship and
meeting in Paris identified three options in 1995:

1. To develop an independent WEU system;

2. To devise a system that would take advantage of existing efforts,
mainly Helios, and from 2001 onwards, Helios II; or

3. To continue the activities of the Satellite Centre as pursued to date, i.e.

image acquisition and processing.

The first option would be costly and the third one politically unsatisfac-
tory. The second would depend on German willingness to join the Helios
consortium and on Italy and Spain to rejoin it for future development. In
spite of some internal hiccups concerning the size of its defence budget,
German participation now seems to be assured. In time it would be an
example of the most likely form of European cooperation: an overall
framework in which all European members of NATO are participating, but
limiting concrete programmes to those able and willing to make a concrete
contribution. The Madrid Council of November 1995 instructed the Space
Group to study a WEU ground segment in addition to existing national
capabilities. The original rationale for the centre still seems valid. Verifica-
tion of arms control agreements will require complementary arrangements
in space, in the air - such as the "Open Skies" initiative often discussed in
the SWG and actively supported - and on the ground. In future develop-
ments, the Centre could play a role as ground station for an early warning
system against the launch of ballistic missiles or perform other functions in
the field of nuclear disarmament or the monitoring of a comprehensive test
ban. In military operations, the commander has a crucial need for real-time
intelligence, which at the present time is only available through US
channels. Here, too, we can expect complementarity between space and
aerial reconnaissance, especially as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) are
improving their capabilities. Particularly in a peacekeeping environment,
UAVs will be useful because their vulnerability will not be as inhibiting as
in a hostile environment. But even in a war situation the battlefield
commander would be happy to have drones available exclusively to him,
rather than having to compete for time on a satellite.

The Satellite Centre is one of the major innovations in the development
of European defence capabilities. Nowhere else does such a multinational
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capability exist. In terms of procuring satellite imagery the Centre cast its net
very wide. No better proof of the changed security environment could be
given than the agreement signed with Russia in 1995 and the contacts
established with the Ukrainian Space Agency in 1996. Most imagery,
however, is bought from Spot, but also from the Canadian Radarsat and the
Indian IRS. The first images from Helios arrived at the Centre in May 1996.
Clearly, Europe will have to limit its ambitions in the field of space, but
more can be done. Cooperation with the European Space Agency (ESA) was
hampered in the past by the exclusively civilian character of the ESA charter
but it now seems possible. Arms control verification always seemed
compatible but, with the enlargement of the EU, resistance to more military
applications is likely to dwindle. For WEU it seems appropriate to tailor its
reconnaissance requirements to the scenarios it could become involved in,
particularly on the periphery of the European Union.

The other side of the coin would be protection against incoming
ballistic missiles. The use of Scuds by lraq against Israel and the extraordi-
nary difficulty of locating the launchers made the issue topical again. In
October 1992 the SWG agreed to a French proposal to convene a group of
experts to study the implications of the US project for a General Protection
Against Limited Strikes (GPALS). Lever for the UK warned against giving the
impression that WEU was pre-empting NATO, but ultimately did not object
to discussing the threat against Europe and possible responses. We agreed
that among the three levels of threat - exo-atmospheric long-distance, endo-
atmospheric and cruise missiles - we should concentrate on the second,
because a larger number of countries was likely to possess them in the
future and countermeasures seemed feasible. To me the long-term question
concerned the future of nuclear deterrence if another step was taken to
neutralise nuclear weapons, but more immediately what the effect in Europe
would be of a situation where we would not have some protection but
others did. Secondly, for Europe ATBM would have to integrated into the
overall air defence system. _ _

Early February 1993, at the annual Wehrkunde meeting Les Aspin, usS
Secretary of Defense, told me that he would give priority to a theatre
capability. Under those circumstances an option paper for the creation of
a sea-based ATBM system would be interesting for Europe. This paper was
given to me by Ambassador Cooper, who was in charg(_a of GPALS, and
quietly pushed by the US MilRep to NATO, Admiral Smith. Both of them
spoke on the subject during the NATO Workshop in BUdE}P?Sf in June 1993.
Cooper thought that Europe should concentrate on missiles, rather than
sensors which were already being developed in the Us. An u‘pclate of the
Patriot system would cost $14 billion. An alert system d‘ISQOVGrlng |au_nches
of ballistic missiles could be developed for a mere $3 billion. Those f.|gures
did not reinforce the argument on priorities and made sensors Iook‘llke an
affordable option. That was also the conclusion of a seminar Wh'Ch. the
WEU Assembly organised in Rome in April 1993: we had to start with a
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warning system. There the matter rested. The Clinton administration dl‘d not
pursue thé initiative actively, which was an argument for the UK to w.a|t and
see. For the others the absence of an urgent threat weakened their mte'rest
and diplomatic activity turned to a Missile Technology Cpntroi Regime
prohibiting the sale of missiles and their know-how to po_tenhal r.ogue.stat.es.
Another item on the arms control agenda could be the internationalisation
of the INF agreement to prohibit intermediate-range missiles throgghoqt thle
world. Only recently the Times reported a German plan for‘a.mobﬂe missile
shield against the "Club Mad" - Iran, Iraq, Libya - C0l11bll1{'1g_t|1e Patriot,
Roland and Hawk systems.” The WEU Assembly kept up its |_ntere5t anc‘i
in December 1997 adopted a report by Mr Atkinson advocating an alert
system consisting of two geo-stationary satellites. He also slfessecl the
importance of the MEADS project - medium-range extendeFI air defence
system - and encouraged France to rejoin and the UK to participate.
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Notes

26. Paragraph 13(a) read: "As part of Political Union, Heads of State and
Government meeting in the European Council would be able to discuss all aspects
of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, without there being any 'taboo’
subjects. The conclusions of the European Council on the principles and orientation
of the CFSP would serve as a guideline for cooperation under the Brussels Treaty;
in particular, where coordination in the defence field is necessary, this would be
taken forward within WEU."

The footnote was formulated as follows: "Several delegations wish to include an
explicit reference to WEU being placed under the aegis of the European Council or
even under its direct authority. One delegation does not wish to prejudge the
discussions within the IGC on the institutional arrangements for the Common Foreign
and Security Policy in the Political Union and therefore wish to delete this
subparagraph.”

27. Sixth International Roundtable Conference on "Change in Europe and the
Emergence of New Strategic Priorities: Restructuring Security Arrangements for the
1990s", 24-25 January 1991. The conference report noted: "The WEU was identified
by both Europeans and American participants as the most appropriate organisation
within which to build a stronger, more cohesive European security policy"”. The
report also referred to my idea of double- or triple-hatted commanders and forces (p.
6).

28. The telegram was raised by President Mitterrand at his meeting with President
Bush, but Bush feigned ignorance of its contents. For that reason, responsibility had

been tagged on to Reginald Bartholomew.

29. "How NATO + EC + WEU Can Equal Security for Europeans”, International
Herald Tribune, 2 April 1991.

30. The Times, London, 23 July 1997.
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Chapter Five
New Proposals

After Vianden, 1 suggested in a meeting of the SW(;I on 18 July 1?91
to concentrate on possible WEU inputs, not only into Alliance cons‘u.itanons_
but also into the Twelve. Both Guelluy and Goulden reacted posﬂwely. If
we could go forward on a broad range of subjects, everybody would find
something of interest. WEU would be better placed than the Twelvg_to
discuss the "harder" aspects of security such as arms control, non-prolifer-
ation and post-Helsinki subjects. Their positive response was prompted by
a substantial discussion we had had earlier in the meeting on the toll:ow-up
of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, known as CFE la. Washington
had surprised its allies by proposing an initial manpower Ie\.fel of no less
than 250,000. This would safeguard reinforcements brought in to man the
equipment allowed under the limitations of the treaty,_ but rept:esented about
double the force level envisaged in practice. Also, it was higher than tltne
225,000 discussed in Ottawa two years earlier and disturbed the scheme in

which ceilings should be discussed only in a final -third phase of the

negotiations. Nobody on our side wished to start earlier on d?bqtllwg the
size of the US force presence in Europe. The subject seemed fitting for a
joint position in NATO. A European subject we also discussed was a draft
letter for Genscher to send to his Soviet colleague on "Open Skies".

When we returned ‘rom the summer vacation there was a feeling of
uncertainty about the preparations for Maastricht. In the SWG of 16
September, we were facing a dilemma: if there was little substance on
defence, how far could we go with practical steps such as a European
Reaction Force (ERF)? Hofstetter felt that we should contribute a text on the
European defence identity and also make WEU more operational. But the
Maastricht Treaty could not create an ERF; that should take place in an
evolutionary process. Germany had no objection in principle to the creation
of a WEU planning staff. Migliorini pointed out that in February ministers
had already approved the practical steps outlined in my papei. Goulden
agreed to harvest everything that was possible and supported a planning
cell; if some had problems we would agree that it was not necessary for
everybody to take part.

On 4 October, | received the text of an Anglo-Italian declaration on
European security and defence. At first glance those two seemed strange
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bedfellows and their joint move seemed inspired by the desire not to leave
the field entirely to the French and the Germans. Whatever its motivation,
the declaration was interesting and marked the farthest point London ever
went in the direction of a European identity, thus opening the way towards
a compromise. Both countries obtained some support from each other for
previously held positions but also gave up something. Under the heading
"Complementarity in Decision-Making", the paper stated:

WEU members will consult with other Allies in an open spirit,
drawing on positions agreed among themselves. On other issues
relating to the European defence identity - for example collective
action to protect European interests outside the NATO area -
decisions will be made in WEU in close consultation with other
Allies.

This was followed by a separate paragraph saying that a Specml
relationship of association should be envisaged for other European partners
and allies and liaison arrangements for other European countries where
appropriate. In order to give initial practical content to the European defence
identity, members of WEU should develop a European Reaction Force,
capable of responding flexibly in a range of possible circumstances outside
the NATO area, for example in response to threats to the interests of WEU
members or in peacekeeping operations. Such a force would be auto-
nomous, separate from the NATO structure, and would have its own peace-
time planning cell to develop contingency plans and organise exercises. But
there should be coordination with other members of the Alliance, 50 that
the force could deploy alongside forces of other allies.

WEU was defined in two complementary directions: "as the defence
component of the Union and as the means to strengthen the European pillar
of the Alliance". And in order to better perform these functions WEU
ministerial organs should be transferred to Brussels. The role of WEU 5I1og|d
be reviewed in 1998, i.e. at the end of the 50-year period since the signing
of the Brussels Treaty. On the sensitive issue of guidelines from the EU and
NATO, the Anglo-Italian declaration provided new language in its paragraph
10:

... the WEU will take account, in its activities, of the decisions of

the European Council in the context of the CFSP, and of the

positions adopted in the context of the Alliance, bearing in mind

the different nature of its relations with each body.

In the SWG of 16 October, Guelluy said that he had no problem W_'th
this formulation, but Klaiber, who had taken the place of Hofstetter during
his illness, found it too weak. The Secretariat had circulated a new paper
with the suggestion to prepare a WEU annex to the Union treaty and listing
a number of questions, but these were overtaken by the proposals for
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political union made two days earlier by Chancellor Kohl and President
Mitterrand, complete with treaty language. Among the stated objectives of
the Union was the implementation of a CFSP “which will in time include
a common defence”. The decisions and measures of the Union in the field
of security and defence could be elaborated and implemented "entirely or
partially” by WEU, which is an integral part of the process of European
Union. The obligations under NATO and WEU would not be affected and
the new provisions would not form an obstacle to closer cooperation
between two or more states bilaterally within the framework of WEU and
NATO. The present dispositions would be reviewed not later than 1996.
The Franco-German text also included a list of priority areas for the CFSP
and essential elements for a separate WEU declaration in connection with
treaty. The latter included the creation of
a group for planning and military coordination and the constitution of
military units answerable to (relevant de) WEU. With regard to NATO, the
paper proposed regular coordination among WEU members with the
objective of a common position on all the essential questions within the_
Alliance. For the representation in WEU, a formula should be developed of
"double-hatting” of the representatives 10 NATO and the Community.
Members of NATO not belonging to the EC would be offered association
by organising, in particular, consultations to the extent their interests were
affected. A postscript added to the text stated that the Franco-German
military cooperation would be strengthened beyond the existing brigade and
that these units thus could become the nucleus of a European Corps, which
could include units of other WEU members. This new structure could
become the model for closer military cooperation among WEU members.

The proposal was the result of long deliberations both in Bonn and in
Paris on the need for multinational forces. In NATO the announcement met
with largely negative reactions as it could weaken the military integration,
certainly as long as the availability of the Eurocorps for collective defence
had not been defined. My own view was more positive. Franco-German -
military cooperation crowned the rapprochement of the two countries after
the last war and the new corps would provide a new basis for the stationing
of French forces in Germany, acceptable to Bonn because German forces
in the headquarters at Strasbourg would bring the necessary reciprocity. My
own concern was of a different nature: the creation of the Eurocorps could
become a third layer of defence cooperation - NATO, WEU and the
Eurocorps - without a clear place in the structure of WEU as a whole and
perhaps even with its own decision-making procedures. The role of the
Franco-German defence council could point in this direction. Ultimately,
WEU decided to have other units answerable to it and the Eurocorps
became one FAWEU among many. When Belgium joined, to be followed
by Luxembourg and Spain, its relationship with NATO was clarified
satisfactorily.

On the same day as the Franco-German text was issued, the Nether-

the relevant articles of the Union
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lands presidency of the Twelve distributed a long COREU telegram
analysing the evolving European identity in the field of secunity and defence.
In trying to establish common ground among the different inputs, The
Hague asked three questions: should there be an explicit statement that the
development of the common security policy would be a gradual process,
and was there agreement on the prospect of defining in time a common
defence policy. This question was not extended to common defence as
such, but the paper also asked whether the Union or the European Council
should be competent to take decisions on defence immediately after the
treaty had entered into force.

These new and important contributions led me to adapt my paper
again and to shorten my introductory note for the extraordinary ministerial
meeting of 29 October to three questions:

- Would the long-term objective be a common European defence or a
common defence policy?

- What would be the difference for WEU between orientations coming
from the Union and from the Alliance?

- Should the presidency of WEU and EU be harmonised and if so, would
the period of six months be too short?

The second question was prompted by a positive remark made by
Guelluy during the previous SWG on the place where decisions on
collective defence should be taken. He had argued that not only should we
avoid giving the impression that this would be done independently from the
framework of the Alliance, but also that WEU would not be involved when
its own defence was at stake. The point was also important for the UK,
which continued to advocate a balanced relationship with NATO and EU
and saw a role for WEU in implementing guidelines coming from both
directions. For the time being, | did not talk about the European Council but
about orientations coming from the Union as the Netherlands found this
more agreeable. Some progress had been made at the last SWG when Spain
had agreed to the move to Brussels, but on the other hand France had
shown irritation on account of a Baker-Genscher statement on relations with
the new democracies, which would lay the basis for the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council offered at the NATO summit in Rome on 7-8
November 1991. Building on the notion of regular diplomatic liaison
mentioned at the London summit, it envisaged more use of these arrange-
ments at ambassadorial level and also at ministerial level for consultation
and crisis management. In Guelluy’s eyes this would change the character
of NATO.> France could not be against deepening the dialogue with the
countries to the East but warned that this could dilute the defence commit-
ments in the Alliance. Goulden had cut this discussion short by remarking
that no hope should be given of eventual membership of the new demo-
cracies in NATO or WEU.
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The special ministerial meeting on the role of WEU Iook. place at the
Petersberg on 29 October and produced a thorough discussion. Minister
Dumas thought that after a year of talks we had reached agreement on the
principle of a defence dimension in the European framework (but still had
a difference on whether the aim should be a policy or a common defence);
on the strengthening of the operational role of WEU, which should now be
elaborated: and on the different character of relations with EU and NATO.
If WEU functioned as the military dimension of the EU, that in itself woul.d
entail a special relationship, which had already been demonstrated in
practice during the crises in the Gulf and in Yugoslavia; and everybody
wanted to maintain NATO, which would also be strengthened to the extent
the Europeans would shoulder more responsibilities.

The Belgian ministers were positive about the dual role of WEl._J.
Eyskens supported a WEU Annex to the Maastricht Treaty and felt that in
time the EU should be given its own defence. Belgium favoured a grad.ual
approach to the operational role of WEU, including some re-balancing in a

context of loyalty towards the Alliance. Coéme said that NATO consulta-

tions should not prevent a process of European reflection and that WEU

should not be subordinated to another organisation. .

Douglas Hurd also favoured a separate WEU declaration, which he
regarded as essential for the underpinning of its role. To him, the most
important outstanding problem was the nature of the links with NATO and
EU. He accepted that they were not identical, but they should be balanced.
Equidistance remained his aim. WEU was autonomous, but its links with
NATO should be close and organic. For the defence of our soil WEU in
theory could take responsibility, but we had opted for doing this through
NATO. In short, the primacy of NATO might be a good phrase in this
context. UK Defence Secretary, Tom King, also emphasised the
complementarity with NATO, especially for out-of-area operations, and he
warned against separate structures or forces. On this point he wondered
whether the proposed Franco-German unit would be the best model for a
European Reaction Force and preferred the UK/Netherlands amphibious
force as a successful example.

For the Netherlands, Van den Broek also argued in favour of a separate
WEU declaration, because the definition of its relationship to NATO did not
lend itself to the Union Treaty as it went beyond the competence of the
Twelve. On the question of guidelines, he could live with my latest
suggestion stating that WEU would take as its orientation the decisions of
the Union on CFSP and the positions taken in the Alliance, taking account
of the different character of its relations with each of these bodies - a minor
adaptation of the Anglo-ltalian declaration. Netherlands Defence Minister,
Ter Beek, hoped that before our next meeting France and Germany would
indicate how others could contribute to their proposed European Corps.

Jacques Poos stated that, at Maastricht, security and defence should be
firmly incorporated into the acquis communautaire and supported a
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European Reaction Force double-hatted with NATO. The Portuguese and
Spanish ministers largely supported my paper with an emphasis on practical
measures. Taking up Van den Broek’s point, | said that the Nine of WEU
certainly could not dictate to the Twelve, but that the Twelve might not go
far enough on security and defence. Perhaps we should leave the long-term
aim to the Twelve and concentrate on the operational points for WEU. Hurd
would be ready to accept my paper on a provisional basis on 19 November,
when we had our regular session, but Genscher was more formalistic and
said that decisions on the Union Treaty could only be taken at Maastricht.
Dumas followed a similar line in saying that it was difficult to agree an
annex on WEU if he did not know the contents of the treaty. The link with
NATO could only be resolved at the highest level as far as France was
concerned. Genscher at first toyed with the idea of a WEU meeting after
Maastricht, but softened his position when Van den Broek said that
Maastricht would not be able to make progress if WEU had not decided on
its relationship with NATO. Genscher then agreed that WEU would do as
much preparatory work as possible and concluded that nobody wanted to
postpone the November meeting.

After the session, | flew to Rome in the special plane of Minister De
Michelis and had the opportunity to have a long talk with him. He was
confident that the Anglo-Italian declaration would provide the compromise
in Maastricht. We should not go beyond the objective of a common
European defence policy (not a European defence) and make a distinction
between decisions by the European Union and positions of the Alliance.
The UK should drop the word "organic” in describing the relationship with
NATO. On membership he told me that London would no longer insist on
full membership for Norway and Turkey and would be satisfied with some
form of association. De Michelis regarded European integration as an "auto-
catalytic" process in which progress in one field led to progress in others.
According to him the presence of the presidency in Madrid for the
conference on the Middle Fast was already an example that a common
foreign policy existed, albeit on this point to the chagrin of France. In Rome,
| was received by Prime Minister Andreotti who talked positively about
WEU, but also emphasised the importance of not antagonising the US. He
was obviously preoccupied by the NATO summit which would be held in
Rome on 7-8 November 1991.

1. NATO’s New Strategic Concept

The Rome summit of NATO adopted a lengthy declaration on peace
and cooperation, statements on developments in the Soviet Union and on
the situation in Yugoslavia and, most important of all, the new Strategic
Concept. The declaration reaffirmed what the foreign ministers had already
stated in Copenhagen earlier in the year in terms of the core functions of the
Alliance. Instead of the twin principles of defence and détente which had

110

NEW PROPOSALS

governed Alliance policy since the Harmel Report, security policy could
now be based on three reinforcing elements: dialogue, cooperation and the
maintenance of a collective defence capability. The enhancement of the role
and responsibility of the European members was described as "an important
basis for the transformation of the Alliance". These two processes were
"mutually reinforcing” and as they advanced, practical arrangements would
be developed to ensure the necessary transparency and complementarity
between the ESDI, as it emerged in the Twelve and WEU, and the Alliance.
Satisfaction was expressed about the way in which WEU had kept the other
allies informed. The new Strategic Concept should facilitate the necessary
complementarity, but the text also made clear that the Alliance intended to
preserve the operational coherence we now had and on which our defence
depended. Its paragraph 7 concluded:

We welcome the perspective of a reinforcement of the role of
WEU, both as the defence component of the process of European
unification and as a means of strengthening the European pillar of
the Alliance, bearing in mind the different nature of its relations
with the Alliance and with the European Political Union.

The Strategic Concept emphasised that the remaining risks to Allied
security were multi-faceted in nature and multi-directional, which made
them hard to predict and assess. They would be less likely to result from
calculated aggression against Allied territory, but rather from the adverse
consequences of instabilities that might arise from the serious economic,
social and political difficulties - including ethnic rivalries and territorial
disputes - faced by many countries in Central and Eastern Europe. Neverthe-
less, the text was still very much oriented towards collective defence and
constituted an uneasy compromise to cover the new realities. It continued
to emphasise that the security of all allies was indivisible, although this
referred primarily to cases of aggression against any of them. For example,
the role of ground forces was deemed essential to hold or regain territory,
also a collective defence task. To deal with the new risks and the correspon-
ding crisis management needs, the Concept did not do much more than
state a requirement for enhanced flexibility and mobility and an assured
capability for augmentation. The dilemma was encapsulated in the words
of a British minister at a WEU session, that strategy without a threat was like
playing tennis without a ball. He was only partly right, for in a climate of
uncertainty and unpredictability it still made sense to plan for scenarios and
new missions. WEU would start doing that six months later. In the Strategic
Concept multinational forces were discussed enthusiastically. They would
enhance Alliance cohesion, reinforce the transatlantic partnership and
strengthen the European pillar. But again, they were put in the context of
collective defence arrangements, while in fact their value would be most
significant in peace support operations outside the treaty area, requiring
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cohesion and solidarity of the participants, but not the large number of
forces needed for defensive operations. In collective defence multinationality
should not be pushed below the army corps level, but in peace operations
requiring the intervention of military forces it should. For WEU, the Strategic
Concept was satisfactory by its specific reference in paragraph 52 to the
integrated and multinational European structures as they were further
developed in the context of an emerging European Defence Identity, which
would also increasingly have an important role to play in enhancing the
allies” ability to work together in the common defence.

The Rome Declaration also took what it called a qualitative step
forward in the relations with the Soviet Union and the other countries of
Central and Eastern Europe. It proposed annual meetings with the North
Atlantic Council at ministerial level in a North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC), periodic meetings at ambassadorial level and even regular meetings
with the Military Committee. Extending the hand of friendship, "outreach”
became an additional dimension of Alliance activity, leading to the
Partnership for Peace in 1994, the enlargement discussions, a new
relationship with Russia and Ukraine and a transformation of the NACC into
the European-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC).

2. Final Preparations

On 18 November 1991, WEU ministers again met in Bonn. The foreign
ministers of the Twelve had made some progress during their "conclave™ in
preparing Maastricht on institutional points for the EU, such as the increase
of German members of the European Parliament to 99 and apparently also
on a European Commission with only one member per country. The debate
had at times been rather sharp. Elleman-Jensen had said that the pressure for
majority voting was directed against Denmark, Greece and the UK and that
France would never allow itself to be outvoted. Hans van den Broek had
asked Dumas and Genscher to explain the difference between a common
European defence and a defence policy, to which Dumas had replied that
he was not in school. The Irish minister, Collins, had been more negative
on the draft texts than expected. The upshot was that on security there still
was a deadlock. The NATO summit in Rome fortunately had developed
some useful language which encouraged me to make a final attempt at
listing the points of agreement as | saw them emerging:

Political Union will, sooner or later, have a common defence policy.

2. As we develop this European security identity and defence role, it will
be compatible with the common defence policy we already have in
our Alliance.

3. This will be a gradual process involving successive st

4. Itis in this context that WEU’s role will be developed as the defence

component of the Union and as the means to strengthen the European

—

ages.
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pillar of the Atlantic Alliance.

WEU has therefore been entrusted with the task of formulating the

common European defence policy and of carrying forward its concrete

implementation by the further development of its operational role.

6. This requires WEU to develop close relations with both Political Union
and NATO, but these relations are of a different nature.

7. A whole series of more practical measures will be taken to create these
closer links with the Union and with the Alliance.

8. Asa consequence of agreementon these basic principles and as a way
of facilitating the strengthening of WEU's role, the WEU Council and
Secretariat will be transferred to Brussels.

9. A review of WEU’s role and its relationships with the Union and with
NATO should take place towards the end of the 1990s.

(8]

This meeting was the normal half-yearly one and the crisis in Yugo-
slavia took up a fair amount of time. On the preparation of Maastricht,
Dumas had said at the beginning that today no progress would be possible.
Ordonez and De Michelis were absent and there was no willingness to
convene a drafting group. Opening the discussion, Genscher mentioned
three important outstanding questions: the relationship with NATO,
membership and the operational role of WEU. German Defence Minister,
Stoltenberg, thought that after Maastricht a positive decision could be taken
on strengthening the military component of the Secretariat and Tom King
was ready to consider this. For the Netherlands, Ter Beek urged that a start
be made on implementing the "complementarity" between WEU and NATO
and asked for a final report on the operational role for the Spring ministerial
session. Dumas then recognised that the discussion on the role of WEU had
shown some flexibility, which made him believe that agreement at
Maastricht would be possible. To him, a common defence should have a
structure, which was WEU. Its link with the Union should therefore be close
and organic, but not exclusive. The relationship with NATO was also
important, but different in nature. Douglas Hurd saw the procedural side
more difficult than the substance. If we had no draft for the WEU declar-
ation there would be no treaty which could rally sufficient support.
Therefore, there was a need for parallel work. Genscher’s conclusion was
to ask the SWG to make a last effort and to report to the second and final
conclave of the Twelve on 2 December.

On membership, ministers came to the conclusion that the time for a
comprehensive decision was not yet ripe and should be tackled after
Maastricht. Genscher hoped that it would be possible then to formulate
objective criteria. Van den Broek argued that the automatic military
assistance clause of WEU should not apply between NATO allies, as it
would potentially create serious problems between Greece and Turkey. He
recalled an earlier Spanish idea to propose association for all European
NATO members, but for EC partners with the added prospect of full
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membership.

The meeting of the SWG took place on 27 November but was not very
productive. Some old brackets were removed from the text but new ones
appeared. France did not want to treat the relations with EU and NATO in
the same paragraph, whereupon the UK introduced identical wording for
both links. The word "organic" reappeared, which we had tried to avoid
earlier on. We produced a new paper but | doubted whether it was an
improvement.

The political situation changed when the Financial Times reported that
Greece would block any Union treaty if it was not allowed to enter WEU.
| had the opportunity to put this question to Prime Minister Mitsotakis when
he addressed the WEU Assembly on 2 December. At a luncheon given by
Assembly President Pontillon he told me that Greece was not in the habit
of linking issues, but also had the right to join WEU. That afternoon he
repeated this claim in the plenary. It would have a profound effect on the
discussion at Maastricht as the original tactics of postponing decisions on
membership no longer appeared feasible. Two days later, Genscher
addressed the Assembly and was asked by a Greek deputy whether EC
members who also belonged to NATO could join WEU. His answer was
both clever and surprising for it approached the question from a different
angle than intended: he said that he did not immediately see the necessity
of all WEU members belonging to NATO. There might be an advantage in
non-NATO countries joining in European defence policy. Sir Geoffrey (later
Lord) Finsberg was quick to ask whether he also meant countries not
belonging to the European Community, but could not draw Genscher in on
that. He simply replied that those questions would be clearer after
Maastricht.

3. At Maastricht

For me, work at Maastricht started with a meeting of the political
directors of the WEU countries chaired by Chrobog, the German Political
Director. He introduced a new paper on the role of WEU based on a draft
for Article D (later to become Article J) and a separate paper on member-
ship. The debate largely was between Dejammet and Appleyard with
Chrobog alternating pressure on his French and British colleagues. We owed
it to his perseverance and the pressure of time that ultimately a text was
produced which could be presented to ministers. But that would require
another session early in the morning of 10 December. On the first day the
burden was more on Dejammet, who had moved backwards on several
points. We understood that he preferred a common defence over a common
defence policy, but did not comprehend why he reintroduced the notion
that implementation would be entrusted to WEU "in whole or in part". That
would create the impression that there would be another European level of
action next to WEU and revive my concern about the Eurocorps. Equally,
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we were surprised when he proposed to scratch the words "WEU will install
close relations with the European Union" and to proceed directly to the
practical measures. The UK insisted on a review article, but now France was
difficult. Germany made an important move by changing the place of forces
coming under WEU from the list of items to be studied - such as enhanced
armaments cooperation with the aim of creating an armaments agency and
the development of the WEU Institute for Security Studies into an academyf -
to the points on which the operational role would be strengthenegi in
particular. Chrobog explained that he was able to do so in the light of the
Franco-German initiative for a Eurocorps, but that did not make it easier for
the UK, which had lost much of its earlier enthusiasm for a European
Reaction Force. Nevertheless, this discussion ended with the UK lifting all
its square brackets and France maintaining several. o
On membership, the UK and the Netherlands were in a minority.
Presumed Greek linkage between agreement to the Maastricht Treaty and
admittance to WEU had concentrated the minds, but did not F:hange the
basic attitudes. Most regarded full Greek membership as a logical conse-
quence of belonging to the EU. From London, Holthoff phoned to tell me

about a message from the US embassy stating a clear preference for all

European allies being able to join WEU. If that were not possible, enlarge-
between NATO and WEU

ment should be deferred pending arrangements !
satisfactory to the European allies. Presumably the WEU countries had
received similar messages, but nobody talked about them openly. Germany
started out with a proposal that member states of the EU would be invited
to join WEU as full members. Other European members of NATO would be
offered the opportunity to become associate members or observers. WEU
should be ready to conclude the relevant treaties before 31 December 1992.
The UK was clearly opposed as this text did not pay sufficient attention to
Turkey. The Netherlands wanted to make clear that, among NATO allies,
WEU's Article V should be waived. They also pointed out the necessity of
concluding all arrangements about membership or association at the same
time, in order to avoid vetoes from any new members on other aspects. In
any case, Article XI of the Brussels Treaty stipulated that any accession
would take place "on conditions to be agreed", a point also made by
Belgium. Chrobog then asked whether we could say that only members of
the EU could join WEU, to which Kroner for the Netherlands responded by
approaching it from the other end: members of the EU would be invited to
become full members of WEU. All agreed except the UK which proposed

a new version:

Applications for membership from EC member states which are
also NATO members will be considered in conjunction with
arrangements to enable non-EC members of the Alliance to
participate fully in the work and the deliberations of WEU.



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

The next morning Appleyard stuck to his text. It would not be possible
to admit Greece without dealing also with Turkey. Van Walsum was now
in the Netherlands seat and informed us that Prime Minister Mitsotakis
yesterday had not hinted at any linkage and had only talked about his wish
to become a member because Greece needed protection. The Netherlands
therefore resisted any automaticity and wanted to maintain an element of
conditionality in making the offer of membership. Although not stated
explicitly during the discussions, the nightmare scenario of some was a
situation in which Greece, having obtained the automatic military assistance
clause, would take some provocative action which would oblige Turkey to
respond militarily. Under those circumstances, the extension of Article V
would destabilise the situation and extend commitments which nobody
wanted to contemplate.

After lunch the foreign ministers of the WEU countries were to meet.
When | led the political directors to the conference room we passed the
wide corridor in which the twelve ministers were finishing their lunch.
Genscher got up and with a wide gesture invited everybody to the WEU
meeting. Some embarrassed glances shot across the lobby but nobody
protested. As a result, all twelve foreign ministers took a seat in the room
as well as Commissioner Frans Andriessen, Giinter Burghardt from the
Commission and Pierre Champenois as head of the EPC Secretariat. In
discussing our draft, Dumas maintained the French points but fairly weakly
as it would ultimately be the European Council which would decide.
Genscher used the same argument, speculating, | suppose, on the unlikely
situation that the heads of government would spend much time on these
issues. One of the proposals by Dumas was to include in paragraph 3 the
words "The European Union can request WEU" in the Union Treaty. When
Dumas only got support from Portugal for his "in whole or in part”, which
Eyskens thought superfluous and Genscher proposed deleting, France
amended the paragraph instead to include "and in accordance with the
guidelines fixed by the Union". This was also referred to the European
Council.

Douglas Hurd made an attempt to relegate the point of Forces
Answerable to WEU to the study items, but met resistance from De
Michelis, who pointed out that the Anglo-ltalian declaration favoured a
European Reaction Force. Hans van den Broek said that he did not want an
obligation to join such forces, whereupon Genscher suggested saying that
it applied to those willing to participate. | explained that already some
preparatory work had been done in the DRG, so that a mere reference to
study would be seen as a step back. Hurd then agreed, but made the
operational decisions somewhat less concrete by inserting "by examimng
and defining" before "appropriate missions, structures and means". This
wouid not hamper our work.

On enlargement, two versions were on the t
started off by saying that we never really had deb

able. Van den Broek
ated the membership
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question, but that he was in favour of association without voting rights for

the non-EU members of NATO on condition that Article V would not apply

against allies. The date for finalising membership by the end of 1992 was

an objective and not a commitment, which would also depend on the

attitude taken during the negotiations by the countries seeking membership.

Genscher made the point that Article V had worked for many years when

WEU did not have any forces. In any case, assistance could never be given

to an aggressor and a fight between NATO allies was difficult to imagine.

De Michelis and Deus Pinheiro were prepared to add something on the

contents of associate membership, which prompted Genscher to suggest
"associate membership in a way which will give them the possibility of
participating in the activities of WEU". Hurd grasped the opportunity for a

deal saving the essence of the earlier British amendment and agreed, subject
to reading "participating fully in the activities". Genscher accepted it and
only Westendorp asked what the difference would be between full and
associate membership. Nobody felt inclined to answer. The next issue was
the paragraph declaring Article V non-applicable between allies. Dumas had
called it a "juridical monster" and Genscher regarded it as a treaty change
which did not belong in a declaration. Hurd and Van den Broek finally
agreed to drop the entire paragraph but announced that they would revert
to it as a condition to be agreed under Article XI. The Greek Minister,
Samaras, who had followed the discussion intently, asked for the floor to
say that the paragraph on links with NATO should allow for a distinction
between "participate” and "fully participate”. He saw a situation developing
in which Greece would be in a two-speed position and warned that he
could not come home with such a result. Genscher tried to accommodate
him by pointing at the serious commitment to elaborate everything within
a year but did not close the debate entirely: perhaps the membership issue
would come up again in the European Council. Hans van den Broek found
it necessary to repeat that this was a subject for WEU and not for the
Council, whereupon Genscher used his earlier reply that he could only
report to the heads of government what had been agreed among ministers
here.

The text was the best possible outcome. The Greeks had something
tangible to take home in spite of Samaras’ mutterings. By being present he
had seen that there was widespread support for meaningful association of
Norway and Turkey and that the issue of the automatic assistance clause
would come back in the course of the enlargement negotiations. And
Douglas Hurd had obtained full participation for Turkey in WEU activities,
which it was not able to get in the European Union. French officials were
less happy with the result, which in their view was blurring the European
vocation of WEU, but Dumas had not objected to the compromise. Both
texts passed the European Council unscathed and seemed a good basis for
substantial progress. The Secretariat could move from London to Brussels.

The Maastricht Treaty itself was a success inasmuch as it concluded a
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lengthy and difficult IGC, but the final outcome was uneven.’” The criteria
and timetable for monetary union were well-prepared and represented an
unprecedented consensus on economic and financial objectives and the
discipline needed to reach them. Socialist governments accepted the
medicine needed to make their economies healthy again and the Southern
members did not oppose goals which they would find very difficult to meet.
Everybody realised that without strict discipline the German voter could not
be persuaded to give up his cherished Deutsch mark. T he discussions at
Maastricht improved the outcome on EMU in two ways. A final date was
inserted for the entry into force and a general opt-out clause was rejected.
On the Social Charter, the UK was allowed a permanent opt-out, which was
an unhappy precedent and a blemish on European solidarity. On the
Political Union the outcome was not very tangible. The deepening
envisaged as a necessity before the next enlargement with the EFTA
countries did not materialise. The European Parliament obtained a
concession on co-decision, which they would exploit to the full. The
relationship between the three pillars remained unclear. The Common
Foreign and Security Policy was hustled into existence, but amounted to
little more than the former European Political Cooperation plus some joint
actions added on to it. It should include "all questions related to the security
of the Union, including the eventual framing of a common defence policy,
which might in time lead to a common defence". The debate on the two
alternatives was resolved by including both, but the result was a double
conditional. Article ].4 continued by saying "the Union requests (_he Western
European Union, which is an integral part of the development of the Union,
to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union which have
defence implications". Close reading of the word "requests" could give the
impression that the Union had given a permanent mandate to WEU, but this
was not the interpretation followed subsequently. In fact, the Union only
once requested WEU to take action -the organisation of a police contingent
to support the work of the EU administrator in Mostar - but paradoxically
this did not concern an action having defence or military implications.
Paragraph 3 stated that issues having defence implications would not be
subject to the procedures in Article J.3, which included the‘possiblllty of
majority voting. In practice, this would be interpreted extensively to cover
everything connected with military operations. The next paragraph clea!t
with the respect for obligations under the North Atlantic Treaty and compati-
bility with the common security and defence policy established within that
framework. So there would be a CFSP of the Union and a common SECUfitX’
and defence policy within the Alliance, hardly the epiiomy of clarity.
Paragraph 5 opened the possibility for closer cooperation between two or
more member states, in WEU or in the Alliance, a clear reference to the
Eurocorps. Finally, the article could be revised on the baSISpf a report to be
provided in 1996 in conjunction with the possibility of reviewing the WEU
Treaty in 1998 at the end of its 50-year period.
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4. Decisions at the Petersberg

In London the SWG and DRG met on 16 December, to discuss the
follow-up to Maastricht. Basically, we had three areas to consider: the
practical measures with regard to the transfer to Brussels, the composition
of the Council and the relationship with EU and NATO: the enlargement
with full members, observers and associate members; and the operational
aspects. Klaiber proposed that Minister Genscher would write to the other
EU and NATO countries, drawing their attention to the possibilities for
participation open to them and that the Permanent Council and the Council
Working Group (CWG) would assume responsibility for the negotiations.
Nobody had a problem with that and subsequently Genscher wrote a very
short letter to the six countries concerned. As was to be expected, the UK
and the Netherlands repeated their point that the automatic military_
assistance clause should not apply to possible conflicts among members of
the Alliance and that this should be a condition to be agreed upon. Equally,
clarification was sought of the "possibility of participating fully in the
activities of WEU" for the associate members.

The other points were more delicate. Guelluy was very constructive in
the beginning by saying that Maastricht was a balanced compromise which
should be applied as quickly as possible, but also wanted to distinguish
between what could be done now and what should await ratification. In the
course of the meeting his position hardened. Four points were important to
him: with the transfer to Brussels the whole structure of WEU should be
reviewed: if the Maastricht Treaty was not ratified the WEU declaration
could not be implemented either; the composition of the WEU Council
should be agreed in advance of the move; and there should be clarity about
the inputs into NATO consultation. As usual, Goulden made the most
substantive rebuttal. The declaration had been agreed by ministers and
should be implemented. Once in Brussels, WEU would get a new
momentum but there should not be agreement on a rigid formula for
representation in the Council. Like the others he advocated a Council in
Brussels which would deal with substantive matters and not limit itself to
management issues. Consequently, there would be less need for people
coming from capitals as in SWG and DRG. Synchronisation of meetings
should only be decided when really useful and the same applied to
caucusing before NATO meetings. Sometimes it would be vital, sometimes
not useful and in any case should be done by the people who also would
be present in the wider meeting. Harmonisation of presidencies would only
be a matter for the long term. Goulden was not attracted by the notion that
only the Presidency could act as spokesman for WEU. His more conceptual
point was that as common positions both in CFSP and in WEU would be
possible only if there was agreement on substance, there was a trade-off
between content and procedure. If the procedure was too rigid, there would
be few common positions, hence the need for some flexibility.
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After these interventions, | revived my earlier suggestions to have
NATO and EU permanent representatives meet in a WEU setting whenever
appropriate and have the presidencies of EU and WEU work closely
together by forming a "duo” on security matters. Both points met with some
interest, but would in later months be overtaken by events. Jean de Ruyt, for
Belgium, remarked correctly that the old EPC structure with a Political
Committee would remain and that the idea of a COREPER III for the CFSP
had been shelved. Consequently, CFSP would be handled from capitals and
in Brussels the WEU Council would not find a comparable body. In
addition, he pointed out that the Asolo list of subjects for the CFSP had
virtually been abandoned. Like his Dutch colleague, Herman Schaper, he
questioned where arms control questions should be discussed. They figured
in the Asolo list, but the Maastricht Treaty seemed to exclude common
positions, by excluding defence questions from the procedures of the CFSP.
Goulden took the view that "hard" questions of arms control should
preferably be dealt with by WEU and Guelluy did not contradict him.

As far as a date for the move to Brussels was concerned, Klaiber
mentioned 1 January 1993, Schaper thought that September 1992 might be
possible and Aguirre for Spain also wanted to have a precise date as soon
as possible. De Ruyt did not want to press the case for his own capital too
hard and asked whether a gradual move would be possible. After t|‘_le
meeting his government took quick action and invited me to Brussels in
early January 1992 to inspect a building which they were preparing to take
over from the Société Generale. Before going there | had to make_aﬂ
assessment of our future housing requirements. The DRG had only just
started discussing the planning cell. The German presidency had given some
thought to it and came up with a double proposal: to reinforce the military
expertise in the Secretariat with one or two officers to staff the DRG and ad
hoc groups and to form a multinational Planning Cell to define options ant
tasks for WEU missions and to assemble force packages. The Planning Cell
should report to Council and CHODs, maintain close links with NATO
planners and organise exercises for the force packages envisaged. Ultimate”
ly, the DRG could turn into a committee of military representatives, wluci:

on behalf of the CHODs could give guidelines to the Planning C(_E”- The
work which the Joint Contingency Planning Staff had recently done in Metz
on the Yugoslav crisis was mentioned as an example of the kind of work t_he
Planning Cell could undertake. As to its size, ltaly wanted a e Whl{éih.
every country could participate. The UK, Belgium and the Ne{herlaﬂl Z
thought of a smaller group. | suggested a small group in Brussels ‘P ;Ie
periodic meetings with additional experts from capitals. The most C.On('(r:e I
suggestion came from the UK representative, who proposed a Planning E;
of six officers with among them a colonel as director. Withh those scan_:i
details | proceeded to Brussels. Assuming that it would be difficult to O‘bt.aln
authorisation for more than six to eight officers | gave my personal 9p|n|0
that the building would be suitable to sccommodate Secretariat Al

190)

NEw PROPOSALS

Planning Cell, but that fairly substantial modifications would be necessary
to provide conference facilities. For once | underestimated the propensity of
the member countries to spend money, for both Council and DRG
questioned whether the building would be large enough. Under the German
proposals the Planning Cell establishment had grown to 38 people, who
clearly could not be accommodated in the proposed building. At first, the
Belgian government was not pleased with our reaction, but managed to use
the building for a government department. We widened our selection and
opted for a nice modern and well-equipped building on the Rue de la
Régence which would shortly be vacated by Euroclear, a clearing house for
securities. At German insistence the Petersberg Declaration had instructed
the Permanent Council and Secretary-General to expedite the necessary
arrangements, so that the transfer could become effective as of January
1993. | wanted to stick closely to that date for the move, even though the
new conference room would not be ready by that time. In September, |
managed to get approval for holding the first Council meeting in Brussels
on 19 January. Two weeks later the ltalian presidency questioned whether
we should postpone it, but | held firm; only by being on the spot could we
properly supervise the refurbishment of the building, and our substantive
work could not really take on a new dimension while we were still in
London. In the end, the Planning Cell started its build-up phase already in
October in temporary facilities generously made available by the Belgian
Ecole Militaire and was the first to move in as soon as its floor in the new
building was ready for occupation at the beginning of the year.

The enlargement of WEU with associate members and observers provided
a formidable challenge. It was the first time that a security organisation had
considered forms of participation which did not amount to full membership.
NATO had considered this option a year earlier, but rejected association
because of the difficulty of defining its relationship to collective defence.
Personally, | continued to wonder whether that decision was a wise one and
the subsequent debate on extending full membership of the Alliance
underlined my doubts. But for WEU, with its dual role with regard to the
EU and NATO, associate membership would be a prerequisite for being
able to constitute a European pillar in the Alliance and for incorporating
armaments cooperation into WEU.

The first time the Permanent Council discussed enlargement, positions
were wide apart. The Secretariat had prepared a paper listing the issues
requiring a negotiating position. On 15 January 1992, Jeremy Greenstock
for the UK advocated extension of Article V to associate members, who
should accept it and be covered by it. Richthofen did not think this possible
as it would require an entirely new treaty with ratification in all countries
concerned. Moreover, Germany saw EU membership as a requirement for
WEU membership. The French representative wanted to draft a new political
declaration on the "acquis" of WEU. He did not oppose the exclusion of an
appeal to Article V among NATO allies, provided it was not directed against
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a particular country (i.e. Greece). France also wanted to give some
substance to the position of observers to encourage them to become full
members. The Belgian Ambassador, Dehennin, took exactly the opposite
view and wanted to keep the observership as modest as possible in order
to make full membership more attractive. The Netherlands sought to define
associate membership by listing what would not apply, such as formal
decision-making, the budget and personnel in the Secretariat. Portugal
wanted the associates to be as close to the full members as possible and
expected that the protocol of association would require ratification. Spain
argued that formal decisions could be taken only by full members; therefore,
it would not be necessary to change the treaty and the arrangement could
be applied immediately after signing.

The next time, on 5 February we came closer together on the basis of
an informal feuille libre from the Secretariat. The Netherlands Ambassador,
Hoekman, said very firmly that either Article V should be excluded among
NATO allies or it should be extended to the associate partners and
subsequently there was only discussion on how to formulate the exclusion.
Dorin for France made a useful distinction that the associates could
participate in consensus-building but could not block the outcome. Less
welcome was his suggestion that meetings could start between the full
members and then be opened up to include the associates. Most others
thought that this fell short of full participation. Luxembourg felt that it
should remain possible for the full members to meet separately on issues
such as enlargement and relations with the EU. The Spanish Ambassador,
De la Morena, reported a lobby action by his Greek colleague to issue a
declaration that no WEU country would support aggressive action against
a NATO country. This would fit in with the emerging consensus that the
issue of security guarantees could best be solved by a political declaration.
Following a discussion in the CWG, the Secretariat proposed some ideas for
consideration on 12 February. Members and associate members would
solemnly declare that they would settle their international differences,
including their mutual differences, by peaceful means; that they would
refrain from resorting to the threat or use of force; and that the commitment
of solidarity and collective defence which bound them together within the
Alliance and within WEU were "complementary and may not be invoked
the one separately from the other in their mutual relations".

In a subsequent SWG, -the arguments were repeated. Goulden
explained that, with the disappearance of the massive external threat from
the Soviet Union, bilateral conflicts among allies had become less improb-
able and that with the creation of Forces Answerable to WEU the question
of Article V had to be settled. Guelluy repeated that the normal Council
should include full members only, but next to it an enlarged meeting was
possible. France modified its position in the Council of 26 May by admitting
anent presence of the associates and observers in all Council

the perm :
but proposing that restricted sessions of full members could be

meetings,
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convened at the request of three countries. This proposal was the result of
some discussions in the margins of our meetings. Article VIII provided the
right of a single member to call for a meeting of the Council, but henceforth
this would normally imply a session of the Enlarged Council. If a single
country could also call a restricted meeting, it was feared that Greece - after
becoming a full member - would repeatedly do so, thus excluding Turkey.
We were making some progress, but Richthofen thought we should
conclude soon and in mid-March asked for a session of ambassadors only
in my office to deliver a peptalk to his colleagues on behalf of the German
presidency. After that, the SWG still needed several sessions to reach a
compromise but every time further progress was made. The right to call a
restricted meeting was given to a majority of the full members or to half of
them if that included the country holding the presidency. The Working
Group on Space would be restricted to full members for the duration of_the
three-year experimental period of the Satellite Centre. The associate
members would have access to the Planning Cell through liaison ot_ricers,
but would not participate in the regular staffing. By mid-May the draft texts
were ready for submission to ministers. )

force. As the status of associate

The final issue was the entry into f
member or observer did not affect the core obligations under the WEU

Treaty, we had reached the conclusion that ratification would only be
necessary for the accession of Greece as a full member. That would require
time in the nine parliaments of member countries during which we would
apply the new arrangements de facto and, after the signing of the protocol
of accession, would grant Greece the status of "active observer". Equally, the
arrangements for associates and observers would be applied provisionally
during the ratification of the Greek accession. In this way, all three
categories would formally enter into force at the same time. In practice, this
grey period would last quite long as the last ratification was not deposited
until 1995 by the Netherlands, where Parliament showed little enthusiasm
in the light of Greek behaviour towards the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia. The prolonged transitional period had a positive effect on
Turkish acceptance of associate membership. At first, the government in
Ankara did not dare submit the agreement to parliamentary approval, as the
opposition would have gained support in its claim for full equality with all
allies. As Norway and Iceland accepted associate membership, the debate
died down and in the end the Turkish government joined without submit-
ting the text for ratification or formal parliamentary approval.

In the meantime, we had also progressed in defining a relationship
with the new democracies in Central Europe. In 1991, the new incoming
presidency carried through a decision on the outstanding issue of a WEU
fact-finding mission to the countries of Central Europe. The idea originated
in Luxembourg during my visit in February, but the reception in WEU was
cool. The Belgian presidency saw no potential purpose in going there and
feared that we would create the impression of taking subscriptions for
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membership. The Italian State Secretary, Vitalone, had argued at the May
Ministerial that WEU should not move faster in its approach to Central
Europe than the other organisations. The French had appeared lukewarm at
first but saw an opportunity for raising the profile of their presidency.
Guelluy used the argument that when Wdrner was going to Moscow
without a mandate from the North Atlantic Council, there could be no
objection to the Secretary-General and a representative from the presidency
going to Central Europe with a mandate from the WEU Council. As there
were no objections any longer we were authorised to travel to the three
Visegrad countries, to be followed, during the German presidency, by
Bulgaria and Romania and on a separate trip by the three Baltic countries.
An ltalian suggestion to include Belgrade in our itinerary was not taken up.
The purpose of our visit was to explain the work and position of WEU and
to hear the security concerns and attitudes towards European cooperation
of our hosts. As a first concrete step the WEU Institute for Security Studies
organised a seminar to which the politico-military experts from WEU and
Visegrad countries were invited, an informal seminar of officials, which
proved to be an important step in the evolution towards the creation of a
forum of consultation and ultimately the status of associate partner for those
countries of Central Europe which had signed the so-called Europe
Agreements with the European Union. The Institute was an excellent
intermediary for it avoided the despatch of formal delegations and there was
no immediate need for institutionalising what was still a delicate process of
probing for increased dialogue and cooperation. John Roper chaired these
seminars with flair and managed to get everyone to participate actively in
the discussions. During its presidency Germany wanted to do more at a
higher level. Originally, Bonn contemplated calling a special ministerial
meeting in early May, but had to abandon that idea because the Visegrad
Three had already taken up the available date for a meeting among
themselves. Then Germany proposed to tag a meeting with the Eight onto
the regular meeting at the Petersberg scheduled for 19 June, and to prepare
a declaration. There was not much time to do so and nobody had a clear
idea about the substance of the new relationship.
In the SWG of 19 May, | started by asking what our objectives were.
In preparatory contacts some had wanted to create the status of special
guest; others wished to differentiate among the Eight on the basis of whether
or not they had concluded an~association agreement with the EU; the
possibility of creating a troika for these contacts had been mentioned and
what about relations with other countries in Central and Eastern Europe?
Summing up the discussion, | concluded that after the enlargement of CSCE
and NACC, we recognised the desirability of an inner circle as far as
European integration was concerned. In institutional terms we saw enough
substance for a yearly ministerial session plus four meetings at ambassador-
ial level. It would not be opportune to include differentiation in our declar-
ation, but in practice this could happen afterwards. There was support for
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A point of difference

a troika arrangement if implemented pragmatically.
omewhat less than the

concerned the name. Consultation Council seemed §
Cooperation Council of NATO, and Italy especially i?ad some doubts. In the
end, it became "Forum of Consultation”. Our initiative towards?‘ the Central
European countries figured prominently at the fir§t joint meeting between
the WEU Council and the North Atlantic Council on 21 May 1992. The
year before, Manfred Worner had organised an informal tea-meeting after
our annual visit to SHAPE. It had to be informal, because the French

ambassador did not attend.

This time everybody was present and a verbatim record was kept. US

Ambassador Taft was critical of insufficient transparency qf WEl_J initian.ves
on CFE and Open Skies (which surprised me), but his main questpn
concerned possible WEU security guarantees to Central Eur(.:opean.countrl_es
which were not members of NATO. He had heard about discussions of an
associate membership. John Weston, the UK a!nbassador to NATO,
followed this up by asking what importance was being attached to the fact

that, up to that point, all full members of WEU had been members of the

Alliance and whether we agreed that WEU member states would defend

themselves through NATO. In my reply | cou‘ld not affirrn the "Cahen
doctrine"** about criteria for WEU membership and limited n‘nyselt_to
saying that at Maastricht full membership of WEU was envisaged for full

members of the European Union and in principle also for future full

members of the EC. In practice, however, we were all aware of the fact that

such enlargement would not be for tomorrow. Weston was not content and
but | could not satisfy him. In return, | wondered

repeated his question, S
what the meaning of Article V of NATO would be in future.

On 19 June 1992, the WEU Ministerial Council adopteFl the Pgtersberg
Declaration which, in its third part, spelled out the relations with other
of the EU or NATO. Among the fundamental
principles governing the relations between full and associate members were
listed the settlement of their mutual differences by peaceful means and
refraining from resorting to the threat or use of force. il'hey also stl'gssed t_hat
"the security guarantees and defence commitments in the Treatags WhIICh
bind the Member States within Western European Union and which bind
them within the Atlantic Alliance are mutually reinforcing and will not be
invoked by those subscribing to Part Il of the Petersberg Declabratihon |‘r'1
disputes between Member States of either of tlhe two organisations".
Members of the EU which had accepted the invitation to become observer?i
could attend the meetings of the Council, could be invited to meetings of
working groups and could be invited to speak, on request. Other European
member states of the Alliance which had accepted the invitation to become
associate members could participate fully in the meetings of the WEU
Council, its working groups and the subsidiary bodies, subject to the
following provisions:

European member states
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end, it became "Forum of Consultation". Our initiative towards the Central
European countries figured prominently at the first joint meeting between
the WEU Council and the North Atlantic Council on 21 May 1992. The
year before, Manfred Worner had organised an informal tea-meeting after
our annual visit to SHAPE. It had to be informal, because the French
ambassador did not attend.

This time everybody was present and a verbatim record was kept. US
Ambassador Taft was critical of insufficient transparency of WEU initiatives
on CFE and Open Skies (which surprised me), but his main question
concerned possible WEU security guarantees to Central European countries
which were not members of NATO. He had heard about discussions of an
associate membership. John Weston, the UK ambassador to NATO,
followed this up by asking what importance was being attached to the fact
that, up to that point, all full members of WEU had been members of the
Alliance and whether we agreed that WEU member states would defend
themselves through NATO. In my reply | could not affirm the "Cahen
doctrine™® about criteria for WEU membership and limited myself to
saying that at Maastricht full membership of WEU was envisaged for full
members of the European Union and in principle also for future full
members of the EC. In practice, however, we were all aware of the fact that
such enlargement would not be for tomorrow. Weston was not content and
repeated his question, but | could not satisfy him. In return, | wondered
what the meaning of Article V of NATO would be in future.

On 19 June 1992, the WEU Ministerial Council adopted the Petersberg
Declaration which, in its third part, spelled out the relations with other
European member states of the EU or NATO. Among the fundamental
principles governing the relations between full and associate members were
listed the settlement of their mutual differences by peaceful means and
refraining from resorting to the threat or use of force. They also stressed that
"the security guarantees and defence commitments in the Treaties which
bind the Member States within Western European Union and which bind
them within the Atlantic Alliance are mutually reinforcing and will not be
invoked by those subscribing to Part Il of the Petersberg Declaration in
disputes between Member States of either of the two organisations”.
Mambare of the FLT which had accented the invitation to become observers
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s at the request of a majority of the member States, or of half of the
member States including the Presidency, participation may be restricted
to full members;

- they will be able to be associated to the Planning Cell through a
permanent liaison arrangement;

- they will have the same rights and responsibilities as the full members
for functions transferred to WEU from other fora and institutions to
which they already belong (a reference to the IEPG, WvE);

= they will have the right to speak but may not block a decision that is
the subject of consensus among the member States;

- they may associate themselves with the decisions taken by member
States; they will be able to participate in their implementation unless
a majority of the member States, or half of the member States including
the Presidency, decide otherwise;

- they will take part on the same basis as full members in WEU military
operations to which they commit forces;

- they will accept in full the substance of Section A of Part Il of the
Petersberg Declaration which will form part of the association
document;

- they will be connected to the member States’ telecommunications

system (WEUCOM) for messages concerning meetings and activities in

which they participate;

they will be asked to make a financial contribution to the Organisa-

tion’s budgets.

The second important part of the Petersberg Declaration was the
section on strengthening WEU's operational role. The Defence Representa-
tives Group (DRG) had worked hard on elaborating the decisions taken at
Maastricht and the CHODs and myself were received by Chancellor Kohl,
who expressed the hope that the Planning Cell would start working before
the end of the year. He also tried to reassure those sceptical of the Franco-
German® military cooperation by saying that the Eurocorps was not
envisaged to include units from all WEU countries. This position would also
be taken by the French delegation and culminated in the speech of Defence
Minister Joxe to the WEU Assembly on 3 June 1992, when he said that the
Eurocorps did not have the "vocation” to constitute a European army. It
would be one Force Answerable to WEU (FAWEU) among several and
would not constitute a third institutional layer next to WEU and NATO. The
same day his German colleague Volker Rihe declared that WEU was the
"political roof" over the Eurocorps. | still had some difficulty with the notion
that the Eurocorps might be open to non-members of WEU and mentioned
this to Foreign Minister Kinkel before the start of the Petersberg meeting.
The question did not arise and in the Declaration WEU members declared
"that they are prepared to make available military units from the whole

spectrum of their conventional armed forces for military tasks conducted
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of WEU". These units would be drawn from the forces
- in this case

al

under the authority

of WEU member states, including forces with NATO missions

after consultation with NATO - and would be organised on a multination
asis. All WEU member states would soon designate

and multi-service b R5
which of their military units and headquarters they would be willing to

make available for its various possible tasks. _
The formulation of the missions was more difficult. | was keen to make

sure that WEU would not be restricted to traditional peacekeeping, but
remain capable of proper military activities under whatever name. |
expected problems with the German constitutional difficulty to send forces
outside of the NATO area, but was pleasantly surprised that the German
delegates to the DRG had no negative instructions. The same issue played
arole in their bilateral discussions on the Eurocorps and formulations agreed
there would also be acceptable for WEU. Defence Minister Riihe said to the
Assembly in May that Germany would not be able to particip'ate in all
missions of the Eurocorps, but that Europe’s credibility would suffer if that
inability would last forever. In the end, the Declaration met the Gern‘@p
problem by stipulating in paragraph 1, 3 that "Participation in specific
operations will remain a sovereign decisions of member States in accor-
dance with their national constitutions". This cleared the way for specifying

the new missions in the following paragraph:

the common defence in accordance

with Article V of the Washington Treaty and Article V of the
Modified Brussels Treaty respectively, military units of WEU
member states, acting under the authority of WEU, could be
employed for:

- humanitarian and rescue tasks;

- peacekeeping tasks;
tasks of combat forces in crisis management,

peacemaking.

Apart from contributing to

including

The reference to combat forces was a great success for the German
presidency and for Klaus Klaiber in particular. In my view it made clear that
their task could include coercive measures. The inclusion of the word
"peacemaking” was interpreted as peace-enforcement, in line with the
jargon used at the time. It was used because Germany found it difficult to
accept an earlier version: "tasks of combat forces in crisis management,
limited armed conflict and armed conflict”. Unfortunately, the Agenda for
Peace which appeared around the same time gave quite a different meaning
to peacemaking as a diplomatic effort to foster a peace agreement. Clearly,
combat forces have no role in this. Nevertheless, the Amsterdam Treaty did
not correct the terminology and continued to describe the third Petersberg

mission as peacemaking.
At the Petersberg, the eight foreign ministers of the Forum countries
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attended the luncheon, which concentrated on the crisis in Nagorno-
fiiﬂc;g;k\taillﬁatth[(}iéajz?;(?;;?snoti)R\::istsliafn- Iorlces; in the Baltic.rqpublics. The
ol i q”. o 5}:(: r;i\{v 1ad not been deﬁru!ely taI‘<en in

( ; at & uld be seized to convince Russia that
this would be a test-case for normalising relations with the West. The
argument that there was insufficient housing in Russia to accommoc-i‘ate thé
returning forces was seen as a pretext, particularly since the troops weré
rotated regularly. Kinkel pointed to the paragraph in the draft Pe{(‘ersberg
dec‘laratlon which recalled that the presence of foreign forces on the
territory of a sovereign state required the explicit consent of that state and
stressed the importance of rapidly establishing timetables for the withdrawal
from the Baltic states. He would repeat this at the press conference and was
prepared to mention it at the CSCE summit in Helsinki and the forthcoming
G-7 meeting.

In the plenary, the Czechoslovak Minister, Dienstbier, who held the
presidency of the CSCE, called WEU the most hesitating partner in
establishing contacts with Central and Eastern Europe. He believed that
WEU could act within CSCE just as NATO and could propose concrete
actions. He noted that, in spite of all the talk, the shaping of an interlocking
system was unlikely to get much emphasis in Helsinki. He himself did not
want to choose between NATO and WEU, but regarded security at the
regional level as the main issue for the years to come. The Polish ministef
Skubizewski welcomed the declaration that WEU would be availabl&; tb
support UN and CSCE actions. His Romanian colleague Nastase was
particularly happy about the equal treatment given to all eight participants
after some doubts earlier on. He was especially interested in joint traininé
for peacekeeping operations. The Estonian Minister, Velliste, was afraid that
the bilateral negotiations with Russia were coming to a dead end and was
thinking of an international mediator. Looking through the room, | was ver;f
pleased with the active participation of our consultation partners. That was
what | had been hoping for: that they would explain their security concern;
and see that they were taken seriously. Things had moved very fast also in
civilian-militaryrelations. Of the eight defence ministers, only the Romanian
was a general.

The declaration issued stated that the focus of consultation would be
the security architecture and stability in Europe, the future development of
the CSCE, arms control and disarmament, in particular the implementation
of the CFE and "Open Skies" treaties, as well as the 1992 Vienna document.
Developments in Europe and neighbouring regions would be of particular
interest to the participants. Foreign and defence ministers would meet once
a year and a forum of consultation would be established at ambassadorial
level, meeting at least twice a year at the seat of the WEU Council. Special
mention was made of the growing cooperation between the WEU Institute
for Security Studies and the corresponding bodies in the partner countries.
At the suggestion of Dienstbier, | was charged with informing the ambassa-
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dors in London of European countries not present at the session. He rightly
assumed that our meetings would be closely watched by non-participants,
as it was more restricted than CSCE and NACC and could give rise to some
anxiety among those countries not present.

The interest of the press was considerable and, on the whole, positive.
"WEU to be given military units for peacekeeping role" was the headline of
a balanced article in the Financial Times by Robert Mauthner. Quoting
Douglas Hurd’s remark that imposing a political solution by force was
excluded, both in practice and in theory, he concluded that member states
continued to disagree on the precise circumstances in which troops would
be made available. Malcom Rifkind as Defence Secretary had assumed
parenthood for double-hatting arrangements for multinational forces. Die
Welt wrote "Ein Papiertiger lebt auf" and the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
"WEU will die europaische Verteidigungsgemeinschaftausbauen - Kampfein-
sitze im Auftrag der Vereinten Nationen”. Le Figaro carried the headline
"'UEO renforce sa capacité d’intervention militaire”, Le Monde "Les Etats
membres s’engagent a mettre a les disposition de I'UEO des unités
and Libération "Maastricht sort I'Union de |'Europe occidentale

Both German Ministers said that, for the time
"blue helmet"

militaires"
de sa lethargie militaire".
being, their country could only contemplate participation in
15, but they expressed themselves in favour of a constitutional

operatiol
and duties under the United

change enabling Germany to exercise all rights
Nations Charter.

5. Further Implementation

While the creation of the Planning Cell moved expeditiously and the
CHODs took little time in appointing Italian Lieutenant General Caltabiano
as director and French Brigadier General Roux as his deputy, it was much
harder to get some military personnel within the Secretariat. The Budget
Committee questioned the need for military expertise separate from the
Planning Cell and was extremely cautious in granting new posts in view of
the new requirements in Brussels. Ambassador Holthoff was frequently
exasperated when chairing the meetings but step-by-step managed to
increase our establishment. For military advice the French delegation came
to my assistance by offering the services of Colonel Gourmelen, which |
accepted with relief. Apart from the Yugoslav crisis we had much work to
do on defining the way WEU would handle a crisis, politically and
militarily. For a while Germany considered a similar gesture but did not
deliver. In the CWG, some delegations questioned whether such arrange-
ments should be allowed outside the regular budget, but ultimately
acquiesced, as they were not prepared to raise the budget to allow normal
recruitment.

The location of the Planning Cell was a point of discussion. The UK
wanted to put it in or close to SHAPE. The Live Oak building, where the
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Berlin contingency planning took place but which was now empty, was
suggested. | felt strongly that the Planning Cell should be together with the
Secretariat. If, as | assumed, it would remain small, it would be lost on its
own. More importantly, it should be close to the political side of our work
and provide military advice to the Secretariat, but also to the Presidency.
The Petersberg Declaration settled the matter by stating that the Planning
Cell "will be located with the Secretariat-General in a suitable building in
Brussels". With some forty officers, the Planning Cell would almost be as
numerous as the entire Secretariat staff but, based on my experience as
Minister of Defence, | was confident that they could make a loyal and
significant contribution to our work. That was why | allocated an entire floor
in the Brussels building to the Planning Cell and managed to give General
Caltabiano a seat at the table in the Council chamber. My deputy had less
affinity with the military, which sometimes led to ruffled feathers, particular-
ly at meetings of the Council Working Group, which | then had to
smoothen. | wanted to involve them as much as possible in our work and
frequently consulted both General Caltabiano and his brilliant deputy,
Brigadier General Roux, in a brain-storming fashion. Later | learned that the
best thing | did for their morale was inviting General Caltabiano to give a
short summary of the situation in the former Yugoslavia during the
ministerial meeting in Rome on 20 November 1992.
The speed with which the Planning Cell was established was short of
a miracle and a great achievement of the two generals, given the different
conceptual attitudes regarding its role. Originally, France thought of a body
which would not be staffed exclusively with military personnel, while Italy
was keenest on maintaining a direct with between the CHODs and their
representatives. At Petersberg, the responsibility of the Planning Cell was
defined as:

- preparing contingency plans for the employment of forces under WEU
auspices;

_ preparing recommendations for the necessary command, control and
communications arrangements, including standing operating pro-
cedures for headquarters which might be selected;

- keeping an updated list of units and combinations of units which might
be allocated to WEU for specific operations.

In May 1993, when its terms of reference were formally adopted, the
first element was further defined:

- prepare generic plans to be adapted, in time of crisis, in contingency
plans;

) prepare contingency plans for the employment of forces under WEU
auspices and keep them up-to-date.

New PROPOSALS

I was not happy about the reference to generic plans, which | feared
would remain too vague to be practicable, but at that time Germany had
problems with the concrete nature of contingency plans.”

In the beginning, few had confidence in the role of the Planning Cell,
also in capitals. NATO regarded it to be too small to undertake any serious
work. When queries were addressed to member states, very few if any
responded, for example when the Planning Cell was wor.kmg on an
evacuation plan from an African city. Yet, the result of their work was
applauded. The principle applied within the Planning Cell was to be as
objective as possible and to elaborate on different options. Nobody could
obstruct the work for national reasons. Of course, ultimately consensus
should be achieved on the outcome, but that should take place in the
Council and not within the Planning Cell itself. In that way, we could avoid
a weakness inherent in the NATO Military Committee, where the m_iiitary
advice had already been scrutinised by national representatives betore_it
reached the Council. Independent military advice is a scarce commodity in
international organisations. In my experience, the major NATO commands
came close to it, although the presence of US officers in the top echelons
of the chain of command sometimes gave their advice an American slant.

In spite of their supposed scepticism, the national ministries of defence
sent excellent people to the Planning Cell. At colonel level, Spain got the
planning section, Germany operations, Portugal communications, the
Netherlands logistics, the UK coordination with NATO and Belgium
administration and contacts with the host country. Thanks to Caltabiano and
Roux, they came together very well and started working as a team in a
surprisingly short period of time. Their only disappointment came when the
Council proved reluctant to make proper use of the Planning Cell.

Among the successes of the Planning Cell | count their role, primarily
informal, in working out the military side of the compromise on the Sharp
Guard operation in the Adriatic. After | had secured political approval from
the French and Britisi foreign ministers for working under the united
command of NATO but with joint political supervision of the two perma-
nent councils, a Military Committee (Adriatic) was created for discussing any
military coordination problems. In practice, this committee did not meet
frequently, which chagrined the French, but then there were not many
issues to discuss.

Another duty well performed was the definition of the role in WEU of
the Eurocorps formed by France and Germany. The announcement of its
formation came unexpectedly, as a postscript to the bilateral summit
meeting of Kohl and Mitterrand on 14 October 1991. The US were taken
by surprise and feared the worst about German attitudes towards NATO. In
the WEU Permanent Council the UK, with some support from the Nether-
lands and Portugal, did not agree to noting the Eurocorps as a positive
development in the next WEU ministerial communiqué. A working group
chaired by the Planning Cell made an analysis of the Franco-German
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initiative and worked out a text which passed the Permanent Council
without much difficulties and was endorsed by Ministers in Rome on 19
May 1993 in taking note "to the effect that they consider that the European
Corps forms part of units designated as 'Forces Answerable to WEU"™".

Disappointments came with the Danube and Mostar operations and,
later, with the refusal of the Council to take action in the area of the Great
Lakes and in Albania. These are discussed in greater detail in other chapters.
In summary, Germany did not want to give the impression that the Danube
embargo was a military operation and therefore objected to a role for the
Planning Cell. On Mostar, the UK was the most difficult and did not want
to see WEU go ahead when there was no NATO action on the ground. In
the first Rwanda crisis, France ineptly tried to obtain WEU support for its
own actions and managed to alienate its potential partners. On Albania,
Germany and the UK were quick to announce that they saw no role for
WEU. In retrospect, none of the member states was without blame for
making things difficult. What | regretted most was the continued battle
between France and the UK, which was a continuation of what was
happening in NATO. The French delegation, especially at the level of the
CWG, showed the defensive mentality of their position in Evere, and often
introduced an unpleasant note into the debate. They resisted any mandate
allowing the Planning Cell to work together with their NATO colleagues.
NATO was not very helpful either, by imprudently quoting remarks of
Planning Cell officers as the official line of WEU. It also took far too long -
till 6 May 1996 - to arrive at an agreement releasing NATO classified
material to WEU and even after its conclusion three years later it did not
amount to very much.

The Preliminary Conclusions on a common European defence policy
adopted in November 1994 gave priority to humanitarian, rescue and
evacuation operations, but also called for a more systematic approach to
identifying and meeting contingencies for European military deployments.
The Planning Cell "should address the mechanisms for identifying the
necessary assets and capabilities as well as possible shortages." Paragraph
27 said that generic planning should provide a better insight into the needs
and requirements. "A generic plan, based on precise data and a plausible
scenario, should contain the necessary detailed specifications and/or
assumptions of capabilities, such as the size and composition of the force
(including support capabilities), reaction time and command and control
arrangements". The work of the Planning Cell should result in "realistic force
packages for a range of options, which would allow for quick implementa-
tion in case of (an emerging) crisis".

The role of the CHODs themselves was not clearly defined. The
problem boiled down to the question of how and when to render military
advice. At their meeting in Bonn on 27 January 1992, Admiral Lanxade
thought it premature to discuss a WEU Military Committee. In crisis
management outside the NATO area, the political aspects would prevail and

"..
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it would be difficult to achieve a consensus on the military aspects before
national governments had taken a position. He therefore preferred to wait
until the role of the WEU Council as a joint politico-military body had been
defined. Opinion remained divided. The Netherlands could accept a WEU
Military Committee with double-hatted MilReps and back-to-back meetings
at the CHOD level when they came to NATO. The Military Committee
could give guidance to the Planning Cell, which in futur‘e should not come
from the Defence Representatives Group. Italy was in favour of mirroring
the NATO structure and using the MilReps, but General Charlier for
Belgium opposed it and stressed the need for high-level advice in a
coordinated politico-military manner. Personally, | agreed with him but did
not press my views. Some of the CHODs already had a dim view of my
presence, which was unique for WEU. In NATO, the Secretary-General did
not attend the Military Committee at CHOD level.

The discussion continued at the next session on 20 May 1992. Vice-
Admiral Bathurst for the UK now clearly rejected a permanent military_
committee. The Chairman of the CHODs should report to his Minister of
Defence, who in turn could report to the ministerial WEU Council. General
Corcione for Italy maintained his preference for a separate structure. To him,
the permanent representative was primarily a man from the foreign affairs
ministry. The Netherlands and Belgium saw a role for a military advisor next
to their PermRep, during sessions of the permanent WEU Council, but
differed on his identity. The Netherlands wanted to double-hat him with the
NATO Military Committee, Belgium was in favour of a separate officer.
General Naumann inclined to joint politico-military advice and suggested
that the Secretary-General could call on the military advisors whenever he
needed a military view. Originally, he had thought it sufficient to convene
the CHODs only once a year, but in his summary accepted two meetings,
each prior to the regular ministerial session. They would attend the
ministerials as advisors to the ministers and together they would supervise
the professional quality of the work of the Planning Cell. The role of the
military representation in Brussels would be further developed. In the first
part of the Petersberg Declaration, the twice-yearly meetings of the CHODs
were confirmed. Further meetings could take place on an ad hoc basis
whenever necessary. Ministers also agreed that, following the transfer to
Brussels "national delegations could be reinforced with military delegates to
develop and provide advice for the Council, to introduce the views of the
Chiefs of Defence Staff to the Planning Cell and to monitor the professional
standards of the Planning Cell’s work". This text did not really settle the
issue, except for the name of the military officer involved in WEU matters.
Henceforth, he was designated as Military Delegate or MilDel, to distinguish
him from the MilReps in NATO even though, in practice, all except the
Belgian and French were double-hatted. In practice, the military delegate
would act as advisor to his Permanent Representative and sit beside him
during meetings of the WEU Council. Over time, the MilDels would meet
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more frequently to consider military aspects of questions on the Council’s
agenda. Their task seemed to be taken over by a Politico-Military Working
Group (PMWQ) established in 1996, which also assumed the functions of
the ad hoc groups for crisis management, when in 1997 a different course
was taken and a Military Committee was established.

Notes

31. The statement was explained in the Congressional-Executive dialogue on NATO's
future in Washington on 8 October 1991. Stephen Flanagan of the State
Department’s policy planning staff told us that the arrangements should apply to all
Central and Eastern European countries, including the Soviet Union, but their
intensity could vary. At dinner the previous evening, Worner had explained to me
his vision of NATO as the security arm in a pan-European context; in the long term,
he thought full membership by Central Europeans would be possible. My own
concern was that NATO would be diluted to become a second CSCE.

32. An excellent article on the Maastricht negotiations appeared in Survival, Autumn
1992, "European Security, a common European defence?," by Anand Menon,
Anthony Forster and William Wallace, pp. 98-118.

33. See Chapter 2, p. 14.

34. See also Section 2 of Chapter 9 on the elaboration of Combined Joint Task
Forces.

Chapter Six .
Differentiated Membership

Maastricht had instructed us to conclude the differentiated membership
arrangements before the end of 1992. In the Permanent Council, Jer@ny
Greenstock for the UK argued that the best solution for the associate
members would be to accept Article V and be covered by it. Germany,
however. found it difficult to extend the automatic military assistance clause;
to them t’he difference between full and associate members was the inability
of the latter to block WEU decisions, but they could associate themselves
with these decisions. In the SWG, Klaiber preferred not to mention Article
V at all in the definition of associate membership, but Goulden pointed out
that, with the disappearance of the common external threat, bi!ater.al
conflicts could acquire a higher probability. As WEU was developing its
own forces, the possibility of their use against NATO Alligs had to be
excluded. Spain, the Netherlands and Portugal agreed with him, the latter
pleading that we should not make it impossible for Turkey to accept
associate membership. Guelluy personally was unhappy about the creation
of the new status, for it would detract from the emphasis on European
integration. He tried to help by suggesting a general formula about the link
between NATO and WEU. His own focus was different, for he sought to
preserve the special position of full members by limiting presence in the
Permanent Council to them; the working groups could meet in the enlarged
configuration. The UK and others found this incompatible with the full
participation promised at Maastricht. Then the debate shifted to the question
of how many members were needed to call a restricted meeting of full
members only. Most felt that it would be sufficient to stipulate that decisions
would be taken only by the full members and that they could do so in the
presence of the associates and observers. Nevertheless, it was admitted that
there might be circumstances under which the full members would wish to
meet alone. What procedure should be applied to call such a meeting?
Under Article VIII, 3 of the WEU Treaty any member could convene a
session of the Council, but if in future this would apply to restricted
meetings a single country could cause the exclusion of Turkey, Norway and
Iceland from the deliberations. Clearly, this was not the intention of the
Maastricht Declaration. Yet, it was naot easy to find an acceptable quorum.
At one stage, France suggested a request by three members, but in the end
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we agreed on a majority of the member states or, in case of an even
number of members, half of them including the country holding the
presidency. During my tenure as Secretary-General the nine full members
did meet separately, but not very often. The Mostar operation and the
experimental phase of the Space Group were conducted at nine. The other
meetings generally included the associate members and observers. Ireland
joined as observer after the entry into force of the Maastricht Treaty.

After the Ministers at the Petersberg Meeting had approved our
approach to the differentiation of membership, we could start negotiations
with the countries concerned. The Permanent Council decided not to start
these discussions with tabling formal texts, but with an exploratory
discussion. In the course of subsequent meetings we would introduce
proposals for agreement on the full membership of Greece and on the status
of associate members and observers. The Presidency had passed to Italy,
which organised a special meeting of the Enlarged Council chaired by
Political Director Vanni d’Archirafi on 16 July 1992. The Greek Political
Director Lyberopoulos confirmed the wish of his country to become a full
member. In London Ambassador Papoulias had asked me whether the
associate members should not make a more formal commitment to the
various parts of the Petersberg declaration, but the point was not pressed in
the negotiations. His Irish colleague Barrington stated the opposite, but
following the positive outcome of the referendum on Maastricht Ireland saw
advantages in taking up observership; this interest was derived from the
provision that the EU could request WEU to elaborate and implement
certain decisions. For Denmark Niels Egelund told us that he would listen
carefully, but would not be able to enter into negotiations. In the meantime
he assumed that the invitation to join would remain open, to which Vanni
replied that we had to wait with open arms. The Norwegian Kolby referred
to a useful briefing of foreign minister Stoltenberg by Genscher, but did not
give an indication of his country’s attitude. The Turkish delegation consisted
of two ambassadors Unsal and Eralp. The latter had told me before the
meeting that until the last minute it had been touch-and-go as to whether
they would be able to attend or not. Their statement contained disappoint-
ment that not all members of NATO were treated equally and stressed that
Turkey played a strategic role in three regions, Europe, Middle East and
Black Sea. Nevertheless they saw today’s meeting as a milestone on the
road towards full integration into Europe. At this stage the delegation would
ask some questions and discuss parameters, but their objective remained full
membership. For Iceland Mr. Palsson declared that he was ready to discuss
associate membership, but also made clear that his country would not enter
the EU and regarded NATO as the main forum for the discussion of security
questions. My own intervention stressed that today both the European pillar
of NATO and the defence component of the EU were taking shape and |
explained how the involvement of defence ministers was a major value
added. With goodwill on all sides, our negotiations could be terminated
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ar, so that the new statuses could take effect

before the end of the ye ) _
into force of the European Union and the

together with the expected entry
internal market. _ _
After a break, we continued with the th.ree potential assogate
members. Turkey proved to be well prepared and ||sl‘ecl a hosF gf questions.
How to give a legal basis to the status? The equal basis of pqrtu:lpfwtton IEPG
and Eurogroup should be maintained. Could T%lrkey partlc_ipate?mh:rhe&rg_
planning stage of operations and how could it commit forces ‘}f ;)u ’ iiT
participate in a joint headquarter and what woyl@ be tl'!e position if Turkish
bases were used? In this connection a simple liaison with ﬂ'ile Planning Cgl'l
would not suffice. And what about the possibility of exclusion from certain
meetings. Would there be predetermined subjects arjnd who would b(? able
to call a meeting. Would the associate members receive all dOCL.ImeI'lib, also
from the restricted meetings? And what would be their status in t.he WEU
Assembly? Obviously we were not able to answer all these questions. On
the formal point we could say that we enwsagec? an exchange of Iet.ters, but
the other issues should be clarified later. Vanni repeatedly underlined thg
"full participation" agreed in Maastricht and suggested that fu_rther negoti-
ations should be conducted in London in the framewgrk_ot the Speqal
Working Group. Iceland added some questions on the crlterla.for allocating
financial contributions and on participation in WEU caucuses in NATO and
in the meetings with the Central European couljtries. The subsequ‘ent
meeting with Greece, Denmark and Ireland only dlscussgd some practical
issues. | noted that the inclusion of IEPG and Eurogroup into WEU would
pose a problem for Ireland. o
During September we elaborated an Association D@ument. Thus we
were able to keep the initiative when Ambassador Eralp introduced a paper
of his own. He wanted a formal text which could be approved by parlia-
ment because it had security implications and without ratification no
manéeuvre on Turkish soil would be possible. In response Klaiber pointed
out that a middle way would have to be found as many members did not
want a formal treaty text. Frank Majoor for the Net_herlancls was helpful in
remarking that even a political document was Ilkely_to be put before
parliament and Klaiber admitted that Germany would follow th;t course.
The Norwegian and Icelandic delegates equally expec.te(?i parllamenta_ry
approval to be sought, if not ratification.Klaiber and M@hqruu plgaded with
Eralp to take the WEU draft as the basis for further discussion which would
apply to all three associate members and not to insist on a separate bilateral
agreement. After the meeting | asked the WEU members to make clear in
Ankara that our proposal was the maximum possible and a clear improve-
ment over anything the European Union could offer in terms of participa-
tion. Nevertheless, we had to reflect on what we should do if Turkey was
attacked by a third party on account of its participation in a WEU operation.
In that case, it seemed to me, we had to offer mutual protection but not of
a general Article V guarantee.
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The discussions on the EU side sprang no surprises. Greece was able
to accept the entire acquis including the Hague Platform and Maastricht and
agreed with our treaty proposal for full membership. Denmark was
considering observer status, but would not decide before the publication of
its white paper early October. The Irish Director for Security Policy,
Townsend, envisaged a step by step process: first acceptance of the observer
document, but postpone active participation in meetings till after the entry
into force of the Maastricht treaty. All together it seemed possible to
complete the negotiations at a ceremonial session combined with the
ministerial meeting in Rome on 20 November only Turkish approval
remained uncertain.

In October | paid a visit to Reykjavik to deliver a speech at the
Association for Western Co-operation. The purpose was to acquaint the
opinion leaders with WEU before the government would announce an
official position on our negotiations. Prime Minister Oddson and Foreign
Minister Hannibalson hosted a luncheon and the meeting was well
attended. The final session of the SWG took place on 5 November. Turkey
had tabled a new version, which was still not acceptable to the WEU
members. Ambassador Eralp displayed formidable negotiating skills and
managed to obtain several concessions on points important to him. These
would be formulated in agreed minutes. Paradoxically, the final hurdles
were not caused by Turkey, but by Norway and Iceland which wanted
additional references to the Rome declaration on peace and cooperation of
the CSCE and to the fact that they were not parties to the Brussels Treaty.
Iceland made a point of replacing the words "share the conviction" of
further European integration by "support the determination" and inserting a
formula that the document of association would not change the obligations
under the Washington treaty. We managed to accommodate all these points
and the subsequent ministerial meeting in Rome went smoothly. The
Norwegian minister announced that his parliament just had approved the
request for membership of the European Union.

The agreed minutes in connection with the Document on Associate

Membership made the following points:

As associate members are not part to the modified Brussels Treaty their
acceptance in full of the relevant part of the Petersberg Declaration is
not related to Art.X of the Treaty dealing with the reference of disputes
to the International Court of Justice.

The statement that associate members will take part on the same basis
as full members in WEU military operations to which they commit
forces "may cover the provision of logistical and other facilities of a
significant nature". The arrangements for the conduct of these
operations will be established on a case-by-case basis by the participa-
ting States.

138

DIFFERENTIATED MEMBERSHIP
The right to speak brings with it the possibility to present proposals.

Full participation will include participation in caucuses subject to the
same rules as for the meetings of the WEU Council.

The provisions of associate membership are without prejudice to the
rights and obligations deriving from existing treaties or agreements.

- The Council will take fully into consideration associate members

security interests.

The document on associate membership cannot be modified without
the assent of associate members.

In addition the Presidency issued a number of declarations stat.ing that
angement with the Planning Cell

arrangements for a permanent liaison arr
ate members

would be worked out with Turkey and any other of the associ ,
who so wish; that there will be full transparency among the full an.d
associate members and that "timely information on restricted sessions will

be given to that effect"; and in reply to an Icelandic question that the

reference to existing Treaties includes the Washington Treaty. . ‘
In Rome | had envisaged to start the new format of Council meetings -

every other week at 18 - after our move to Brussels. The London ambassa-

dors wanted to apply it right away and we met in the enlarged composition
on 8 December. From then on, it became an established and, with one

exception, uncontested procedure.
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Chapter Seven

The Yugoslav Crisis

During the life of President Tito, experts on Yugoslavia agreed on the
risk of the Federation disintegrating after his death. When he actually
departed in 1980, the expected explosion did not come and the interna-
tional community did not take any preventive measures. On the contrary,
Yugoslavia seemed well-poised economically to survive the collapse of
communism and to make the transition to some form of market economy.
When | dealt with European affairs in the Netherlands government the main
wish from Belgrade seemed to be an increase in their quota for the export
of "baby-beef". Important changes in the Soviet Union and the outbreak of
the Kuwait war lulled the international community into acquiescing in the
rise of nationalism in Yugoslavia, most clearly expressed in the abrogation
of autonomy for Kosovo by the Serbian government of Milosevic in 1988.
Fear of Serbian domination spread in the other republics and federal
structures ground to a halt.

My own awareness of the looming crisis was enhanced by the
warnings expressed at some of the conferences | attended. My notes refer
to a perceptive remark by Pierre Hassner in June 1989, that for all practical
purposes Yugoslavia had ceased to exist and that there was an urgent need
for more crisis management. About the same time, Arnold Horelick from
RAND expressed great concern over the course of events. In January 1990,
Francois Heisbourg at 1ISS reckoned on a political collapse which could
lead to either a military takeover or complete disintegration. Later that
month, the Slovenian and Croatian delegations left the 14th Special
Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia and in Kosovo 40,000
Albanians took to the streets, demanding the lifting of emergency measures
and proclaiming the Albanian Republic of Kosovo. The Assembly of Serbia
considered this an illegal act and retaliated by dissolving the Assembly of
Kosovo. Shortly thereafter, the Serbian population of the Krajina in Croatia
held a referendum voting heavily in favour of autonomy for the region.
During 1990, all the republics held elections which showed strong
nationalist sentiments everywhere. Nevertheless, there seemed willingness
to hold Yugoslavia together in some loose form. In April 1991, the six
presidents agreed that by the end of May all republics should hold
referenda, on whether Yugoslavia should be a confederation of sovereign
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Slovenia and Croatia) or a democratic federation
Montenegro). By then the first instances of
and Croats had already occurred,
a declaration supporting all efforts

republics (as proposed by
(as proposed by Serbia and
armed confrontation between Serbs

leading the European Community to issue a d _ |
to solve the crisis through dialogue and calling on all sides to refrain from

the use of force. The EC considered that ‘ja uniFed and c#emocratlc
as the best chance of being harmoniously integrated in the new
h uxembourg Prime Minister, Jacques.Santer, and
Commission President, Jacques Delors, travgled to Beigracle'm May anfi
offered the carrot of substantial economic atc! in return fo‘r m;rkeF eco?c;l;n,
a peaceful dialogue on a constitutional SO!U[IDI‘I and Ihe installation o \ |pe:
Mesic as chairman of the collective presidency. Tl13|r message ':va"sBc Iiar.
Yugoslavia should remain a single state. In ht_er mteres.t;ng boqv, ’ tg ﬂe:g
Tragedy", Susan Woodward commented that Imle' regal.ciwaislr.gs afconﬂid.
consequences these conditions would have fF)r. the internal poli I(|: Rl f
economic reform and its financially CGIITFF)'IS.IHg effect was at the. 1ea|. :).
their quarrels; the rapid pace of democratisation \‘vouid favour I'Ia.tl()l;lél |tshs;;
minority rights were now largely outside federal com‘peten‘ce, all. e
demand for the country remaining united \.\fol:l|d b(_)lstel Serbtan C am:jq..
US Secretary of State, James Baker, had a SII"I‘lI!Ell‘ effect on I*{ls stop;lvbu |:
Belgrade on 21 June, on his way from the. Berlin ‘CSCE meeting to Al ar::L
to celebrate the restoration of diplomatic re!.atlons. In his memoirs H1‘e?
sounds tougher than he appeared to the outside yvorlFi. at that tml"ne. ‘|lb,
statement that unilateral secession was illegal e‘md illegitimate w:l:)s 1§eavi|}
criticised by Slovenes and Croats as a green light tc_) the an;y, |l'Jt ”i' 1(1;
shuttle among the six presidents, Baker firmly told M|Ilosewc that his use
force would break up the Union; as a result Serbia would become an
international outcast within Europe for a generation or more. The shape qf
the Union - federal, confederal or whatever - was up to ther*l'uf but any spllt
along ethnic lines would only lead to bloodshed and the det1ta! of nurl{;lty
rights.”” He also declared his support for the Izetbego:lc-gligorov ’ at-
form Concerning the Future of the Yugoslav Qonununﬂy Whl.Cl‘I_ comb.med
sovereignty for the republics with a continuation of Yugoslavia including a
common defence and financial integration. |

It is not my intention to give a detailed .acc0unt of the Yugoslav
crisis.®® Most of it developed without my active involvement as WEU was
to become only a minor player. | want, however, to bear witness to my
strongly-held feeling from the very beginning that Europe hac? to act much
more resolutely than it did. There was a real chance of stopping or at Iea;t
mitigating the process of escalation, which was later to envelop f?rst ‘Croana
and then Bosnia in a whirlwind of violence. At least in the beginning that
violence was the product of fear and distrust rather than of hatred and a
robust force of interposition could have reassured the popuiation.. My
nightmare was a sequence of events, starting with Croat-Serbian fighting in
Slavonia and Krajina, then the collapse of Bosnia, followed by a revolt of

Yugoslavia h
Europe".” Subsequently, L
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the Albanians in Kosovo, inevitably leading to an explosion of Macedonia
and resulting in a European war in the Balkans. Perhaps not directly, but
through intermediaries, like in the Spanish civil war, and in any case
producing instability in Southeastern Europe for years to come. At one time,
WEU seemed close to supporting Lord Carrington by military means, but the
whole exercise probably was little more than a shadow-play. Very few
countries were prepared to do something tangible. Most were more than
willing to explain that Bosnia would be a quagmire from which it would be
very difficult to extricate our forces or that an international mandate was
necessary but lacking. Recently, my feeling that the chances of successful
interposition were much greater was confirmed by an unlikely witness,
President Karadzic of the Bosnian Serbs. In a BBC documentary he said that
early on in the conflict an international force of 10,000 men could have
paralysed his operations easily. Among the more reliable sources | quote
General Jean Cot, who commanded UNPROFOR from July 1993 till March
1994. This outspoken French general, who was relieved from his command
at the request of the UN Secretary-General for publicly criticising the
lengthy chain of command to New York, wrote:

With many others | am convinced that one would have stopped
the Serbs in October 1991 with three ships, three dozen aircraft
and three thousand men engaged in Dubrovnik and Vukovar to
mark unequivocally the determination of the European commu-

w39

nity".

Western Europe had the capabilities to act, but did not want to use
them. The constraints in terms of strategic lift and real-time intelligence
would not have been a seriously limiting factor in the unsophisticated
conditions of the Yugoslav war. In any case, most of the damage was done
by astute use of Serbian artillery, causing people to take flight. And when
finally we decided to send military personnel, we accompanied their
mission by statements that they would never do anything of a military
nature. We practised anti-deterrence after years of a Cold War in which
deterrence was the mainstay of our strategy. We did not heed the old
wisdom that in diplomacy there is little use in saying what you are not
going to do. Itis far more important to state clearly what you will do, and
then do it when necessary. The long series of declarations and communi-
qués makes uneasy reading.

On 19 June 1991, the CSCE meeting in Berlin expressed support for
the democratic development, unity and territorial integrity of Yugoslavia,
based on economic reforms, full application of human rights in all parts,
including the rights of minorities, and a peaceful solution of the present
crisis. Subsequently, the CSCE would no longer play a substantive role in
vugoslavia. At first, it still provided a useful function through its missions in
Kosovo and Sanjak, but these had to be withdrawn when Serbia and
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Montenegro were suspended from membership of the organisation on 12
May 1992. Only after the Dayton Agreement would the OSCE return to the
scene by organising the elections in Bosnia. .

The regular WEU ministerial meeting at Vianden on 27 June |ssued.a
separate statement expressing deep concern at the Cur@nF turn of.events in
Yugoslavia and regretting all the recent unilateral decisions yv.hlc'n made
dialogue more difficult. They urgently appealed to i::l“ the political afu;hor—
ities in Yugoslavia to avoid all confrontation, to reI}ram from t.he use of force
and to resume the dialogue with a view to securing the unity of thg state.
They hoped that the election of the new head of the colleglatg pfe5|dency
could take place without delay so as to ensure the normal functioning O.f the
federal institutions and called on all CSCE states to encourage a nlegonated
solution, having due regard to all the principles of the Helsinki fmal Act.‘

Towards the end of June, Croatia and Slovenia. proclaxmed their
independence. On 27 June, fighting started in Slovenia but within two
weeks the Federal Army decided to withdraw. The next day, the EC agreed
to send its troika and to freeze all economic assistance. John Roper, who
always tried to make the WEU Institute for Security Studies rglevant to our
work, wrote a note on the possible role of military observers in pre\tennng
escalation. To his and my disappointment, the incoming German presmder_ucy
of WEU did not want the note to be circulated. On 5 July, thg foreign
ministers of the Twelve declared that only the peoples of Yugoslavia should
decide the future of their country. The troika arrived at Brioni on 7 Jul.y hand
seemed to have some success leading Jacques Poos to his much pL{bllClsed
premature proclamation of "Europe’s finest hour". The two republics were
prepared to postpone their independence for three mgnths and the part‘tes
agreed to accept monitors from the European Community. Instgad of turning
to WEU for implementing this mission, the Netherlands preswlgncy of the
EC decided to organise the monitors themselves and obtained ‘C‘SCE
endorsement. The reason given was that their task was not to be a mllltag
one, although, in practice, the monitors would be military per;onnel in
white uniforms without insignia - irreverently described as ice-cream
vendors. Obviously, Hans van den Broek had no desire to involve‘ WEU in
the middle of the debate on its role in the future Political Union. T'I?e
paradoxical result was that, when we were discussing a role for WEU in
East-West arms control verification, the Twelve were setting up a parallel
organisation for monitoring cease-fires in Yugoslavia. Late August, this was
followed up by the proposal to convene a peace conference in The Hague
and to establish an arbitration commission consisting of five members of
constitutional courts of EC countries. The conference would be chaired by
Lord Carrington and adopt mechanisms to ensure a peaceful fulfilment of
the opposing aspirations of the Yugoslav peoples on the basis of the
following principles:

1. No unilateral change of borders by the use of force;
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2. The protection of human rights of all peoples;
3. Full respect for all legitimate interests and aspirations.

In spite of these vague formulations some progress was made and on
17 September Lord Carrington signed a cease-fire statement with pretsidems
Tu(.ernarj and Milosevic and General Kadijevic at Igalo. It was the first of a
series 9? 14 cease-fires mediated by the EC but broken soon after-war-dc; (
After Brioni, the Netherlands presidency of the EC attempted to c-i;‘lw
some cgnc!usions from the mixture of contradictory elements._The jo‘inl
Ideclara'rlc_nj had starec_l that a new situation had arisen, which pointed at the
impossibility of leaving the constitutional structure intact. It was equall
difficult to imagine that Yugoslavia could peacefully dissolve in?o(v.iz
independent republics within their present borders; the Serbs »;roLIId I:IOl
tolerate the emergence of an independent Croatia with 11 pelr cent Serbs
within its border. A loosely structured federation would be unlikely t(-)
assuage these Serbian concerns either, because it would not be ab-le to
provide solid guarantees for minorities. To the Netherlands, all this pointed
in the direction of a voluntary redrawing of internal bordfers."” The other
partners rejected this suggestion immediately, out of the legitimate I'eﬁr that
it would open a Pandora’s box. At the same time, a redrawing of borde‘rs
along ethnic lines was not deemed consistent with a modern approach to
security in the new Europe. In the words of Dienstbier, borders should not
be changed, they should disappear. As a result, the EC assumed that the
existing republics could become independent, if they so wished, and Inoke(j
for ways to make the resulting minority problems manageable. This attituc.ie
implied recognition and therefore the quarrel of December was |‘;0 longer
about the principle, but about the timing, when not all condition_s had l)egen
medt.

The first time WEU had a serious discussion on Yugoslavia was at the
SWG meeting on 16 September. A few days earlier | had atrenc-ied the
annual 1SS conference in Zirich, where the US Ambassador, Zimmerman‘
had expiain_ed that the problem in Yugoslavia was nationalism. Séx'bi;mJ
nationalism was worst because it was expansionist. The US had never been
in favour of unconditional unity, but felt that a breakup would rapidly lead
to massive violence. He was afraid that the disintegration of federal authority
would enhance the role of the army and give it a new task in preserving
internal security. The independence of Slovenia should be accepted, but we
should try to keep the rest together in some kind of loose federati!on witl’;
autonomy for the national groups and no acquiescence in tefritorial
conquest.

In those days, much was made of the difficulties any military presence
in Yugoslavia would encounter. Hitler was said to have needed astronom_i;
cal figures of soldiers to keep the country under control. | have always
doubted that comparison. Certainly, the terrain favoured partisan activity
but even so, the Wehrmacht managed to keep the vital North-South railwas;
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link open virtually every day of the year. Calculations based on the war
diaries of the German high command did not impress me much either"!
In Serbia and Croatia they had some 36,000 men if all units were fully
a 16,000 Germans plus Bulgarian and Croat divisions, and
in Albania 12,000 men. Even if we include Croat and other units the total
forces would not have exceeded 100,000. More important than a numerical
ould be the difference in mission. A multinational
nterposition, to prevent further escalation and
Id count on the open or tacit

manned, in Bosni

comparison, however, w
force would have the role of i
a change of the status quo. In doing so, it cou

support of a considerable part of the population.
In the SWG, Hofstetter was in favour of massive contingents of

monitors to emphasise our refusal to recognise any change of borders by
force. At that time, the number of monitors was insufficient to deal with all
the regions in trouble. Germany supported the Dutch head of the monitors,
Ambassador Wijnaendts, who had advocated that monitors would stay after
having dealt with a violation in order to avoid repetition. Herman Schaper
talked in the same vein. Minister Van den Broek had told his Croat
colleague that the EC did not consider a military intervention and that there
was a limit of 100 monitors. Lord Carrington had great difficulty in
preventing the Croats from abandoning their Brioni promises. The Hague
was also in favour of extending the monitor missions to Bosnia, but did not
see any role for WEU, or so he thought. Goulden had prepared a pre-
contingency study of relevant factors if a political decision were to be taken
to intervene militarily. Peacekeeping would be entirely different from the
monitoring under civilian guise and CSCE mandate. Based on the exper-
ience in Cyprus, a force of some 30,000 men would be needed.

We moved on to the next item when | was called away to receive a
telephone call from Van den Broek. He was rather excited after a heated
discussion with Genscher. Hans had called him to complain about two
German monitors who had refused to proceed to the place indicated
because they found it too dangerous. When Genscher was not prepared to
give them precise instructions Van den Broek had turned the tables on him
and requested a special ministerial meeting of WEU. | could tell Schaper
that the situation had changed. Two days later the WEU Council had an
informal breakfast at the German Embassy. Richthofen informed us that
Genscher had agreed to convene the ministers the next day, following a
meeting of the Twelve. | noted that the British press, unaware of the
background, now regarded Germany as the strongest proponent of the
despatch of military units. The French Ambassador, Dorin, said that his
country was prepared to participate if others joined as well. On the crisis
itself, Paris had changed its position: it put less emphasis on keeping
Yugoslavia together and now supported an orderly process of self-determina-
tion.

The ministerial took place in Brussels on 18 September at 9 p.m.,
following a meeting of the Twelve. Five countries attended as observers,

145



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

including Turkey. When | came in, Genscher told me dismissively that
nothing would come out of the session, but at the end we almost had a
decision to involve WEU, or did we? He immediately gave the floor to Van
den Broek to report on the briefing just received from Lord Carrington. It
was still too early to say whether the cease-fire would hold. A hostile
situation on the ground would make a continuation of the monitor mission
unfeasible. Already the conclusion should be drawn that they could not
fulfil their task. As they could not verify what was happening they lacked
the stabilising effect intended by their mission. Instead, their own safety was
at stake and a Danish monitor had been hit in the leg. The Netherlands had
circulated a WEU telegram to seek clarification of possibilities to reinforce
the monitors and to investigate the political desirability and feasibility of
mounting a peacekeeping operation. He added again that no military
intervention was contemplated and that any reinforcement should depend
on two conditions: that the cease-fire held and that all parties agreed to the
new mission.

After this introduction, Genscher took over and stated that a WEU
action would not be "aus eigenem Antrieb" - of its own accord - but at the
request of the Twelve who had a mandate from the CSCE. We should try to
get more specific support from the CSCE and the UN Security Council, but
should first determine what was needed. Subsequently, we should
determine whether to use the available capacities - with benediction from
CSCE and UN - which would give an entirely new dimension to WEU.
Genscher added that Poland and Czechoslovakia, which already participated
in the monitors, were keen to join in but this could be decided later.
Finally, he proposed convening an ad hoc group on Yugoslavia, following
the example of the two Gulf operations, consisting of representatives from
both foreign and defence ministries.

The Netherlands Minister of Defence immediately gave a positive
reaction and was prepared to contribute a substantial unit at short notice,
which after the meeting he specified as a battalion. The force should have
a clear mandate and rules of engagement, but not enter into peace-
enforcement. It could help negotiate local protocols, arrange the return of
the units to their barracks and offer its services to accompany their
withdrawal. The Belgian Defence Minister, Coéme, also was prepared to
contribute, provided Genscher’s two conditions were met. If we wanted to
extend preventive action to Bosnia, he only saw a need to increase the
number of monitors. The UK Minister of State, Archie Hamilton, sounded
the most negative by saying that the fact that the monitors could not
function as intended did not imply that we should send a peacekeeping
force. A cautious note was also struck by the Turkish Foreign Minister,
Giray. He pointed out that none of the parties to the conflict alone was
responsible for the present situation and that whatever the outcome, the
republics would have to continue living side by side. We should not

encourage separatism by the despatch of troops which would freeze the
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situation. Giray was also sceptical about peacekeeping under present
circumstances. The Spanish Defence Minister, Vargas, waf*lt.ed the ad hoc
group to meet as soon as possible and Genscher convened it in Bonn forTZS
September. Both the Netherlands and Germany would keep NA
informed. No communiqué was issued. _
The report of the ad hoc group was presented to anoth.e‘r extr;{ordumry
session in Brussels on 30 September by the German political director. It

contained four options:

e monitors to give them more flexibility;

1. Logistic underpinning of th ) 1
: ; armed military force (3,000-

2. Escort and protection of the monitors by
5,000); . .
3. Peacekeeping force in support of the monitors (+ 10,000);

4. Expanded peacekeeping option (+ 20,000).

The emphasis of the report was on peacekeeping, not peace—enforce—
ment, and on the need for the force to be multinano.ngl. The replort did not
prejudice the political decision to be taken by the m|nisters..f-\gam,_the two
Dutch ministers were the most positive and accepted the third optlfon. Van
den Broek reported a deteriorating situation in Slavonia where the \ ugoslav
National Army had cancelled the agreement with Ambassador Wunaenclits
and was moving forward. Ter Beek advocated a str‘onger presence 0|21 ti*ne
spot, which would provide flexibilityar'nd'quick reaction, and questioned the
logic of the two conditions: if the cease-fire held there would be reiuctalnce
to upgrade our presence because the need to do. 50 would become less
obvious, and if the cease-fire were broken the conditions would. not be nLet.
The Belgian ministers preferred option 2, which could evolve into number

3 the difference not being very great. Douglas Hurd expressed serious

reservations about the line of thought in the report. We should a\jroid open-
late. Experience had

ended commitments which would inevitably esca Rl
shown how difficult it was to extricate oneself once committed..A decision
on a military role in Yugoslavia should not be regarded as a virility test for
Europe and he saw no need just "to do something". The UK was preparedl
to accept option 1 for further study, but would oppose any hypothetica
decision. In answer to the question of how to take a decision, he thought
that it could be taken by WEU after consultation with the NATO allies arbId
subsequently examined and endorsed by the Twelve. The_ UN Security
Council Resolution 713 had been passed unanimously showing the strong
support for the Twelve existing in New York. Tom King added that option
3 would be the most dangerous as flexible movement would be very risky;
protecting monitors under crossfire did not make much sense. ‘
Dumas and Joxe took a more conceptual approach. To achieve a
solution, our aim should be to make the peace conference as substantial
and effective as possible. Secondly, we needed support from the UN
Security Council, which had just endorsed collective efforts "in particular of
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assistance and support to the cease-fire observers". The Belgrade govern-
ment had accepted this text (but, as Minister Ordonez had heard from
foreign minister Lonczar, strongly opposed the presence of foreign military
forces). And thirdly, we needed a capability on the ground. Not too much
time should be spent on the name - Dumas suggested "accompanying
mission” or "assistance mission" - but rather on command arrangements,
logistics and financing and on the application of the arms embargo. Joxe
was prepared to contribute to the operation, but regretted that we had lost
time by not discussing these questions earlier.

De Michelis, supported by Poos, believed that Yugoslav consent to our
action could be obtained through negotiations, but he also emphasised the
need for swift action. As in principle a cease-fire was in place, we had the
agreement of the parties to monitor it, so now we should be clear about
what we thought necessary and then negotiate it. Rognoni wanted to
increase the number of monitors from 80 to 200 and accepted option 2.
Options number 3 and 4 amounted to peace-enforcement.

Genscher had no easy task in summing up. His first try contained five
points:

- The conflict should be resolved in the peace conference started and
continued by the EU. There, WEU had no role:

- The decision whether and how military forces would be deployed was
for WEU to take but after reporting to the Twelve;

= The ad hoc group would continue its work, notably on national
contributions and financial arrangements;

> The implementation of UN Security Council Resolution 713 required
further study as to a possible contribution by WEU;

- The ad hoc group could form sub-groups if so desired.

Concerning the options, several opinions had been expressed which
were related to the conditions governing a possible deployment. Genscher
therefore favoured giving WEU a precise mandate only after the conditions
had been met and clarified. Who would decide whether the conditions had
been met? Clearly, WEU was competent for its own purposes, but politically
it would be inconceivable that they would decide differently from the
Twelve. The problem of what to do when the Yugoslav republics declared
themselves independent would be- a matter for the Twelve.

Van den Broek pointed out that in the recent past there had been
moments at which the conditions had been met, but we were not ready.
Therefore, we should take a decision in principle to send forces which
would be firmed up as soon as the conditions were ripe. Genscher picked
this up and suggested that Lord Carrington would phone him as soon as he
thought a cease-fire should be supported somewhere. Then Germany would
convene the Ministerial Council immediately. Most ministers agreed but it
took Genscher some time to get the UK on board. Hurd finally agreed to a
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formulation that ministers would meet urgently "to take the relevant
decisions" after Genscher had assured him that the decision could also be
negative. The meeting was urgent but the outcome remained open.

The result of the meeting was more positive than expected, although
much had been put in the hands of Lord Carrington, who personally was
not keen on a military operation. | once heard him remark that he did not
think Bosnia worth the life of a single British soldier, a variation on
Bismarck who had said the same about the bones of a Pommeranian
grenadier. Genscher had performed his duties as chairman admirably,
regardless of what his personal inclination might have been. Nation;lly,‘he
was in a difficult position, as there was no chance of a German contribution
to any action of a military nature in Yugoslavia. For that reason the follow-
up of the ministerial was entrusted to the French as far as military plannir?g
was concerned. They chaired a "joint contingency study group” meeting in
Metz for several days in October to work out the different options. The.ur
work did not lead to any more discussion on WEU action as the focus of a
possible solution was shifting away from Europe towards the UN. The
ministerial session of 29 October took note of the report of the stud\,f group
and accepted without discussion a proposal by Minister Joxe to continue its
work. But on 11 November, the Enlarged Council decided not to reconvene
the group unless warranted by new developments arising from the decision
to impose an economic blockade. The regular Ministerial Council of 18
November did not revive the issue but instead mentioned its preparedness
in the establishment of humanitarian corridors. In 1992-93 our ad hoc group
on Yugoslavia again felt the need of military analysis and used a Contin-
gency Planning Group.

The Conference on Yugoslavia considered proposals from Lord
Carrington on 18 October and 5 November 1991 with some modifications
in between. They awarded sovereignty and independence to the former
federal units with the possibility of free association among them and the
establishment of a mechanism for the protection of human rights. A special
status would be provided to territories where members of a national or
ethnic group constituted the majority of the population (including the Serbs
in Croatia). These proposals were rejected by President Milosevic on the
grounds that they would abolish Yugoslavia. On 23 October, Carrington
omitted the reference to Serbs in Croatia and on 30 October he added a
proposal for long-term demilitarisation of the territories. The fourth version
included the possibility of creating a common state by the republics that
wished to remain within it This document was rejected by four of the
SFRY republics because it no longer referred to the principle of self-
determination of nations. On 9 November the SFRY presidency urgently
requested that a UN peacekeeping force be sent to Croatia, where violence
was escalating around Vukovar, Dubrovnik and other towns.

The situation on the ground became rather unclear as, increasingly,
media reports became unreliable. All parties used them in their propaganda.
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A striking example was Croatian reporting of heavy damage in the old city
of Dubrovnik. Visiting the new situation centre in the Italian foreign ministry
on 30 October, | saw a message from the Italian ambassador that there was
shelling but not of the old parts. Nevertheless, our failure to draw the line
at Dubrovnik and to act against the indiscriminate use of artillery led to
further aggression. In December, Maastricht produced the European Union
and the CFSP. Its first test was the German forcing of recognition of Croatia
and Slovenia, following pleas from the Vatican and Austria. Several
countries doubted the wisdom of doing so before Zagreb had given better
guarantees to the Serbian minority, but nobody wanted to divide the Twelve
so soon after Maastricht. Dumas and Van den Broek pointed to the Badinter
Report, which had not yet qualified Croatia, but they did not insist and on
16 December 1991, the UK was not represented at ministerial level.
Recognition without active support proved to be a major error as it pushed
the Serbs to occupy all areas inhabited by their kin.

At the CHODs meeting of 27 January 1992, Admiral Lanxade made an
attempt to rescue some form of European role in Yugoslavia. He argued that
obviously CSCE was still too young to take effective action and that a
leading role by the UN had to be accepted. But he would find it odd if the
UN would use large numbers of non-European forces. In order to maintain
some European identity, he advocated "concertation" on European contribu-
tions and coordination of the command arrangements among them.
Unfortunately, Germany was excluded for constitutional reasons, as was
Italy on account of the UN’s wide interpretation in refusing units from
countries bordering on the conflict. Yet, it was difficult to manage without
an Italian contribution. Lanxade got little response from his colleagues; only
an implicitly negative remark from Field Marshall Vincent that a
peacekeeping force would remove incentives for the parties to seek a
settlement.

In the Permanent Council, Yugoslavia figured among the topical issues
on which information was exchanged, but these discussions were short and
not action-oriented. | noted the concern expressed about developments in
Krajina and a statement in recognition of Bosnia on 8 April. The Portuguese
ambassador reported that the Twelve had reached this decision as nothing
would be gained by postponement. The parties simply refused to negotiate-
He also told us that sanctions against Serbia would be lifted.

Again the discussion in the CHODs was more substantial than in the
Council and again Lanxade took the lead. At their meeting on 20 May, he
said that the situation in Bosnia was out of control, but relatively calm
outside it. France now had an infantry battalion and a logistic batallion on
the spot. His Portuguese colleague, Soares-Carneiro reported that the EC
monitors had to be withdrawn because the situation was too confused to
allow them to function effectively. Admiral Bathurst, Deputy Chief of
Defence Staff in the UK, announced that he would set up a headquarters
team with the emphasis on liaison with the UN. He was weary of the
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resource implications of possible peace-enforcement missions and regarded
writing rules of engagement for them a nightmare. The Dutch chief pointed
out that the difference between peacekeeping and peace-enforcement was
often very slight as one peasant with a gun could hold up an entire convoy.
General Naumann agreed with him. Operation Comfort in northern Iraq had
also demonstrated how thin the line was. To him the essential point was
that if soldiers had to use their weapons a clear mandate was necessary, and
he asked me to convey to the Council that there was an urgent need to
clarify their mission, especially in Bosnia.

As usual, the WEU Assembly met during the first week of June and the
two German ministers spoke on behalf of the presidency. Klaus Kinkel had
a noncommittal prepared text but in response to questions went further on
Yugoslavia. He did not exclude the use of military force as ultima ratio if
everything else failed. Volker Riihe spoke the next day and expressed the
hope that before the end of the year the Bundestag would have an
agreement on the dispatch of blue helmets. For combat functions, however,
more time would be needed. Questioned on Yugoslavia, he said that Europe
had not exerted sufficient pressure but also added that German troops
would never go there. Priority now lay with the implementation of sanctions
and the enforcement of the embargo.

On the political level, attention focused on the role of NATO and WEU
in supporting initiatives from the UN and CSCE. It was still the time of
interlocking institutions and concepts of one organisation addressing
requests to others. The outcome of this debate was different in NATO and
WEU. The NATO Ministerial in Oslo on 4 June 1992 declared under the
heading CSCE in paragraph 11:

The Alliance has the capacity to contribute to effective actions by
the CSCE in line with its new and increased responsibilities for
crisis management and the peaceful settlement of disputes. In this
regard, we are prepared to support, on a case-by-case basis in
accordance with our procedures, peacekeeping activities under
the responsibility of the CSCE, including by making available
Alliance resources and expertise. We have asked the Council in
Permanent Session to address, with the advice of the NATO
Military Authorities, the practical options and modalities by which
such support might be provided. This will be done without
prejudice to possible contributions by other CSCE countries and
other organisations to these operations.

My conclusion was two-fold: NATO was focusing on CSCE and left
room for WEU. On the UN, there was only an anodine paragraph
welcoming the fact that allies participated in UN peacekeeping and other
efforts. There seemed to be scope, therefore, for WEU widening its role and
including support for UN action. The Petersberg Declaration of 19 June, in
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its section | "On WEU and European Security”, followed the NATO text very
closely but expanded it as well:

As WEU develops its operational capabilities in accordance with
the Maastricht Declaration, we are prepared to support, on a case-
by-case basis and in accordance with our own procedures, the
effective implementation of conflict prevention and crisis manage-
ment measures, including peacekeeping activities of the CSCE or
the United Nations Security Council.

The addition would become important within a few weeks when the
UNSC declared a general embargo on Serbia and Montenegro and WEU
immediately followed by NATO, decided to mount a naval operation tc;
enforce it in the Adriatic. NATO followed suit because it did not want to be
absent from a crisis management operation so close to its treaty area, but the
political preparation for it was not fully adequate. The counter-argument that
France did not allow NATO to move further may hold some water but is
not completely convincing.

Petersberg also issued a declaration on the Yugoslav crisis, which
stressed the importance of establishing a security zone in and’around
Sarajevo as envisaged in UNSC Resolution 758 and declared that WEU
would be "prepared within the bounds of its possibilities to contribut
towards effective implementation of UNSC resolutions in connection wi::le
the conflict in the former Yugoslavia". Ministers also expressed lhej]
determination to implement comprehensively the sanctions contained inr
Resolution 757 and charged the ad hoc group to examine WEU'’s possibi
lities to contribute to the implementation of these resolutions. Before th(;
meeting, there had been some discussion on whether it should be the ad
hoc group or a separate mandate to military experts. | had persuaded Kinkel
that in the politico-military approach of WEU the former option was the best
and this passed without difficulty. Kinkel had greeted me by saying that |
had made courageous statements on the need for stronger action by WEU.
Perhaps it was tongue-in-cheek, but in any case he did not criticise me like
his political director had done by instructing Richthofen to complain about
my alleged statements. During the plenary, Joxe reminded his colleagues
that it had been a year since they last spoke of Yugoslavia. At that time
nobody thought that so close to our own countries we would see so much
hate and so many casualties. In Kosovo and Macedonia it could become
even worse. Therefore, it was necessary to send more forces and France was
prepared to do so, as it was prepared to do to free Sarajevo airport. Deus
Pinheiro said that the Twelve had decided on a dual-track approach with the
UN for cease-fire monitoring and peacekeeping and the EC for mediati ng a
political solution. Douglas Hurd spoke in the same vein. Sanctions were
now in place with a UN sanctions committee to supervise them. For the
moment he had no indication that the port of Bar in Montenegro was used
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for breaking the sanctions. In general, Hurd felt that military deployment
under the wrong circumstances would only increase the problem.

1.  Arms Embargo in the Adriatic

The next time ministers met was in the margins of the CSCE Helsinki
summit on 10 July 1992. The ad hoc group had met in Rome on 3 July and
proposed to start monitoring the embargo in the Adriatic, an operation WEU
had gained some experience with. The operation should involve the
participation of at least five or six ships, four maritime patrol aircraft, one
support ship and ground-based helicopters. The surveillance would be
conducted under Italian coordination in the Otranto channel and off the
Montenegrin coast, following consultation with UNPROFOR. These WEU
operations would be open to the participation of other allies and
coordinated in cooperation with NATO. Ministers adopted decisions to this
effect and also asked the ad hoc group to explore options for ground
transport through humanitarian corridors and to list logistical and other
means that partners would be willing to make available. Moreover, any
operation establishing humanitarian corridors would have to be coordinated
with the UN, in particular for the aspects concerning protection.

The Italian replenishment ship Stromboli refuels the Royal Netherlands Navy frigate
Kortenaer during the arms embargo operation Sharp Fence in the Adriatic. (Photo:
Netherlands Ministry of Defence) René van Bakel)
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Royal Netherlands Marines “fast-rope” from a helicopter during a boarding action in
the Adriatic. (Photo: Fotosectie AMIDKM)

The WEU meeting ended under circumstances surpassing even the
most daring theatrical plot. We had been able to reserve the room for the
ministerial only for one hour at 7.45 in the morning, after which it would
be needed by the CSCE. As we were exceeding the allotted time, the noise
level in the corridor was increasing and some people impatiently peeked
around the doors. We were still not quite finished with our communiqué
when the doors were flung open and President Mitterrand and Chancellor
Koh! walked in, arm in arm. Our brand-new lItalian chairman hurriedly
concluded the meeting and we quickly vacated our seats. Helsinki provided
the first occasion on which two heads of state or government had honoured
us with their presence! Helsinki also became the scene of some WEU-NATO
competition as later that day the NATO Council met to agree on a NATO
maritime operation drawing on STANAVFORMED to monitor compliance
with the UN embargo. The brief statement issued, however, kept competi-
tion to a minimum by adding that the operation would be conducted in

#,‘
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coorc.lination a‘nd cooperation with the operation decided by WEU and that
practical details and modalities would be worked out by the military
authorities of both organisations.

‘.fl.mr kind of cooperation was easier said than done, because WEU had
no military authorities as such. Fortunately, Italy provided the solution. An
Italian admiral was COMNAVSOUTH in the NATO hierarchy and WEU had
given the ltalian presidency the mandate to coordinate our operation
through the Commander-in-Chief of the ltalian fleet (CINCNAV). Thus
coordination between NATO's Maritime Monitor and WEU'’s Sharp Fence
became an inter-ltalian affair, which proceeded smoothly, our flotillas
rotating between the Otranto Channel and the Montenegrin coast. In
November WEU ministers approved the joint planning directives developed
by our Ad Hoc Group, complete with rules of engagement and guidelines
for challenging and inspecting merchant shipping. Ultimately, NATO and
WEU came under the NATO command of AFSOUTH when the UN
declared a full economic blockade on Serbia and Montenegro in UNSC
Resolution 820 on 17 April 1993. Admiral Boorda, then CINCSOUTH, had
convinced me of the need for unity of command under the new circum-
stances. The Yugoslav navy might try to use force to break the embargo.
Sitting next to him at lunch during the annual SHAPEX meeting at Mons, he
pointed out the risk of losing lives if our command arrangements were not
"seamless". Enforcing a blockade would be a different kettle of fish from the
previous arms embargo. | took his warning to heart, but a solution proved
technically difficult. At first our Planning Cell thought of giving NATO the
operational control and WEU the operational tactical control, but the non-
WEU countries refused to accept that. Another solution could be the
double-hatting of the Italian national command CINCNAV, with a NATO
and WEU role, but that hardly seemed efficient. At the beginning of the
WEU ministerial in Rome on 19 May 1993, | used a spare moment in the
garden of Villa Madama, while waiting for the arrival of the Belgian
delegation, to put the problem to Minister Juppé. | explained that we had
two alternatives: either developing a complicated command arrangement for
the two separate operations, which would probably not satisfy anybody, or
accepting unity of command under NATO, but entrusting the political
supervision over both forces to the NATO and WEU Permanent Councils
jointly. Juppé needed little time to agree to the latter option which would
provide political visibility to WEU. Crossing the garden, | made the same
point to Douglas Hurd, who was equally pleased, albeit for different
reasons. To him the use of the NATO command structure was the attractive
element. From there on, things moved quickly. At first there seemed to be
a hitch in NATO with the combined concept of operations as the US
military wanted to put the Military Committee in the structure. Thanks to the
UK Permanent Representative, John Weston, this problem was overcome by
constituting a joint Military Committee (Adriatic) of NATO MilReps and
WEU MilDels; in most cases these two were the same officers wearing two
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hats. Only Belgium and France had different arrangements. On 7 June 1993
Lieutenant-General J.K. Dangerfield, Director of the International Military
Staff, and Lieutenant-General Marcello Caltabiano addressed a joint letter to
Manfred Waorner and myself enclosing a Concept of Operations for approval
by the Joint NATO/WEU Council. The next day a joint session of the two
Councils approved the concept and operational control of the combined
NATO/WEU Task Force was delegated through SACEUR to COMNAV-
SOUTH. Further joint sessions would be convened if necessary to issue
additional political guidance for the operation in the Adriatic. Operation
Sharp Guard started on 15 June 1993, taking over from Sharp Fence, which
had been implemented since 22 November 1992. ltaly continued its
coordinating role under the ensuing Luxembourg and Netherlands
presidencies.

The integration of the flotillas went even further than | expected. When
WEU had installed its own cell in the Naples headquarters all ships were
divided among three task forces, one at each of the operational locations
and one in port in Italy. Our arrangements were put to a serious test only
once when Yugoslav naval patrol boats with the shutters of their rocket
launchers open, came so close to a Royal Netherlands Navy frigate that they
almost collided in attempting to guide an oil tanker through the embargo.
This piece of brinkmanship failed and was not repeated.
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2. Blockade on the Danube

The Italian presidency was active also in organising the blockade on
the Danube. At the first Council meeting in Brussels on 19 January, | raised
the possibility of a WEU action on the Danube. The EC/CSCE Sanctions
Assistance Mission in Romania had reported that between 30 October and
16 November 1992 6 vessels and 14 barges were identified in suspected
breach of the sanctions. A further 19 vessels (9 Serbian-, 9 Ukrainian- and
1 Russian-flagged) had refused to comply with monitoring requests and had
also to be assumed to be in breach. The WEU ad hoc group had told me
that Romania and Bulgaria might need assistance, including extra motor
launches and communications equipment, if they were to police the river
effectively. So far, no suspect traffic had transited the Hungarian stretches
of the river. Ambassador Bierring of Denmark, the country holding the EC
presidency, admitted that the river constituted the main loophole in the
blockade and told us that the EC was considering the appointment of a
sanctions coordinator. Ambassador Weston felt that the Danube embargo
was a matter for the EC and that WEU should concentrate on how a safe
area around Sarajevo could be supported. A week later he was still negative,
but subsequently changed his mind and supported reinforcement of the
embargo on the Danube.

WEU police team completes inspection oni the Danube. (Photo: Netherlands Ministry
of Defence)
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The Italian presidency was in touch with the riparian states: Hungary,
Bulgaria and Romania, and reported that Bucharest was in favour of controls
at the mouth of the river. During the Council meeting of 23 February, |
received a statement by the spokesman of the Russian foreign ministry
which had already reacted to the possibility of a WEU operation. It read: ’

Any action involving military ships of the WEU countries in the
Black Sea and the adjoining basin of the Danube or any other
similar activity must be preliminarily agreed with Russia, a Black
Sea power having interests in this region and a member country
of corresponding regimes in its waters.

We did not comment on this statement, as WEU based itself on
Resolution 820 of the UN Security Council. In addition, the Portuguese
ambassador pointed out that we should not get involved in a dispute
between Russia and Ukraine concerning rights on the Danube. Neverthe-
less, it made clear that we might have difficulty in obtaining the blessing of
the CSCE for our operation. Nor was it easy to reach agreement with the
three riparian countries. Bulgaria and Romania were reluctant to do the
patrols themselves, but also were not keen to delegate them entirely to us.
The newly appointed CSCE sanctions coordinator, Ambassador Napolitano,
came to brief the Council on what he was doing in the countries bordering
on Serbia, from which it became clear that Macedonia and the Danube
were the major leaks. His Sanctions Assistance Mission had no formal status
and rendered assistance to the country concerned based on a Memorandum
of Understanding with the CSCE. Nevertheless, they made history by making
rsonnel consisted of customs officers, who did not
anube. After meeting with him the Council
k out an operational model for our
a military operation, which

sanctions work. Their pe
board any vessels on the D
decided to ask the ad hoc group to wor
own action. It was not our intention to set up
would have excluded German participation, but also would have been
difficult to accept for the riparian countries. Instead, we would use police
and customs officers assisting the country concerned and thus working
under their authority, but having command of the fast patrol boats supplied
by us. German sensitivity even went soO far as to want to exclude }he
Planning Cell from organising the operation, even though from its inception
we had taken care not to call if a military planning cell. In practice, O
course, virtually all its personnel were military officers. The director of the
Planning Cell was most unhappy about this attitude, but there was little we
could do about it except wait for it to soften.
The riparian states continuously emphasise
cuffered from the embargo, for which they were never con"npensa‘tecl. Articl
52 of the UN Charter opened the possibility for such compensatlon but th_ls
has so far remained a dead letter. The other aspect which struck me l”’
acts with the Hungarians and Bulgarians in particular was their worry

d the substantial losses they
icle
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about Serbian reprisals. For that reason, Bulgaria wanted their checkpoint
to be not too close to the Serbian border. Equally, the possible use of force
remained a delicate issue which was never completely resolved. Our
personnel ultimately were allowed to carry their own weapons on board for
self-defence. Several countries had intimated that their participation would
depend on their officers being allowed to do so. We had some leverage as
the participation of all three countries - all candidates for entry into the
European Union - would be seen as a demonstration of their solidarity, even
if it implied economic sacrifice.

The offer of a joint operation was made during an extraordinary
meeting of the WEU Council in Luxembourg on 5 April 1993, prior to a
session of the Twelve. Taking up a useful British suggestion, we had invited
the three riparian states to be present. France, Germany, Italy, the Nether-
lands, Luxembourg and Spain indicated their willingness to contribute.
Although Minister Colombo did not give any clarification as to the size of
the operation, | felt free to tell the press that we reckoned on 8-10 patrol
boats and about 250 personnel. The nihil obstat of the CSCE took some
more time. On 31 March, Russia had put forward some conditions: formal
approval by the WEU ministers and the riparian states and informing Russia
about the details of the operation, especially on the nature of the cooper-
ation with the riparian states. During our Ministerial the Swedish ambassa-
dor, on behalf of the Chairman-in-Office of the CSCE, read out a text in
which the CSCE took note with appreciation of our initiative. Formal
endorsement might follow later but was not thought necessary by us. It
would take till June before the Russian delegation in Vienna was prepared
to recommend such endorsement to Moscow.™ By then, the operation had
started. The memoranda with Bulgaria and Romania were signed during the
Ministerial in Rome on 20 May and the operation started the following
Monday. Hungary had already signed earlier.

The main base for our force of police and customs officers would be
at Calafat in Romania under Italian command. The deputy commander, a
Ggrman, would man the post at Mohacs in Hungary. They would operate
wlth some ten police vessels with personnel from almost all WEU countries
in cooperation with local authorities. Visiting both places, | witnessed the
positive way in which the operation was conducted, and how it often had
a synergetic effect on the various local police and customs services which
had never operated jointly before. Later, when | heard of smuggling of oil
drums across the river Bunes between Albania and Montenegro, | thought
of repeating the blockade action over there. Nothing came of it, because the
Netherlands presidency did not want to push it and the Albanian authorities
showed no enthusiasm when | visited them in the autumn of 1994. As early
as November 1992, however, Albania had agreed access to its territorial
waters for NATO and WEU ships engaged in the Sharp Fence embargo.
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3. Other Tasks for WEU?

In the meantime, the former Yugoslavia had become a standing item
on our agenda. On 13 August 1992, the Security Council, increasingly
irritated by the frustration of the humanitarian assistance programme by the
Bosnian Serbs, adopted Resolution 770, opening the possibility of taking
enforcement measures for the delivery of relief goods. It was a resolution of
the "enabling" kind employed in the Kuwait crisis, calling upon states "to
take nationally or through regional agencies or arrangements all measures
necessary to facilitate "the delivery (...) of humanitarian assistance". This
potentially far-reaching decision was not followed up in subsequent
resolutions, which reverted to protective support on the basis of
peacekeeping rules of engagement. Somehow people in New York - and not
only thgre - did not realise that the problem in Bosnia was not so much a
humanitarian one as a question of the use of force to establish the credibility
of the international community. Unfortunately, in UN peacekeeping history
it had become the rule not to use force at all. WEU took the resolution
seriously and convened an extraordinéry ministerial meeting in London on
28 August, following the Conference on former Yugoslavia, which
established the key principles of any future settlement: no territor,ial gains
by force, the return of all refugees, an end to the siege of cities, controls of
heavy weapons and free passage for humanitarian convoys. The WEU
commgnlqué dealt with the delivery of humanitarian assistance, the
supervision of heavy weapons and the strengthening of the embargo.
Intended to give as strong a signal as possible in support of the London
cqn.ference, ministers endorsed the protection of humanitarian convoys by
military escorts. This should be organised by the UN but member states of
WEU had "the collective will to contribute by military, logistic, financial and
other means”. WEU members were also willing to cor\tribu;e supervision
operations under the overall responsibility of the UN and in coordination
with the CSCE and other organisations.

The Security Council adopted another enabling resolution in October
1992, establishing a ban on military flights in the airspace of Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Resolution 781 was motivated as a decisive step for the
cessation qf hostilities, but also as an essential element for the safety of the
delivery of humanitarian assistance (thus linking it to Resolution 770). It
called upon states to take all measures necessary to provide assistance to
UNPIROFOR, based on technical monitoring. Here, NATO Ca‘m;:: in and
provided AWACS aircraft in operation Sky Monitor, relaying information to
UNPROFOR. Early November, Hungary allowed these aircraft to use its
airspace. After much debate, Resolution 816 of 31 March 1993 authorised
the use of force in the event of further violations and operation Deny Flight
started on 12 April 1993. NATO had to cooperate closely with UNPROFOR
and (ixcl1a|1ged liaison officers. Its mission was subject to severe constraints,
and firing at Serbian aircraft was permitted only as a measure of last resort.
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Our ad hoc group and the Contingency Planning Group (CPG) found
their work rather difficult. It was satisfying that among the eight countries
invited by the UN to contribute forces six were WEU members (the others
being Canada and Denmark) but ltaly had been excluded for being a
neighbouring country. Another problem concerned the fact that the UN did
not distinguish between the surveillance of heavy weapons and convoy
protection and did not recognise the need for intelligence in peacekeeping
operations. The CPG made an interesting study in pursuance of UNSC
Resolution 787 paragraph 14, where the Secretary-General had been invited
to study the possibility of and the requirements for the promotion of safe
areas for humanitarian purposes. Three different levels of security were

identified:

a.  Safe haven: an area which is organised to provide full protection to the
civilian population against aggression, acts of terrorism, intimidation
and any kind of hostile action from outside and inside the area;

b. Safe area: where the civilian population is offered a certain degree of
security by military forces which have the mandate to defend it against
hostile action and acts of terrorism;

c.  Relief zone: where the presence of already deployed UN troops may
provide a certain degree of security to the civilian population without
these troops having a specific mission for their protection.

The conclusion reached by the CPG was that in all three scenarios the
UNPROFOR mandate would have to be adapted and additional troops
would have to be provided. For safe havens, which would require a
demilitarised zone with a 25-km radius around them, the estimate was from
corps to division-size units, for safe areas from division to brigade-size and
for relief zones battalion-size units. Obviously, the first two cases would
need several months to implement and if they had to be enforced, more
forces would be needed. After our move to Brussels in January 1993,
attention shifted to the protection of safe areas. Weston for the UK was quite
blunt in only considering Sarajevo, other safe areas being impracticable.
Klaiber for Germany said that if military support for the peace plan was
necessary, it should come via NATO under the auspices of the UN or the
CSCE. The Italian presidency saw a division of labour with NATO which
would deal with the no-fly zone over Bosnia and WEU for embargo
enforcement and safe areas and the Council agreed to give a further
mandate to the CPG. A tentative conclusion reached by Italy was an
additional requirement of 10,000-20,000 men to protect Sarajevo as an
open city. The CPG continued working on this and reported late February
a requirement of three brigades with 15,000 men for the inner circle and an
expanded outer circle of 30 km, more than envisaged in the Vance-Owen
Peace Plan (VOPP) but necessary to keep Serbian artillery out of range. A
WEU coordination for Sarajevo could deal with one segment of the mosaic
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proposed in the VOPP.

Before these estimates were discussed in the Council, NATO held an
extraordinary ministerial session to meet with the new US Secretary of State,
Warren Christopher. He had just met his Russian counterpart, Kozyrev, in
Geneva and agreed on a Clinton-Yeltsin summit for 4 April 1993. On
Yugoslavia, he spoke of the risks of letting the conflict rage and the need to
break the cycle of violence. The US wanted a settlement, building on the
Vance-Owen proposals, but Christopher evaded any clarification of the
changes he wanted to be made. It also would be premature to define the
nature of the US contribution. That would depend on what would be
needed at the time to support implementation of what was finally agreed.
But he did not exclude ground forces from the outset. Hurd and Dumas
both made the point that the action in Bosnia should remain under the UN.
Hurd added that other countries such as Russia and Sweden should be
involved and Dumas proposed a joint NATO-WEU council meeting to agree
common support for the UN. Peter Kooijmans, the new Netherlands foreign
minister, picked up that idea for further consideration. That was the most
concrete point in a fairly disappointing session. Christopher had shown
initial interest in involvement, but not too much, and nobody had said
much about his point that Europe should play a major role. At lunch the
conversation focused on the need for more contacts with Ukraine, which
felt neglected. | was given the opportunity to say a few words about what
WEU was trying to do with the Forum of Consultation and our contingency
planning for a protected area in Sarajevo. | also asked Christopher to give
his view on the emergence of a European pillar of the Alliance, but there
was no time for a reply.

At the beginning of the meeting, when greeting the ministers, Klaus
Kinkel - with his customary direct approach - said to me "l have been
shooting at you", referring to press reports about my pleas for more decisive
action. | replied that he had done so carefully enough by prefacing his
remarks by saying that "if it were true that the Secretary-General advocated
autonomous action, Germany would be against it". That had not been my
purpose and | had only posed the question in a farewell press conference
in London in December what we should do if the UN proved unable to act
effectively. | had spoken of the need to attain our stated objectives even if
that meant lowering them. But it was true that | had added that the
application of Article 51 of the Charter on the inherent right of self-defence
should also be examined. | never made myself popular when raising that
question. Nevertheless, | believed it to be a direct consequence of
recognition of a new state that an appeal for help should be considered in
all its aspects. Yet, | had to realise that there was no support for this view
in the Council.

The WEU Council took up our contingency plan on 2 March 1993 and
generally endorsed it. The UK Military Delegate pointed out that logistics
and communications would require more personnel as well as the corralling
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S
of the heavy weapons. In the early stages there would be an additiona

requirement for close air support and artillery. The Council »vasbabsutti:c;
submit these planning data to the UN when the _Netherlar"nd's rdo_ffe‘ t
silence procedure. It wanted to avoid the same q]hes subm\ttmlg il elerd
plans and therefore WEU should make an input into NATO which could
then work it into a single submission. On embargo enforcement WEU cou )
report autonomously. France made the obviou‘s remark Fhat NATO was n;!.
our preordained interface with the UN, but did not object to my pr]c()ip(i) 2
to wait until the end of the week for any NATO comment which cou t‘.en|
be attached to our submission. Belgium thought it.iippor.tant that WEU hac
come up with support for a concrete plan; the .{‘Jl‘lgl.l‘lz.ﬂ mwpqlse had con]"ne
from the Twelve, but WEU had been able to clenne_ it in detail. We saw the
creation of a safe area as a partial implementation of tl?e Vance-O»yen Pea::e
Plan (VOPP). The situation changed when the Bosnian Sgr‘bs rfejected the
VOPP in their referendum of 16-17 May. At the WE.U ministerial meetlr;g
in Rome on 19 May 1993 ministers otill reiterated their full support for early
implementation of the plan. They agreed to keep up the pre}ssu\r{eéplg
cooperation with the US and Russia, to make the Serbs accept the ‘
and noted that no option, military or other, was excludgd. Their commurln-
qué also contained an interesting political definition of the purpose of the
measures taken as bringing about a political solution to the ongoing conflfct
and to ensure the physical and political survival of the Muslims in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. . . e
In reality, the emphasis shifted away from a .pqss‘lb e European :
After several days of discussions, the foreign ministers of the US, UK,
France, Russia and Spain (being on the Security Coluncﬂ and a force
contributor as well) adopted in Washington a Joint Action Programme for
peace in Bosnia. It was a US counter-move to the proposa_l by Koz?/rgv to
have a joint meeting of the Security Council with Western foreign mlnlst'ers
in New York, which Christopher refused to join. The 13-point action
programme was outside UN auspices and called for the. deployment of
international observers on the borders of Bosnia-Herzegovina, deploy‘ment
of UNPROFOR in safe areas, strict observance of the embargo until the
fulfilment of the relevant UNSC resolutions, establishment of an interl?a—
tional tribunal for war criminals, the possibility of sanctions against Croatia,
increase of monitors in Kosovo and the deployment of UNPROFOR to
Macedonia. In return for agreement on this programme, Christophgr
reiterated President Clinton’s commitment to send US troops to Bosmal in
the event of a peace agreement, but after the negative vote of the Bosnian
Serbs the chances of such an agreement had become dim. Within days of
the vote, on 4 June, UNSC Resolution 836 authorised the use of air power
to defend the safe areas. Close air support by NATO planes would protect
UNPROFOR personnel and air strikes were threatened in retaliation for any
shelling of the safe areas. The UNPROFOR mandate was extended to deter
attack on the safe areas of Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde, Bihac and
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Srebrenica and to allow some key points on the ground to be occupied.
UNPROFOR was authorised:

acting in self-defence, to take the necessary measures, including
the use of force, in reply to bombardment against the safe areas
by any of the parties or to armed incursion into them or in the
event of any deliberate obstruction in or around those areas to the
freedom of movement of UNPROFOR or of protected humanitar-
ian convoys.

The Security Council also decided that "Member States, acting
nationally or through regional organisations or arrangements, may take
under the authority of the Security Council and subject to close coordination
with the Secretary-General and UNPROFOR, all necessary measures,
through the use of air power in and around the safe areas to support
UNPROFOR in the performance of its mandate". As it turned out, this
formulation would give rise to considerable difficulties between the UN -
especially its special representative, Akashi, appointed in December 1993 -
and NATO, but on close reading of the text one could not help feeling that
its interpretation by Western governments had been unnecessarily limited
and that it could have allowed more freedom of action. The steady
ratcheting-up of air power created problems between the US and the
European allies who had troops on the ground. In addition, pressure for the
assertive use of air strikes against the Bosnian Serbs was at odds with the
institution of UN peacekeeping with its principles of neutrality and consent.
In my view, these actions were necessary, but the international community
was unable to fit them into a conceptual framework dealing with situations
where no peace existed and traditional peacekeeping would be inadequate.
In the end, this dichotomy led to the admission by Secretary-General
Boutros-Boutros Ghali that the UN would not be able to conduct peace-
enforcement missions, leaving that responsibility to others.

In practice, the air strikes amounted to very little and only became an
effective means of bombing the Bosnian Serbs to the conference table in
1995. The NATO operation, Deny Flight, was successful in excluding
Serbian air power from the conflict. On 28 February 1994, it shot down
four out of six small Galeb aircraft, which apparently were testing Western
determination, but did not prevent fairly intensive helicopter traffic. On the
ground little changed, but there was no more talk of a WEU role in
Sarajevo. Our planning work was transmitted to New York and that was the
last | heard of it. Early August 1993 the report of the co-chairman of the
ICFY to the Security Council followed up the idea of Vance and Owen to
make Sarajevo an "open city" under UN auspices. Later, our attention
shifted to Mostar, when the European Union decided to appoint Hans
Koschnick as its administrator and requested WEU to provide a police
detachment to try to bring Croats and Muslims to work together again. It is
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a moot question what would have happened if all parties had gccepted the
Vance-Owen Peace Plan. The UN might have looked very foolish, for there
were no assured force contributions to implement it. In a semir@r of the
privately organised NATO Workshop in Budapest, M.arrack Goulding m_ade
the same point.* In charge of peacekeeping operqt!pns at the UN bergre
he was promoted to Under-Secretary for Political Affairs, he gave a so_berlmg
assessment of the potential of the UN to do more. Only a minority of crises
was ripe for peacekeeping treatment, especially those \.vhere there was no
aggressor identified and the number of casualties remained small. The UN
had taken a calculated gamble in Croatia and the outcome 'nafi not been
positive: the status quo was being confirmed, the UN commitment was
becoming open-ended and the refugees were unable to return to their
homes. In Bosnia, the UNSC had authorised deployment knowing full well
that the parties were not willing to cooperate, but what else (.ZOLI|d one have
done? No country had the political will for massive intervention, but no one
wanted to stand aside either, as the UN had done during the lran-Iraq war.
So Goulding concluded that an untidy effort at peacekeeping was the only
alternative. On cooperation between NATO and the UN, he compared the
reticence in the UN to a failed courtship ending in an arranged betrothal,
with Lord Owen acting as matchmaker. The UN Secretary-General had
written to his NATO counterpart that he understood that NATO was
planning to do certain things, to which Wérner replied what was happen-
ing. But in New York, the image of NATO was coloured by the Cold War
and Operation Desert Storm, where the US and the UK had prevented UN
discussion when the coalition was acting. There was also a certain fear of
being taken over by NATO, which outgunned the UN Secretariat in experts
and, finally, there was a difficult command problem because the UN did not
want to delegate to others the command over its blue berets, with their UN
head-gear and insignia. For the CSCE, it would be easier as it included every
country in Europe and had declared itself a regional organisation under the
UN Charter.

Goulding recognised that an enabling resolution calling upon an
international organisation or member states in general to use all necessary
means, as in the case of Korea, Kuwait, Somalia and later Haiti, would be
the most straightforward, but again there was a strong predilection in New
York to do things under the aegis of the UN as much as possible. He could
imagine the UNSC accepting or taking note of an offer by NATO or WEU,
rather than issuing a request. He also believed it possible that the UNSC
could retain political control over an operation carried out by NATO,
allowing other countries to join in, and to have a clear line with the civilian
authorities on the spot, through the representative of the UN Secretary-
General. As later experience showed, that would be very difficult. In a
complicated situation any dual-key system would be difficult to operate and
would detract from the ability to act quickly. But to me the main problem
with a supervisory UN role was its inability to anticipate events. The UNSC
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found it very difficult to take preventive action and normally took action
only when a conflict had broken out and then concentrated on a cease-fire.
Preventive deployment in Macedonia was an exception, undertaken in the
context of UNPROFOR and a real contribution to stability-building. In
general, the UNSC developed its objectives and strategy with each
successive resolution, every text being a compromise in itself, while a
military operation needs a clear mandate and goals from the outset.
Therefore, my own preference was an enabling resolution of the UNSC
addressed to member states, who could then organise themselves in the
organisations to which the belonged. Article 48 of the UN Charter provided
explicitly that decisions of the Security Council "shall be carried out by the
members of the United Nations directly or through their action in the
appropriate international agencies of which they are members". If the UN
was unhappy about the lack of reporting on the actual operation - as in the
Kuwait crisis - it could include the obligation to report periodically in the
enabling resolution. In fact, this was done in the case of Haiti in July 1994.
| found the insistence on a UN mandate, even for peacekeeping, a bit odd,
given the willingness of WEU member states some years earlier to commit
troops if a cease-fire was in place and holding and the parties to the conflict
agreed. This insistence was strongest in Germany even though at that time
it felt unable to join in an operation. For peace-enforcement some mandate
would be necessary to provide legitimacy to the operation, but it should be
the barest minimum in view of the fact that the UN would be unlikely to
manage the operation itself or make an outright request to a regional
organisation.

During the NATO ministerial in Athens in June 1993, Wérner reported
on the letter he had received from Goulding’s successor, Kofi Annan,
proposing that any action undertaken by member states under Resolution
836 in response to the request by the UNSC would be executed under the
control of NATO. But the authority to initiate a request for air strikes would
rest with the UN and the UN force commander must have direct and
constant communications with the designated NATO commander. The
constraining effect of this policy statement was balanced somewhat by the
request on behalf of UNPROFOR to deploy forward air controllers able to
ask for air strikes. The chairman of the Military Committee responded
favourably to this request but needed some time to form the teams and train
them. Back in Brussels, our Planning Cell looked into the matter and
expressed some doubt about the existence of sufficient planning for air
support in emergencies. It also posed the question of how non-NATO forces
should deal with this problem, to which France suggested the possibility of
WEU providing forward air controllers to them. Nothing came of that.

The NATO Ministerial also showed the first sign of uneasiness among
the countries providing troops about the tendency of a smaller group to
bypass existing institutions and to manage the operation in a restricted ad
hoc framework. The Dutch foreign minister expressed his disappointment
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about the way the Joint Action Programme had been established. That
sentiment only increased when the Contact Group for Bosnia was created
a year later in April 1994 and included Germany, which had no forces on
the ground but was expected to have leverage on Croatia, but excluded Italy
which was the main operating base for the naval embargo as well as for air
strikes against the Bosnian Serbs. These developments confirmed my
conclusion that if international organisations proved to be ineffective, they
would be bypassed by ad hoc expediency. In both cases, the action taken
was probably more effective than muddling through as before, but it
certainly detracted from the credibility of all international organisations
involved. Moreover, | had some doubts about the wisdom of bringing in
Russian troops. It would be difficult to exert pressure on the Serbs against
the wishes of Moscow, but having had a major interest in keeping Soviet
forces out of Yugoslavia for decades, | found the sudden enthusiasm for
bringing Russians in somewhat exaggerated. | could not help feeling that the
major argument was the need to find sufficient manpower to implement a
peace plan and did not understand why Russia was brought in without
much discussion, but Italy remained excluded.

4. Police at Mostar

In July 1993, Luxembourg took the presidency of WEU. In his
introductory statement, modestly called a working method instead of a
programme, Ambassador Linster devoted great attention to our activities in
former Yugoslavia.” On the Danube, the embargo worked well despite
some communications problems with the headquarters in Calafat, Romania.
Near Mostar a contraband engine had been confiscated and on 9 July the
Sanctions Liaison Group would meet; the WEU commander, Colonel
Pistone, would attend as a member of the Luxembourg delegation. For
Sharp Guard in the Adriatic, NATO and WEU would undertake a joint
demarche in New York to strengthen the Rules of Engagement as soon as
it had been approved by the Military Committee Adriatic. This referred to
clarifying situations of hostile intent on the side of the Serbian navy
warranting a military response. The most interesting part of his statement
was the suggestion to study a possible WEU role in the coordination of
forces sent to former Yugoslavia. He had given a paper to the Planning Cell
about a multinational WEU unit of battalion-size to show European
solidarity and to allow the smaller countries to participate. The immediate
UK reaction was negative. Ambassador Weston doubted whether anybody
would be willing to commit more ground forces and his military delegate,
General Jones, argued that multinational forces should not be constituted
below the brigade level. | tried to save the Luxembourg suggestion by
pointing out that the European Council in June had endorsed the aim of a
contribution of 7,500 men. There was still a gap of some 1,500 men. The
Netherlands had offered an additional logistic unit to the UN, albeit without
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reference to WEU. So an additional strong battalion would make up the
target figure. The discussion remained inconclusive. Italy wanted to explore
implementation of the decision of the European Council to do more for the
safe areas. France could agree to a study, but warned against complicated
new operations. We did not get further than a request to UNPROFOR what
its priorities were. The Council ended on a sombre note from the Belgian
ambassador, reporting from the Twelve, that Belgrade refused to prolong the
memorandum of understanding with the CSCE authorising the presence of
observers in Kosovo.

During that month, a political solution seemed to come closer.
Presidents Milosevic and Tudjman met in Geneva and agreed that the only
solution would be the establishment of three republics within a confeder-
ation. On 30 July, all three parties accepted this at the Geneva negotiations
and their military commanders signed a cease-fire agreement at Sarajevo. Yet
again, there was no implementation. The Croats did not withdraw from the
Maslenica area and its strategic bridge and the Serbs took control of two
important mountains around Sarajevo. The negotiations continued and, in
early September at WEU, the Luxembourg presidency again was fairly
optimistic about a positive outcome. Following a proposal in the Owen-
Stoltenberg plan, the Twelve were discussing their participation by assuming
the administration of the Mostar district, where Croats and Muslims had
been engaged in heavy fighting. Although it was unclear whether the two
sides would ultimately agree to this after their rejection in August on
whether the EU or WEU would play the primary role in implementing the
administration, | concluded that our planning for Sarajevo had been
overtaken and that we should either concentrate on Mostar or on a Muslim
corridor to the sea at Ploce, or both. The WEU Council had a difficult
discussion on whether the Planning Cell could start working on the Mostar
contingency, but finally agreed that it could "reflect on questions and issues
which might arise if and when the EC accept a mandate on Mostar". |
managed to avoid a limitation of the mandate to military aspects with the
argument that such constraints would be illogical as NATO was already
undertaking military planning for Bosnia as a whole. Since the instruction
to the Planning Cell was provisional anyway, it would be preferable to keep
it general. If there was a role for WEU it should be for tasks not falling
under UNPROFOR and not being performed by NATO. That proved to be
a wise decision, because it would still take many months before the Mostar
mission materialised. The negotiations on Bosnia continued in see-saw
fashion and promising moments alternated with awful setbacks. On 20
September, all actors in the conflict met on the British aircraft carrier
"Invincible" for a final harmonisation of the Geneva peace plan, but the
Muslims were clearly unhappy about the outcome. By making acceptance
conditional on the Serbs giving up the territories taken over by force, the
Bosnian Assembly for all practical purposes rejected the plan.

On 5 October, the General Affairs Council requested WEU to examine

168

THE YuGOSLAV CRISIS

the support it could give in terms of the organisation of a police force in
Mostar and the improvement of certain vital logistical functions, in particular
in the medical field. The situation was exacerbated by news of Croats killing
Muslims just before the European Council met to endorse the entry into
force of the Treaty on European Union on 29 October 1993. On Yugoslavia
the statement emanating from Brussels failed to grasp the nettle by merely
repeating the call for an immediate resumption of negotiations and
abstention from any act of hostility. There was no willingness to take any
new measures. In the same vein the General Affairs Council of 9 November
agreed on a "joint action" under the new CFSP, but it only amounted to a
continuation of the humanitarian support operations and did not contain a
request to WEU. There was a general reference to the preservation of
corridors for the transports and a readiness to increase funds for UNHCR.

The ministers of the Twelve met in Luxembourg on 22 November,
followed by a session of the WEU Council. The Twelve offered Serbia a
gradual suspension of the sanctions against them in exchange for territorial
concessions by the Bosnian Serbs. At the luncheon between the sessions it
was explained to me that the sanctions on oil and coal would remain,
pending implementation of the peace agreements. Willy Claes, who had
presided over the morning meeting, outlined an ambitious three-phase
approach. First, in Geneva a conference of all political and military leaders
to reach, inter alia, a modus vivendi for the Krajina and to agree on some
confidence-building measures. Secondly, a "London II" conference to
confirm the agreements internationally and to lay the basis for a settlement
of questions outside Bosnia, such as Kosovo. Finally, a "London III" for a
final settlement, arms control measures and a plan for reconstruction. To my
surprise, it appeared that the Twelve had invited the generals in charge of
the UN operations, Cot and Briquemont, and had asked them to plan
alternative routes for the humanitarian convoys. Nobody from WEU had
been invited, not even from our Planning Cell which had been dealing with
the Yugoslav crisis for some time. | was particularly disappointed as this
happened during the Belgian presidency of the EU, a country which had
always supported closer links between the European Union and WEU and
had just steered a paper on practical measures for these contacts th rough the
European Council. In practice, this episode marked the end of WEU
involvement in the general management of the Yugoslav crisis. We
continued our missions in the Adriatic and on the Danube and prepared the
police contingent for Hans Koschnick as EU administrator of Mostar, but
discussion in the Council rarely went beyond the factual execution of these
missions. The WEU ministerial communiqué of 22 November referred to
Mostar, but apart from the embargo operations was quite flat:

Ministers reaffirmed that WEU is prepared to contribute where it

can to the humanitarian efforts, to the implementation of a peace
agreement for Bosnia-Herzegovina and in support of a possible
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role of the European Union in Mostar.

The NATO ministerial session of 2 December devoted only limited
time to the former Yugoslavia. In his general remarks, Douglas Hurd stressed
the need to keep up the pressure on the Bosnian Serbs. In his view
Izetbegovic was not asking more than he had done at the meeting on the
"Invincible". The Canadian Minister, Ouellet, said that the 2,400 troops his
country had in the area would only be involved in peacekeeping and not
in the use of force. Manfred Worner was satisfied about the implementation
of the embargo in the Adriatic but felt unhappy about the "no-fly zone"
operations over Bosnia. These were not effective against Serbian helicopters,
which threatened to erode their credibility. He was in contact with
UNPROFOR about the military significance of these violations. Looking
forward, he emphasised the need for containment of the crisis; some
measure of arms control would have to be introduced, perhaps linked with
the carrot of a partial lifting of the embargo. Willy Claes sketched the
phased approach he had explained to us in Luxembourg, but added his
concern about the extreme position of Milosevic. According to the Serbian
president, the only questions needing settlement were an arrangement for
Sarajevo and an outlet to the Adriatic for Bosnia. With humanitarian
convoys coming from Belgrade there would be no need to open the airport
at Tuzla! Like Hurd, Claes also was more positive about Izetbegovic, who
no longer insisted on demilitarisation of the Serbian and Croat parts of
Bosnia, but on the condition that NATO would remain for five years to
monitor implementation of a peace agreement. Mrs Ogata had reached an
agreement with the military commanders allowing UNPROFOR to
accompany the convoys and to use force against local obstacles. This had
to be implemented now, which would require more troops. So far, only the
Netherlands were ready to make an additional contribution.

In January 1994, the NATO summit devoted more attention to the
crisis. The relevant interventions of the Heads of State and Government are
given in our narrative on the summit in section 8.1. Over dinner, the Heads
of State and Government further discussed Bosnia and the possible use of
force. Mrs Brundtland for Norway had asked for clarification as to who
would decide on the use of air strikes. In the plenary, Worner stated that
UNPROFOR had to ask for air strikes for its own protection. NATO could
not initiate that. But in its plan for the creation of safe areas, the Council or
individual member states would be able to ask for air strikes. He added that
air power would not be able to achieve all of our objectives, such as being
allowed to rotate forces in the enclave of Srebrenica or the opening of Tuzla
airport. The question came up again when discussing the communiqué as
Canada was extremely reluctant to mention any use of force. In the end,
there was agreement on readiness to carry out air strikes and "in this
context” UNPROFOR was urged to draw up plans urgently to ensure that
the blocked isolation of the UNPROFOR contingent in Srebrenica could
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take place and to examine how the airport at Tuzla could be opened for
humanitarian relief purposes. No great commitment for effective action.
When the meeting broke up, | overheard President Clinton saying to Worner
that there was still a lot of confusion over Bosnia. He was quite right.

The European Union made no progress during the first months of the
incoming Greek presidency, which was bedeviled by their problems in
recognising Macedonia. The ministerial session of 7 February 1994 did not
decide anything and referred the question of air strikes through to NATO.
Things had become somewhat easier as the US and France now saw eye to
eye, no longer requiring the UK as principal go-between. To my surprise
NATO issued a declaration on Bosnia concentrating on Sarajevo but
omitting any reference to Srebrenica and Tuzla. At the WEU Council of 15
February, | enquired why these areas which had been the focus of
discussion at the summit no longer received attention. After the meeting,
Veenendaal explained to me that progress had been made on the two but
not on Sarajevo. For a moment, attention shifted to the Deny Flight
operation when four Galeb aircraft were shot down. Karadzic admitted that
they were Serbian and engaged in the bombing of a Muslim ammunition
factory near Vitez. Discussing this in the WEU Council, | was authorised to
say to the press that we regarded the shooting-down as a legitimate action
against a violation of UNSC Resolution 816. Nevertheless, the same
optimistic opinion was voiced by Admiral Lanxade at the CHODs meeting
of 29 March. General Ari van der Vlis, the Netherlands’ Chief of Defence
Staff reported on his helicopter flight to Srebrenica, the first to be allowed
in six months, and described the enclave as a prison holding 60,000
Muslims without water or electricity, with a lifeline of 60 km and depending
on Serbian goodwill. At that meeting my optimism about Franco-American
relations was tempered by Lanxade’s criticism of the way the US had

handled the meeting of force contributors at Aviano. US Secretary of

Defence Perry had invited only those countries supplying aircraft and had
taken the chair without any prior consultation. Moreover, he had to be
persuaded that UNPROFOR should be represented at the meeting. At the
CHODs meeting, | learned that Turkey had been invited to join UNPRO-
FOR. Their representative had the courtesy to assure his Greek colleague
that care would be taken to avoid any spillover from their presence to areas
outside Bosnia.

On the Sharp Guard operation in the Adriatic, Admiral Lanxade
appealed to his colleagues to make personnel available for the WEU cell in
the Naples headquarters. France had agreed to the compromise on the
command arrangements in order to avoid duplication, but on the condition
that WEU would continue to be able to make inputs at the command level.
The same applied to regular meetings of the Military Committee (Adriatic)
which was to provide the necessary visibility for WEU in Brussels, a point
also made regularly by Ambassador Guéhenno in the WEU Council. We
managed to provide continuity and the cell did useful work in the overall
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planning of the operation. Gradually, the WEU ships no longer appeared as
a separate flotilla but rotated in the three task forces: near the coast, in the
Otranto Channel and in port.

My notes of that period constantly reported glimmers of hope that
finally a settlement might be around the corner. In retrospect they demon-
strated how naive Western statesmen were in their perception of the
statements and promises made. Representatives from Central Europe usually
had a more realistic assessment. On 8 March, the Hungarian Foreign
Minister, Jeszensky, paid a visit to the Council to explain his interest in the
new status of association we were discussing. He explained that the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council was useful, but did not do justice to the new
democracies of Central Europe who "felt somewhat uneasy with people
whose background we know". On Yugoslavia he was quite clear: the
violence could not be stopped without a credible deterrent. There was
nothing wrong with the Carrington plan except that the will to implement
it was sorely lacking. The murderers should receive clear signals that there
would be retaliation if they continued. That was the only language they
understood. Two days later | attended a symposium in Ljubljana and was
received by President Kucan. He recalled how Hans van den Broek at the
Brioni conference left the room for a moment after another seesaw of
agreement yes, agreement no and sighed "what a people, what a country".
And indeed, the history of the Balkans could best be described as a period
of war interrupted by four periods of peace. Only when imposed from the
outside had there been peace, which lasted as long as the external
circumstances did not change materially. Today again peace would have to
be imposed. The Bosnian conflict was not a civil war from the beginning,
but caused by Serbian nationalism conducted from Belgrade. Military
intervention could have stopped it, when the Serbian army was still unsure
of itself. President Tudjman should have negotiated directly with Milosevic
and lzetbegovic, even though Karadzic became increasingly difficult. Kucan
regretted that Tudjman had described the Croat-Muslim federation as the
definitive boundary between two civilisations, but explained it out of fear
for a revival of Yalta. There Yugoslavia had been divided along the Drina.
Today Russian troops were present to the west of the river and could
expand their zone of influence. Personally, the president did not think that
the present Russian Federation would have the same interests as the Soviet
Union or Czarist Russia before it: an outlet to the Adriatic, pan-Slavism and
the orthodox religion. At the moment, the opportunity afforded to play a
role in European security seemed more important. Kucan noted that Russia
had entered the peace effort before the NATO ultimatum expired, thus
relieving both NATO and the Serbs. Whatever their motives, Russia was
now involved and would not withdraw. For Slovenia it was important to be

excluded from the UN arms embargo, not so much because it needed
weapons, but to break the link with the former Yugoslavia. For the same
reason Slovenia wanted to join the Partnership for Peace.
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The day of the Jeszensky visit| received a call frqm Kofi Annan in Nrew
York asking for help in reinforcing UNPROFO‘R with 10,000 men, 550
police officers and 150 military observers. | promised to convey !*us message
to the Council. Apart from our plans for a police contujgent in Mostlar, |
could point only to the Netherlands’ increase_and Polish WI”IHgEEbS to
enlarge their contingent in Croatia, which might free other for_ces for Bosnia.
Asked whether an Italian contribution could now be enwsaged,. Anna!w
replied negatively: the situation had not yet bgep danﬂgd. | apprecmtedkh.ls
call to WEU, which was a follow-up to my informal visit to New York in
January, but it also showed how ha_rd-pressed hg was to muster any sup[pl)ortt
he could get. Taking his request to the Coxnnol, I wa/s h‘appy todno.tg du: :
apart from the Netherlands, France, Spain and the UK had also decided to
increase their force contributions.

Another area where WEU might have been of some use was“ arms
control. All along I had emphasised that apart from the immediate CI!SIdS l|)n
Bosnia we had a long-term problem of stal_Jilily in the .Ballfans aggravated by
the military capabilities of Serbia. Most of the countries in the region were
inhibited in their action by fear of Serbian military power. John Roper

and had commissioned a study on arms control. In the
at Lord Owen had asked the WEU

to be ready in about six

shared my concern
Council of 15 February, he reported th _
Institute to write a paper on regional secgrlty, ¥
weeks. Fortunately, the Council did not object as long as the study did not

bind WEU to its conclusions. Obviously, disarmamentin the Balkans would
have to be different from the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty. There
was no polarised situation between two blocs wl*ncll*{ |'ent itself to a relatively
simple concept of rough parity in offensive capabihtlgs. Equally, we had to
take into consideration what had already been done in CSCE. (2ver a year
ago Hungary had tabled a proposal including a "regional table" as a new
instrument for dealing with the problems of Central Europe an.d the Balkans.
Roper managed to conclude his report before the end of April. Done at the
request of Lord Owen and his co-chairman Thorvald Stolte.nberg for ‘tl.1e
Conference on Former Yugoslavia, he gave it the title "Regpnal stability
measures in the Balkans after a political settlement in the former Yugo-
slavia". Its main thrust was to work in two phases, first a pferiod of
"controlled superiority” followed by a phase of "reduced superiority". The
lifting of sanctions should be used to obtain leverage on the process. The
report was for official use only at the discretion of Lord Owen, but all 24
countries around the WEU table received a copy.

In the meantime, preparations for the Mostar operation were making
progress, largely due to good cooperation between the German presidency
of the EU and the Luxembourg presidency of WEU. By the end of March,
the EU exploratory mission to Mostar finally left, having been postponed
two weeks earlier at the request of Croatia. The Luxembourgers included
General Roux from the Planning Cell in their delegation negotiating with the
parties in Mostar, both on the spot and in Brussels. This worked so well that
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the Bosnians remarked that they had not known that the Luxembourg army
had any general.’® Roux managed to arrange a meeting of the Croat and
Muslim police chiefs on the demarcation line, and his suggestions for
clearing up rubble and refuse seemed to get a favourable reception. At that
time, relations between Muslims and the nearby Serbs also seemed
reasonable and even included the notification of Serb artillery positions.
Back in Brussels the Mostar working group of WEU did not wish to discuss
the report of the mission, apparently because it advocated a larger effort at
reconstruction. The underlying reason, however, was a British refusal to
envisage a WEU mission when there was no comparable NATO activity on
the ground. Sir John Weston subsequently blocked continued participation
of General Roux in the advance party.

On 18 April the appointment of Hans Koschnick as administrator was
confirmed by the EU and WEU was requested to give concrete form to its
study of an international police element. In doing so, our Counci! expressed
a preference for the (third) option "to supervise and control the police,
including their training". The advance party thought of a police contingent
of 300-400 men, which was later scaled down to 182 men. In the
memorandum of understanding, the WEU presence was part of the EU’s and
would also be financed by the Union. After some initial difficulties Denmark
had agreed to a single MOU on condition that it would also be signed by
WEU. At an informal breakfast meeting with the ambassadors of the niné
full members, we agreed to restrict the mission to the Nine for the time
being. At a later stage it would be extended to others. It proved difficglt lf?
organise the mission. By September, when a rocket was fired at Koschmck:»
office, only 27 policemen were on the spot. By mid-October there were 65
and four countries had not yet appointed a point of contact. The UK found
it difficult to participate as its policemen were not used to carrying arms and
contributed administrative personnel only. Our Planning Cell was concerne
about the arrangements for evacuation, particularly if UNPROFOR was
leaving as a result of a lifting of the arms embargo. General Lara, th_ﬁ:
Spanish military adviser to Koschnick on be_half of WEU, and Sir Ma}rt:
Garrod, Chief of Staff of the adminislrator, did not see eye to eye Oﬂ_ “L‘k
At a briefing of the Council, the former thought_the mission ;h_outc! leave :
UNPROFOR departed, but the latter reckoned with the p055|lb|lllty of staYl;f“:n'
Another important element of concern was the close [.)ro_x:mlty of 5§r vliath
forces, only 2 km away from the edge of the Mostar dISfrI‘Ct.I Contacts \fl s
’ cated that they would respect the EU mission, but only !
the international border was not touchelcl by the other parties. RIS

The only occasion on which | was invited to 51ttend thle Genera i

. e ; 16 May, when Koschnick was introduced to the
Council of the EU was on Vi : 5 first time the EU
inis | made a brief statement saying Iljlat this was Ithe first tim
mmlsters.ﬂpd WEU to take action. For our joint credibility it would be vetrY
::;Tnier)glllwtllo make it a success, but to do so would require closer contact

, k- : . I!S
ticularly on the criteria for the possible lifting of sanctions. Koschnick
particule

the Serbs had indi
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statement inspired confidence. If anybody could succeed. it would be hi
He had his feet firmly on the ground and kept his missi,on to a mi S
number. When he left his post in 1996 it must ':;ave been a . r‘ lrng?wm
pointment to him that he had not been able to bring Croats mdgrvfjsli ':Satp-
work together, but at least, apart from an incident in 1957‘ they we:tlsng
longer killing each other. On the police side it remained d}ffiCL?It to brin
the two sides together, but that was to be expected, because all over Bosni%
policemen had been involved in the fighting and t,hereby had become l;t
of the problem of living together again. >
From the institutional point of view, EU decision-making was far from
impeccable. For a long time the only basis for the operation was the joint
action of 8 November 1993 to provide humanitarian aid. On 16 May 1994
it was adapted to cover the cost of the Mostar operation, leaving only a
small sum for proper humanitarian assistance elsewl{ere in Bosnia.
Originally, it had been envisaged to split the cost between the Community
budget and the member states, but on 6 February 1995 a total amount of
80 million Ecu was reserved for Mostar, coming entirely from the common
budget. Not until 12 December 1994 did any decision in the Official
Journal provide any rationale for changing the scope of the joint action by
confirming that the Memorandum of Understanding signed with the parties
on 5 July defined its conditions of application. A fortiori the role of WEU
did not appear anywhere. The specification of the total amount only
mentioned 9 million Ecu for strengthening the municipal administration
(including the unified police force). Much of the vagueness could be
explained by the quarrel, largely between the UK and the other EU
members, whether the CFSP could be financed out of the common budget
(which would give the European Parliament a say in these matters). As a
result, the only way out was to bring the operation under humanitarian aid,
for which the EU had a budget line. Apparently for the same reason the
CFSP Council of 18 April did not talk of a joint action but of a "common
effort”, reminiscent of the European Political Cooperation of earlier days."

5. Transatlantic Trouble

For a long time, the Yugoslav crisis was a low point in transatlantic
relations, though this was not so much caused by the absence of US forces
on the ground. The US did not like to operate under foreign command and
was even more unlikely to do so at a time of difficult relations with the
United Nations.” No, the problems arose from different attitudes to the
underlying causes of the conflict and what to do about them. Mediation
efforts by the EU were thwarted by the US, covertly or openly, by giving the
Muyslims the impression that they could hold out for a better deal. The only
actions where the US participated actively and effectively were the naval
embargo in the Adriatic and the Deny Flight operation over Bosnia. In 1994
Washington, urged on by Congress, advocated a "lift and strike" policy to
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apply force on the Serbs. Lifting the arms embargo on the Croats and
Muslims and hitting offensive Serb positions was expected to level the force
relationships on the ground and to bring them to accept a compromise
solution after all their dithering. On the European side there was clear
opposition to both. Allied air strikes were not compatible with maintaining
peacekeeping forces on the ground, as was demonstrated by the Serb
hostage-taking after the air strikes of 10 and 11 April near Gorazde. The
arguments against a partial lifting of the arms embargo were several. On 5
February 1994, | had tried to list them at the Wehrkunde meeting, an event
at which the Americans were well represented. It would increase the level
of violence, introduce more sophisticated weapons, the ground forces would
have to leave, it would end the peace efforts, the enclaves would be
overrun because air power could not save them, and other countries like
Russia might lift the economic sanctions on Serbia. In short, the risk of
escalation towards a European war would again increase. We Europeans
were not so much concerned by American isolationism but rather by
growing unilateralism and we feared that in Bosnia the US were demonstra-
ting that unilateralism on an issue which they did not regard as a vital
interest. If continued that would have a profound impact on the European
perception of American leadership. On other occasions | repeated these
arguments which, as far as | was aware, represented a consensus among
European leaders. The worst moment came in November 1994, when the
US instructed its vessels in the Adriatic no longer to cooperate in imple-
menting the arms embargo against Bosnia and Croatia. It was so bad
because it was the first occasion on which the political underpinning of a
combined military operation fell away. The "Economist" asked whether this
would be the first formal parting of the ways between the US and
Europe.”™ In our thinking on CJTF, we had always assumed that there
would be political consensus about the objectives, but differing degrees of
willingness to participate in the implementation. Here disagreement about
the aims would lead to a disruption of the operation. The US decision came
shortly before the WEU ministerial at Noordwijk on 14 November 1994 and
cast a shadow over our proceedings. Defence Minister Voorhoeve advo-
cated a cool approach: out of the 18 ships in Sharp Guard there were only
two US vessels, which happened not to be on station for a period of ten
days; there was time for reflection. As it was my last address to the Council,
| took more time in analysing the situation. In the former Yugoslavia we
were engaged in a complicated operation involving humanitarian relief,
mediation to arrive at a peaceful settlement, peacekeeping, the application
of sanctions and the use of force either for protecting our forces on the
ground and safe areas or to prevent escalation. We had not done very well
in bringing these different strands together in a common approach by
Europeans, Americans and Russians. Yet, any hope of a peaceful settlement
depended on it. | repeated the arguments against lifting the arms embargo.
Sharp Guard had started with separate flotillas which were put under joint

b,

176

THE YUGOSLAV CRISIS

argo was extended to an economic blockade.

NATO-WEU cooperation had gone well through the.: use of. jom; Co\lianCS
meetings, the Military Committee (Adriatic) and the mstallatlonfo | a \
cell in Naples. The US action changed‘ the enforcement of the ‘arg i
embargo, where we would miss US intelligence and board.mg partucelb, Iu
did not affect the blockade. | assumed that it would bg possible to redep oyi
Sharp Guard in such a way as to put American ships on blockade ld\t:f;,fs,
perhaps the rules of engagement had to be adqpted. us ?zrso&nEeU C{;”
likely to remain on duty in the headquarters, PLI[ if necessary the :
could take on additional duties. The whole episode had demonstrated to ;pe
that the CJTF proposals should be clarified soon. If we had done so earlier

we would have been better equipped to deal with a situation w::ere the.(LiJS
did not participate in an operation and the Europeans had to take on wider

command when the arms emb

responsibilities. _ .
Willy Claes told us that he would leave for the US in two dqys 't|me
| peration could be maintained.

to discuss how the political control over the ope m
President Clinton had already mitigated the impact of the Ilfnng”of the
embargo by signing a waiver for US personnel in headquarters allowing

them to give priority to NATO instructions over nc?tional.?neis? er:!uasl';z/;rlt
seemed possible to maintain inteiligence.and data Imks WI:(‘I ships in ; t;mpt
Guard. In any case, intelligencewas a national activity. Turkey a?srme |
its decision would not be different from that of the L?Sf as it felt a |lnor|a’
obligation towards the Bosnian people. Th‘e other mln.lsters \yerelc e;;*y
perturbed. Solana feared that the US decision wquld give a slgnaktof ﬂ1e
Muslims that a military solution was possible. Juppe expected the task o k1e
blue helmets to become even more difficult. If more steps were dtaden
towards lifting the embargo, the evacuation of our ground forEes nee.beI tto
be prepared seriously. He also questioned whether it would be possible to
i act Group. o

CO”“?EE tti:socrg::i;lftDeclaEation contained clfear language. L|ft|n% tll(me arr;ns
embargo would cause the conflict to escalate turtlher, pose 'grave risks to t e
civilian population and to organisations in the field, Ieadlng to a snuz;n;)n
in which UN forces had to withdraw. Ministers took note with regret of the
US measures to modify its participation with respect to the enfor;ement of
the arms embargo and stressed "the importance that the Us‘.ln NATC)1
structures will continue to observe fully the mandgtory pro.vmons of a!

relevant UN Security Council Resolutions”. Ministers reiterated their
intention to continue to implement fully the enforcement of all embargoe?.
Turkey wished to dissociate itself from these pa}ragraphs. Fortunately, it
proved possible in the following weeks to limit the impact of the U.S
decision on Sharp Guard. It had been taken in response to domestic
pressure and the effects in the Adriatic could be kept to a minimum. The
political effects remained serious and would only disappear after the US had

brokered the Dayton Agreement. . ‘
Near the end of 1994, there was much talk of withdrawing UNPRO-
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FOR because the increased fighting made it impossible to execute its
mandate. In December, Boutros Ghali reported that such a withdrawal
would be extremely difficult and would be achieved only "by the temporary
introduction of a significant number of highly combat-capable ground forces
provided by member states outside the United Nations framework" >
NATO'’s Permanent Council requested SACEUR to finalise planning for a
withdrawal. US Defense Secretary Perry had agreed in principle to
contribute ground forces as a cover for a safe departure, but stressed that
American policy aimed at keeping the UN in Bosnia for fear of a further
spill-over of the conflict. In January, Willy Claes stated that NATO would
refuse all responsibility for a withdrawal operation "unless it is given explicit
and totally unambiguous command". This would mean abandoning the
dual-key arrangement with the UN, leaving only a consultative role to the
UN Secretary-General’s representative Akashi. Formalising high-level talks
between the UN and NATO, Boutros Ghali on 10 February 1995 asked that
NATO prepare plans enabling it to assist in the extrication of UNPROFOR
should withdrawal become unavoidable.”” NATO conducted a compute;
exercise and provisionally approved OPPLAN 40104 on 28 June 1995,

The mood changed when, at the end of May, in retaliation for air
strikes against Pale, the Bosnian Serbs for the third time took UN soldiers
hostage and chained them to possible military targets. President Chiraé
considered this humiliation unacceptable and called upon Western leaders
no longer to acquiesce in these provocations. His call led to the creation of
the Rapid Reaction Force (RRF).

It is debatable whether the RRF stil| represented peacekeeping or
should be regarded as peace-enforcement. The proposal made by France
the Netherlands and the UK on 3 June 1995 stated that the force would be:,
an integral part of the existing UN peacekeeping operation and would be
available to UN military commanders for the defence of UN personnel: the
tasks assigned to it would be determined by the UN commanders onr the
ground. Its purpose would be to give them a capacity "between strong
protest and air strikes". The three countries intended the RRF to have a
deterrent effect without changing the UN role to peace-enforcement: the
status of UNPROFOR and its impartiality would be unaffected. Welcoming
the well-armed and mobile forces, Boutros Ghali saw their value in their
ability to respond promptly to threats to UN personnel. "It would thus
reduce the risk that increasing casualties and harassment might cause troop-
contributing governments and tne Security Council to consider with-
drawal".” In fact, at that time many suspected that the RRF was primarily
intended to make withdrawal possible without considerable loss of life. In
any case, the Serbs were not impressed. They were even encouraged by the
removal of UNPROFOR troops from all weapons collection points around
Sarajevo on 18 June and by the fall of the "safe areas" of Srebrenica and
Zepa in July. In a presidential statement, the Security Council demanded the
withdrawal of the Bosnian Serb forces and NATO issued a strong warning
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against an attack on Gorazde: "The planning provides for NATO and the
UN to take the necessary decisions to launch significant air strikes ... such
operations, once they are launched, will not lightly be discontinued". It took
another mortar attack near the Markale market in Sarajevo on 28 August for
NATO to swing into action. In order to prevent renewed hostage-taking, the
last British troops had secretly been removed from Gorazde before
Operation "Deliberate Force" started on 30 August. On 27 August, the dual-
key system had been streamlined: requests for air support no longer needed
to pass through Brussels and New York and were delegated to General
Janvier, who could deal directly with CINCSOUTH, Admiral Leighton Smith,
thus bypassing Akashi. The UN report still referred to "close air support to
defend United Nations peacekeepers”, but the size of the operation (with
some 3,400 sorties against 23 military targets, such as air defence systems,
artillery positions, ammunition stores and command posts) clearly exceeded
that purpose.” NATO headquarters described the operation as being
conducted under NATO command, with guidance from the North Atlantic
Council and with NATO rules of engagement. Yet, UNPROFOR Com-
mander, General Bernard Janvier, formulated the demands to General
Mladic to desist from attacks on Sarajevo or other safe areas, to withdraw
heavy weapons from a 20 km exclusion zone around Sarajevo, to allow
complete freedom of movement for UN forces and NGOs and unrestricted
use of Sarajevo airport.

In this new context, the RRF became most useful in the Sarajevo area
by exerting pressure on the ground and using its mortar location equipment
to establish the sites of Serbian forces. All this was done without a change
in the formal mandate but, in practice, the role of the RRF had become
peace-enforcement. Events on the ground and in Brussels were outpacing
the UN machinery in New York and there nobody seemed to mind. Boutros
Ghali had accepted the fact that enforcement action went beyond the means
of the UN. Given the political will to take more effective action, the
resolutions with their "all necessary means" clauses lent themselves to a
more extensive interpretation than applied earlier.

This political will to use force among the key European contributors,
prompted by President Chirac, regrettably did not give a role to WEU but
nevertheless helped bring about a change of attitude in Washington. The
Clinton Administration concluded that their willingness to carry out the
evacuation of UNPROFOR with a force of some 25,000 men could better
be turned into positive assistance to make a political settlement credible.
Evacuation, even with US assistance, would have led to serious recrimina-
tions across the Atlantic. It would have left the conflict wide open to
increased violence and further escalation. It also might have occurred to
some in Washington that, if a settlement became a realistic possibility, the
US should not continue to be absent from the scene. The time was ripe for
an agreement. The parties were increasingly weary of the war, the Croats
were finally able to assert themselves on the ground and Milosevic was
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disenchanted with the Bosnian Serbs. This in no way detracts from the
tremendous efforts of the Holbrook team in Dayton in knocking heads
together till a compromise was reached. It confirmed that the parties, if left
alone, would not make it and that a settlement had to be largely imposed
from the outside. In fact, all drafts of possible solutions had been prepared
by outsiders. In consequence, a continuing foreign presence on the spot was
needed to make the agreement stick. That was done admirably by IFOR and
SFOR. Again the paradox was striking: when there was no peace the forces
present were insufficient in numbers and equipment, but after the peace
agreement they were numerous and armed to the teeth.

The Common Concept on European Security, adopted by the 27 WEU
countries on 14 November 1995, contained substantial paragraphs on the
experience drawn from the conflict in former Yugoslavia. This came at a
time when the Dayton conference was still in progress. The upshot was a
need for closer relationships between EU and WEU and between WEU and
NATO. On the operational side there must be a clear channel of communi-
cations between the WEU Council and WEU forces, and arrangements were
needed for ensuring efficient coordination between the military and civilian
elements of the operation, especially when the latter were provided by
another organisation such as the UN.

The operation in the Adriatic came to an end when the sanctions on
Serbia and Montenegro were lifted, following the elections in Bosnia. In
their Ostend Declaration of 19 November 1996, WEU ministers paid tribute
to the thousands of servicemen and -women who played their part in
ensuring its success. About the same time the WEU police element in
Mostar had completed its tasks of monitoring, advice and training of the
unified police force in Mostar. The Netherlands had provided the head of
mission throughout the operation.

My compatriot Professor Bart Tromp has written about the triple
betrayal in the Balkans: the persistent lying of the parties in their external
contacts, the sacrifice of their citizens in the name of a sick nationalism, and
- in the West - a mistrust by governments of their citizens who might
clamour for decisive action but turn against their leaders when the first body
bags were brought home. Betrayal seems a strong term for that assessment,
which had proved true in Somalia. My own irritation was not about betrayal
but about hypocrisy, best described in "Yes, Prime Minister" as the formula
for crisis management: first say that nothing will happen, then add that
something could happen but we should stay out of it. In a third phase we
say that perhaps we should do something, but unfortunately there is nothing
that could be done. Finally, we admit that perhaps something could have
been done, but now it is too late to do it.”

The terminology in the Yugoslav crisis has been most unfortunate.
UNPROFOR was a protection force which did not protect anybody and in
Bosnia started out as a strictly humanitarian operation. The protected areas
(UNPA) covered Serb-inhabited areas of Croatia, formalising a status quo
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which was unacceptable to Zagreb and leaving room for a Serbian
movement towards independence. The "safe areas" declared for the Muslim
enciaves in Bosnia were a complete misnomer, inasmuch as they did not
provide any safety for the population. In his "Balkan Odyssey" Lord Owen
narrates how the idea originated in November 1992 with the president of
the International Committee of the Red Cross, Sommaruga, who wanted to
accommodate vulnerable groups within Bosnia. Owen was opposed from
the beginning, because if Muslims pushed out of their homes could go into
official safe areas, it would flash a green light to the Serbs that they could
continue their "ethnic cleansing". To Mladic, his book said, safe areas were
alright as a place to dump Muslims, but if they became the focus of Muslim
military activity they just would be regarded as another target, as he was to
show over Srebrenica.” In spite of these protestations, the UN Security
Council in Resolution 819 of 16 April 1993 declared Srebrenica and its
surroundings a safe area and in Resolution 824 of 6 May 1993 did the same
for Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde and Bihac. The latter text was an initiative of the
non-aligned countries and, according to Lord Owen, "decided against the
weight of professional advice"*® These two resolutions were adopted
under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, but in the context of Resolution 815,
which referred to the security of UN personnel and was not taken as being
an enforcement action. UNSC Resolution 836 of 4 June 1993 referred to
Chapter VII without any qualifications. Lord Owen has called it the most
irresponsible decision taken during his time as co-chairman, because the
Council, with the support of the Joint Action Program, embarked upon the
path of enforcement with no intention of backing it up with the necessary
resources.”” The inconsistency of the safe area policy was demonstrated
most painfully in Bihac, where the Muslims first managed to expand their
enclave, but then were beaten severely by Serb forces; in the end five
armies were fighting over a safe area. The outcome in Srebrenica was even
more dramatic, where the Serbs were allowed first to reduce the enclave
progressively and finally to overrun it completely.
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Chapter Eight
The Move to Brussels

The year 1993 started with the move from London to Brussels. Th
building was far from ready, but was large enough to allow for 5 :
makeshlfft arrangements. Part of our time was taken up by sometimes tod?:e
discusmlons on the shape of the Council chamber, the offices al.loti d "
delegations and other organisational matters. It wa; not before Nov ) bto
thar_wg could formally inaugurate our new premises. Apart fr e
contr.mung concern about the Yugoslav crisis we éd;{cent;qtecl L
Worku‘_lg arrangements with NATO and the European Unio(n e
operational capabilities, the relationship with the _new clen1c;c{:':i:rie?\vr}

acles o

Central Europe and - later in the year C i :
) 3t~ 6h Bl
of JANuaty 1994 Y N our input into the NATO summit

_ The first question we had to settle was the w
busTlnesscj In Londpn, the Permanent Council had
?EatU\izga:(I]?(;HF;:EZ;:ZJ?S;S;Eo'nﬁm?:fnon b_y their successors in Brussels,

) . ) 10N, as nothing procedural
easy in Brussels. The Permanent Represent
wl_th NATQ objected that they I?a(l their luncheons on Tuesday, where |
discussed informally and often in a brainstorming manner up Sl L
issues before they appeared on the formal agenda Y;r | kne\lavcf(:mmg po <
experience that NATO ambassadors did not mee.t ofw'TLlesciay r(1)*:1c:rlr?'y o
that time was reserved for the Political Committee. | attacl‘ledm‘gS -
importance to WEU meeting prior to the North Atlantic Council’s sesbs(?'me
on Wednesday, which would demonstrate our function as a European Iicl)lns
and would allow for immediate reporting by the WEU presidelflcyp OElr
Thursday mornings the NATO Military Committee met requiriné th“
presence of our Military Delegates, most of whom were doinble-hatted Foer
a while it was impossible to agree on a fixed time for our Council g-m‘d at
the insistence of the UK and the Netherlands we had to convene a meeting
on a Thursday afternoon. The issue was settled only after | had solicited the
help of Manfred Wérner, who gladly agreed to liberate Tuesday mornings
for the NATO ambassadors to go to WEU. The second practical question
was whether to meet weekly or only every other week. | had assumed that
the Council, which wanted to become the major policy body of WEU,
would wish to meet every week, but the same two countries wondered

ay we would go about oy
agreed to weekly meetings

! would proye
atives who were double-hatteq
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whether there would be sufficient business to conduct. That argument
fizzled out when we had great difficulty in completing our agenda in several
successive meetings, and we agreed the face-saving formula that we would
not call meetings when the agenda did not warrant them. During my two
years in Brussels | tried to make the Council meetings as substantial as
possible, by raising questions going beyond the prepared agenda. Especially
in the beginning, this seemed important to me to avoid WEU business
becoming exclusively a bottom-up affair, without political guidance from the
top. WEU did not have the informal luncheons where ambassadors were
personally involved in an early stage of reflection and as a result we ran the
risk that the Council Working Group (CWG) or other preparatory bodies
were groping for direction. On several occasions | felt unhappy about
documents emanating from the CWG, because they did not fit into a
coherent political pattern and coordination with my deputy was not fully
effective. To remedy that situation | organised some informal sessions and
luncheons, but they did not match the intensive and systematic contacts
among NATO ambassadors. The WEU Council had great difficulty in
building an esprit de corps, which was exacerbated by its heterogeneous
composition.

[ T W ——
- > — .’* .25 ‘ -

The author with NATO Secretary-General Manfred Wérner at the first joint NATO-
WEU Council meeting on 8 June 1993. (Photo: NATO)

Relations with NATO developed much better than with the EU. Soon
after our arrival Worner and | had a joint session with our staffs and agreed
on a liaison group chaired by NATO Assistant Secretary-General Von Moltke
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and WEU Political Director Casardi. They met every three to four weeks and
provided for an important channel of information and communication
between the two secretariats. Member countries had a great advantage
through their respective diplomatic reporting channels to stay informed of
what was happening in the other organisation. The secretariats had a
continuing problem of staying up to date with developments. The WEU
Presidency could help us in our daily contacts to prepare for meetings; they
also provided briefings on WEU activities as a standing item on the agenda
of the North Atlantic Council. But there was no similar arrangement for
NATO briefings in our sessions. At the highest level, there was full
transparency. Manfred Wérner was invited to our ministerial meetings and
| attended the NAC at ministerial and summit level.

With the European Union it was far more difficult. | personally
attended the General Affairs Council only once when they were discussing
Yugoslavia. | was invited to make statements at the CSCE and the confer-
ence on the Stability Pact but not asked to participate in EU discussions,
even if they dealt with military matters. At first, the delayed entry into force
of the Maastricht Treaty was used as an excuse. It is true that Ireland only
started attending our Permanent Council as an observer after November
1993, but | doubt whether they would have objected to my presence. In
any case, after the entry into force of the Treaty on European Union there
was no improvement. The Political Committee of the Twelve did not
develop a reflex, when discussing crisis management, whether there could
be a role for WEU. Equally, our relationship with the European Commission
was constrained by the fact that several countries did not want a role for the
Commission in security questions. After some haggling the Commissioner
concerned and the head of the Secretariat for European Political Cooper-
ation (later CFSP), could attend as members of the delegation of the country
holding the presidency of the Twelve, but that never satisfied the Commis-
sion. | had periodic contacts with Delors and Van den Broek, but was
bound by the wording of the WEU Declaration at Maastricht which talked
about cooperation with the EU Council Secretariat, but provided for the
Commission only that it would be regularly informed and, as appropriate,
consulted. The full paragraph reads:

Arranging for appropriate modalities so as to ensure that the
Commission of the European Communities is regularly informed
and, as appropriate, consulted on WEU activities in accordance
with the role of the Commission in the Common Foreign and
Security Policy as defined in the Treaty on European Union.

On the operational side we made progress, at least on paper. Thanks
to the conceptual thinking and perseverance of Colonel Gourmelen, we
managed to get agreement on two documents in the Defence Representa-
tives Group by mid-March. One on the organisation and functioning of
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WEU in times of crisis and one on the command and control of WEU

operations. The upshot was that the Planning Cell, as its name indicated,
would plan the various operations but not execute them. Command would
be planned and given to an operation commander, preferably using an
existing national or multinational headquarters, and a field commander on
the spot. Officers of the Planning Cell could advise the commanders when
they got organised, but would not be responsible for the implementation of
their plans. Two problems remained open. First, how the commanders
would communicate with the WEU Council, which had no situation centre,
no duty officer and nobody except the Secretary-General able to take
responsibility for any instructions. In the early days, the Presidency mainly
provided the function of interface with the Council and quietly settled many
operational details, but organisationally this remained unsettled until in
1996 a point of contact within the Secretariat was arranged and a Situation
Centre authorised.

The other problem concerned the contents of the plans. My ideal, as
explained in many speeches, was a three-phased approach. First, an
inventory of what would be needed for the various Petersberg missions in
different parts of the world. Second, a round of member countries to see
what they might contribute to these scenarios and third the composition of
force packages on the basis of the information obtained and further
discussions with the potential contributors. The force packages should also
deal with arrangements for command, transport, logistics and communica-
tions. It sounded simple, but the reality was more complicated. Countries
found it very difficult to define clearly which forces would in fact be made
available to WEU. Most of them told the Planning Cell that in principle their
entire forces could become FAWEU, which made its task very difficult. The
next problem arose from the nations’ reluctance to provide more informa-
tion on their force structure than given in NATO's annual Defence Planning
Questionnaire (DPQ). We pointed out that the DPQ did not contain specific
questions on capabilities for humanitarian, medical and peacekeeping
operations, but it still proved very difficult to obtain further details. The most
common answer was that these capabilities were subsumed in larger
formations which reported to NATO. Finally, we had a political problem in
drawing up contingency plans. Especially during the period prior to the
Karlsruhe verdict on peacekeeping, Germany was negative on drafting
scenarios which, if leaked, would cause embarrassment in the Bundestag.
France was in favour of earmarking specific units for various contingencies.
The UK saw the need for some detail in the planning but not for specifying
particular units; that could be decided by the contributing country which
had given a generic commitment of, say, a tank battalion or a field hospital.
The debate on generic versus contingency planning has, as far as | know,
never been fully concluded. In my time, | tried to bridge it by suggesting
generic scenarios, i.e. not mentioning the area of operation by name but
describing it in terms of location and distance, force capabilities of the
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parties concerned and other characteristics. Unfortunately, the discussions
with NATO did not go far enough to clarify the cases in which the US
would prefer not to participate and therefore required European-led
operations,

WEU-NATO crisis management in action during joint Council meeting. From left to
right: Amadeo de Franchis, NATO Deputy Secretary-General; Holger Pfeiffer, NATO
Deputy Assistant Secretary-General for Defence Policy and Planning; Hermann von
Richthofen, German Permanent Representative to NATO and WEU: US Vice-Admiral
Norman Ray. (Photo: NATO)

When it became clear that NATO would convene a summit meeting,
where the European defence identity would figure prominently, we
discussed how WEU could make its contribution. At first, several countries,
including France and Spain, favoured a separate paper which could figure
on the agenda, but in the end we decided on conveying our ideas through
our own communiqué after the ministerial meeting of 22 November. Thus,
the Europeans would clarify their position well in advance of the summit
without trying to dictate the course of deliberations in NATO. We started
our discussions with a brainstorming session among the Permanent
Representatives in September, followed by several meetings of the SWG. At
that time, many ideas were floating around. The Clinton Administration was
more relaxed about an ESDI and had coined the phrase of "separable but
not separate" forces to underline the cohesion of NATO even if some forces
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were being used outside its own framework.
difficulty with the slogan, because aft & 4 i
mented the forces concerned would E:l'?seepigta;fb:)e h‘ad sl lf_npi_e-
implying the return of the forces to NATO after an dult o u?ew] d
been completed. The NATQO summit wouyld als; lJEl imog Opera?tlon ha*_:i
would come soon after the entry into force of the Mai ';”'_1[310”3“? v tha't n
undoubtedly would raise questions about the futureS FflC;tTreaty, s
common defence policy. Finally, both NATO and the ETJ W aﬂd_a
a new debate on enlargement. The EU \was concludin ;;erelflligaEgEd .
Agreements of qssocia:ion with the prospect of fullﬁner;cl{: eI' UFOFE
European Council of Copenhagen in June had accepted tf t:l e i
states might become full members of the EU and wo;lad E)e i
"structured relationship ... within the framework of a rej ? gt
extended multilateral dialogue and concertation on maittfm ?FCEd T
interest." It had also adopted as a joint action the proposal oFSF? CICH‘;"_TD”
Minister Balladur, to work towards a European Stabilit;Pmt :s[gl;l‘ li'f“e
good-neighbourly relations among the new democracies bt;fo;e the ” ml?
enter the European Union. WEU had included nine countries in itschou
of Consultation and held periodic meetings with their ambassad s i
Brussels. NATO, like the CSCE, had adopted a comprehensive a roacT:su':S
included all former adversaries and all republics of the former Spop\riet Ur:i n
in its North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACCQ). As a result, NATO I‘?O[
only had to deal with Asian countries, but was also conf;onted with
demands for a differentiated approach from the Central European States
Hungary had little in common with Tadjikistan and like it neighbouré
increasingly pressed for full membership. Yet, the comprehensive approach
seemed hardly compatible with selective enlargement. Everybody was
searching for ways to enhance relations in a meaningful manner.

Intellectually, I had some

1. The NATO Summit

The debate about our input into the NATO summit of 1994 reopened
many of the old issues from the period prior to Maastricht, because again
we dealt with our own future. The Luxembourg presidency had written a
very cautious paper from which | tried to extract the major issues:

- the importance of the transatlantic link and how the WEU could
strengthen it;

2 the commitment of the Europeans to make, at least in relative terms,
a larger contribution to the Alliance force structures and the ensuing
reform of those structures;

- how to plan a concept for peacekeeping and peace-enforcement and
to ensure effective WEU participation;

- enlargement of NATO, EU and WEU and their interaction;

- the longer-term relationship in the light of the 1996 IGC.
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Ambassador Von Stein told us that Kinkel toyed with the idea of a new
charter for the Alliance, including an invitation to all members of the EU to
join NATO. In this way, the European identity within NATO could become
more visible. But Germany remained sceptical about a division of labour
between NATO and WEU. Guéhenno saw a need for the US Administration
to be able to present to Congress a confirmation of the transatlantic link. On
enlargement of NATO France had serious reservations; perhaps an increased
role for the NACC was possible, but differentiation was rejected as it would
lead to a three-speed NATO. Turkey made the obvious remark that if the
Central Europeans were invited to join the EU, why not also the European
members of NATO. Denmark advocated synchronisation of the enlargement
processes of NATO and WEU, and the Netherlands had a preference for a
European role within the NATO structure, possibly accompanied by a
European caucus in NATO. John Roper pointed out that the State Depart-
ment was asking for European ideas now. On enlargement they did not
want to move too quickly and did not support the recent RAND paper by
Asmus, Kugler and Larrabee® advocating early admission of a number of
Central European countries. My own view was that we should concentrate
on what we could do ourselves in operations where the US was not
substantially participating and on how the Europeans could impact on
NATO consultations. Already before Maastricht we had been talking about
European inputs, but they never materialised. Paul Lever for the UK asked
whether the Planning Cell could indicate concrete possibilities for oper-
ations which WEU could undertake, either alone or with some assistance
from NATO assets. On enlargement he saw a dilemma in Washington. On
the one hand they were reluctant to differentiate among NACC members,
but on the other they felt that enlargement of the EU would be too slow to
accommodate the need for assurances of the Central Europeans. In any case,
the US had difficulty in mechanically following up EU enlargement with
admission to NATO. WEU should not try to influence that discussion and
should limit itself to our view of the European Security and Defence Identity
(ESDI). Others found that too restrictive in the light of our role on behalf of
the European Union. France, in particular, argued that we should not create
a duplicate organisation parallel to NATO, but that Europeans could do
more, using NATO structures and assets when available and useful, but not
limited to NATO operations. Barry Delongchamps was fairly concrete in
advocating better cooperation between the various rapid reaction forces and
in the development of new operational capabilities. In crises not involving
the collective defence commitment it would be uncertain whether all Allies
would be prepared to contribute equally. If the US were reluctant to do so,
we had a planning and a consultation problem. WEU should be able to
count on headquarters support for which planning should take place. France
could envisage some sharing of headquarters with NATO, but for certain
operations European capabilities - either national or multinational - could be
used. Finally, he repeated my old question of how WEU should establish
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common positions for introduction into NATO consultations.

Paul Lever followed another line of argument. The European Union
was committed to further European security, as a broad concept involving
political and economic aspects as well. A defence policy was still to be
developed but, in any case, defence was about the possible use of military
forces. The question whether the Europeans would ever conduct major
military operations without US agreement or US action against European
wishes he regarded as theoretical, but if Europe wanted to pursue the notion
of "separable but not separate forces" it needed to provide a sufficient
European core. WEU had undertaken some operations which involved
military forces, especially naval forces, but others had been on the
borderline between civil and military tasks. Perhaps it would be convenient
for WEU to conduct para-military operations, but that remained to be
decided. In this context the UK made clear that it did not see WEU as a
forum for general political consultations nor as the overall operational arm
of the European Union. Jean de Ruyt for Belgium put it differently: the
European Union would direct the overall process of crisis management, but
hopefully would transfer the implementation to WEU, which remained
autonomous, but would fit into a framework of European structures.

We also had a discussion about what constituted NATO assets. |
counted the headquarters and communication systems, the air defence
system with its assigned forces, the AWACS aircraft and the standing naval
forces in the Atlantic and the Mediterranean. Other assets most needed by
WEU, such as long-range transport and real-time intelligence were US-
owned and would not automatically become available under a NATO-WEU
arrangement. Another question related to the continued presence in the
headquarters of personnel from countries not participating in the actual
operation. We assumed that it would be possible to keep them on, but we
could not be sure. Later on, when the CJTF concept was further developed
this assumption was confirmed, which considerably enhanced the credibility
of the concept.

Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF) was a product of imaginative
American thinking about the requirements of the post-Cold War era.
"Combined" meant multinational and "Joint" was inter-service. One of the
brains behind the concept was Admiral Paul David Miller, who published
his thoughts just before retiring as SACLANT in October 1994.” He
regarded CJTF as both a process and a structure necessary to operate in an
environment which would be increasingly multi-service, multi-agency and
multinational. His focus obviously was to adapt NATO to new circum-
stances. He argued that NATO was restrained by a Cold War legacy of
prescribed boundaries, and limited by a defensive mindset. Multilateral
responses to humanitarian crises or regional conflicts were characterised by
an ad hoc pooling of forces from nations willing to participate and, not
surprisingly, problems arose. A CJTF would have the best chances of success
if it was formed around the nucleus of a pre-selected and pre-trained
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command element. Thus, the first step in developing it should be th

selection of a pool of senior commanders and staff officers who would be
groomed to form the command element of individual tas:k forces. A k ;
notion was centralised planning but decentralised execution. In NA.TO |ey
could mean calling forward national contributions to lh.e extent tl:\:rt

gqvermnents would be politically prepared to make them available. A imi

Miller used the transformation of his US i _;n able. clmlral
Commander-in-Chiefof the US Atlantic Command (CIN(;LA‘NT e]x?lln-p o
put in charge of most of the forces based in the conti ) he had beep
His position was no longer reserved for the LJS Nment
successor would be a general of the US M
USACOM, as it was to be called, was able to

across the four services and t ;
0 1
Soammydffiiss ind | form employment packages" for
category ssion. Paul Miller impressed me by hic - a8y
bk Shortly b : Dy his dynamism and forw
thinking. Shortly before my own departure as Secretary-G ard
his retirement ceremony in Norfolk. On the Euro r El?eral, | attendeq
Identity he w: : e € buropean Security and Defey
entity he was prepared to go quite far, as long as duplicati ‘ 'fence
command arrangements could be avoided. His monopgre: }:Osn aleloneang
P . 2 - 1 T
geographic Major NATO Commanders (MNCs): 4 US-(lj)a ';]gbested two
SACLANT and a Western E , ik nada Group at
uropean Group at SHAPE. The NAT
ters in Brussels would conti ) . O headquar.
, Inue to serve as the political and militar ce
of the Alliance, and the MNCs would operate jointl tary centre
hallenges and separately f : ZPEfale jointly. for Alliance-wide
challeng parately for region-specific issues. His successor, General
Sheehan, went a step further in suggesting a Resource Command, but hi
ideas, too, were considered unduly radical. ' s
In Lugembourg in ‘prember 1993, the WEU ministerial communiqué
talked Iof_tliy of the definition of a global concept of security which could
now be given concrete form in accordance with the aims and conditions of
the Maastricht Treaty. The development of WEU's operational capabilitieg
would enable European partners and Allies more effectively to shoulder
their defence response capabilities. Ministers reaffirmed the fundamental
importance for European security and stability of a strong transatlantic
partnership.and welcomed the continued engagement of North American
Allies in E_UFOFJB: through their full and active participation in the Atlantic
Alliance, '”Clu_d“”'g the presence of substantial military forces. They also
reaffirmed their belief that the development of the ESDI would be an
essential componentof a new and strengthened transatlantic partnership and
contribute to the adaptation of the Alliance to the new challenges. In more
concrete terms:

al United States,
_ avy and, in fact, hig
arme. Corps, John Sheehan
provide operational Iinkages-

Ministers reaffirmed their decision to intensify their coordination on
Alliance issues representing an important common interest with the
aim of introducing joint positions agreed in WEU into the process of
consultation in the Alliance.
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In future crises, WEU and NATO should hold consultations, including
as necessary through joint Council meetings on whether and how they

might cooperate.

Ministers looked to the NATO summit to endorse the principle that
WEU should be able to use not only European Allies’ forces and
resources but also collective assets of the Atlantic Alliance, such as
communication systems, command facilities and headquarters.

The author at a North Atlantic Council ministerial meeting in December 1993 with
Spanish Foreign Minister Javier Solana, who later became Secretary-General of

NATO. (Photo: NATQ)

At the beginning of the session, Manfred Wérner had said that a greater
European role was a pre-condition for NATO's vitality, but also that
transatlantic relations were in a rather critical state, requiring utmost care.
He underlined the need to come to a clear understanding on future NATO-
WEU relations based on the necessity of consultations in the Alliance. A
lack of consultation would do harm to the US commitment, but a willing-
ness to consult would make sense only if WEU positions remained flexible
from the outset. On practical cooperation, the Combined Joint Task Force
concept, which had not yet been decided, would enhance NATO’s own
capability for crisis management, but could also provide for the needs of
WEU. Finally, Wérner pleaded for compatible views on the future enlarge-
ment of both organisations.

On all these points the Luxembourg communiqué provided sufficient
substance to enter the meeting of the NAC at foreign ministers’ level on 2
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December, which preceded the NATO summit. After a brief plenary session
ministers went into restricted session in which Worner immediately gave me
the floor to explain the position of WEU as developed ten days earlier. In
doing so, my main point was that making available NATO assets to our
operations would be the only way to avoid duplication of command and
other arrangements in WEU. Warren Christopher responded positively. The
US fully supported a strong European security and defence identity which
he saw as a logical consequence of the process of European integration.
NATO should offer the use of its common assets based on the principle of
"separable but not separate". The NATO consultation process should
continue to generate views on all topical security issues, but he did not
regard them as implying a possible veto on the use of Alliance assets. A
decision by the NAC was necessary to safeguard the cohesion of Alliance
defences, but CJTF would be tailored for actions by both NATO and WEU.
Most of the other ministers made only passing reference to the ESDI, except
for Poos as Chairman-in-Office of WEU and Juppé. Poos used my termino-
logy of WEU as the "operational arm" of the European Union. The French
minister made certain that his colleagues understood the intention of the
WEU communiqué as a contribution to the forthcoming NATO texts. WEU
surfaced briefly again when Warner spoke in somewhat veiled terms about
the need for consultation before taking initiatives on important but not yet
agreed issues. Juppé thought that Worner meant work at WEU and stated
that we did not need prior agreement in NATO before WEU had an internal
discussion on a particular subject. Poos added that WEU could take
autonomous decisions but before doing so should consult with NATO
through its Presidency at the two secretariats. Worner then hastened to add
that he had not meant WEU as such but certain initiatives by individual
countries. Apparently, he meant the Franco-German talks in Warsaw, but
did not say so and the discussion passed on to additional funding for the
Partnership for Peace programme.

The NATO discussion was primarily devoted to relations with Central
and Eastern Europe and the possibility of enlargement. Christopher wanted
the summit to make clear that the Alliance was open to new members but
also that actual extension would be an evolutionary process. Kinkel felt that
we should honour our frequent past appeals to the Central Europeans to
join the Western organisation and could not leave them in mid-air, even if
some of their security concerns were somewhat exaggerated. Hurd was
cautious on granting them a right of consultation, as this was bound to
create further expectations. Claes and Poos wanted to concentrate for the
time being on making PfP as substantial as possible, thus avoiding the need
for an early decision on enlargement. Worner was concerned about an
expected Russian initiative to make the NACC independent from NATO,
especially on military matters and peacekeeping, and sought guidance.
Kinkel wanted to reply immediately that it was a bad idea, cutting the
lifeline of NACC but Juppé advised listening to the Russian rationale first.

194

THE MOVE TO BRUSSELS

Christopher was cautious about terminating any discussion with the Russians
in view of their coming elections, but Kooijmans doubted wh.ethgr the
Central Europeans would be as cautious about rejecting the Russian ideas.
Warner left it there. He had alerted ministers about the issue and knew
enough about their basically negative reactions. | do not know what he told
the Russians, but their position shifted to strengthening the CSCE and
creating some kind of European Security Council. o

While the NAC was positive on the European identity it fallec.i to make
progress on peacekeeping. The subject was delegated to a workmg group
but was never substantially discussed among ministers. France ﬂ"l(lll’ltflll'l&d
its opposition to a permanent NATO representation in the C§CE and did not
accept a NATO nameplate at the table in Vienna. That position would haye
been difficult to maintain as the ministerial conference just concluded in
Rome had as usual invited the Secretaries-General of NATO, WEU and the
Council of Europe to attend and to address them. But nobodyf wanted to
fight over this point when more important issues were discussed i
preparation for the summit. Moreover, in CSCE the principles ggvermng
peacekeeping had been sufficiently defined and approved %Jy {11!|1.|ste|'5.‘ In
shorthand, they included respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity,
consent of the parties, impartiality, a multinational character, a dgar
mandate, transparency, an integral link to a political process of conflict
resolution and a plan for orderly withdrawal. While LISEfL.I| in tITen1s§I\*es,
a lingering doubt remained about their applicability to Russmr} actionsin t.he
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Nobody wxshec! to give
Moscow any special rights there, but the enthusiasm about sending for.ces
there was equally negative. The best option seemed to be to try to cqmblne
a CSCE monitor mission with a Russian force of interpositiop, enabling the
West to express an opinion about the conduct of the operation. ‘

On 14 December, we played host to a Joint Council meeting .Wllh
NATO. Waérner was ill and replaced by his deputy Amadeo de Franchis. A
short word of welcome was filmed by the media. These sessions were
important as a demonstration of transparency towards the US and Canada,
but also to underline that WEU counted all European members of NATO
around its table and therefore could represent the European pillar of the
Alliance. The most substantial contributions came from the two German
ambassadors, Hartmann in WEU, also bilateral ambassador to Belgium, and
Richthofen in NATO. Hartmann advocated closer consultation_to agree in
an early stage of a crisis who was able and willing to act. If WEU was
engaged in peacekeeping, perhaps together with some countries of Central
Europe, it should keep NATO continually informed. Richthofen continued
and said that the Alliance should be open to new members, but that he did
not envisage that the summit would mention any candidates by name, nor
set precise criteria for entry. Guéhenno for France found it difficult to make
a precise list of European and American responsibilities, but warned against
treating WEU only as a subsidiary of NATO. The CJTF concept could make
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a positive contribution to NATO-WEU relations, but needed clarification.
WEU could not be a solution of last resort either and had some capabilities
of its own, such as the Planning Cell and the Eurocorps, which needed to
be taken into consideration as well. The Canadian PermRep, Bartleman,
explained that his country wanted to remain "in the loop" when European
security was discussed. He supported shared use of NATO assets, but
wanted further study, especially of the financial aspects. Mevik, for Norway,
favoured an inclusive approach to Central Europe covering the three Baltic
countries. John Weston spoke out against any fetishism relating to existing
texts. The WEU Luxembourg declaration was excellent, but did not have to
be used verbatim by the summit. Equally, the UK supported an enhanced
status for the Central Europeans, but other things should be made to work
as well: WEU had to feed positions into NATO, to consider military options
elaborate the use of NATO assets and develop the role of the associaté
members.

Ambassador Hunter repeated Secretary Christopher’s point that there
should not be a veto in NATO on European operations, but nevertheless a
NATO decision was needed when its assets were to’be used. This use
would come as the result of consultations within the Alliance rather than
through unilateral WEU decisions. On the part of the Luxembourg
Declaration calling on WEU to "introduce joint positions agreed there into
the process of consultation in the Alliance" Hunter made an important
remark. The US supported the right of its members to consult among
themselves, but for NATO to remain effective there need be timely and
open discussions of security issues in Alliance fora. NATO consultations
should not be delayed because WEU had not yet held consultations or had
not yet been able to reach a consensus. The US also would expect that
common WEU positions would not be so rigid that they could not be open
to further development or modification in the course of discussions within
tljne Alliance. Two important points, which fitted in very well with my own
views over the past years. Somewhat surprisingly for a country which was
only.an observer in WEU, Danish Ambassador Ole Bierring, was very
positive on Joint Council meetings and wanted to make thenin a routine
feature. He also envisaged joint sessions at committee level and proposed
that their decision sheets be exchanged, as a first step towargs Eloser
cooperation.

The NATO summit started on-10 January with a speech by Secretary-
General Worner in plenary. About WEU he said, speaking in French:

With a stronger Europe and a European Union capable to act, the
responsibilities could be more equally shared berWeen’ the
members of the Alliance without compromising the role of NATO
as principal instrument of European security.
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The author “meets the press” on entering NATO headquarters for the NATO summit
on 10 January 1994. (Photo: NATO)

In restricted session the first speaker was President Mitterrand, who put
his prepared statement aside and recalled how for many years European
security had been a matter of "we and us" but now had become a matter of
"we and the others". He had no problem with approving the prepared texts,
but they had to be completed by concrete action. Mitterrand understood
that NATO was moving outside its traditional frontiers, but wanted to know
by July what that meant and the same went for CJTF. He called WEU "a
beginning of an identity" which could offer a special status of association to
those countries which had concluded a Europe Agreement with the EU. On
Yugoslavia he saw an urgent need to protect our forces, 6,000 of which
were French and sighed that, over there, apparently everybody preferred
death to living.

Clinton started out by saying that the security of the North Atlantic
region was vital to the security of the US, at which moment Christopher
gave a big yawn. The President saw creeping instability as the new threat
and if we did not meet the new challenges then, once on the road, we
would face the old challenges again. Here a distinguished-looking black
American butler brought him a big mug of coffee. He continged to argue
that our approach to the East should be one of "we are committed to your
destiny and will work towards your success". Why should we Qraw a new
line if our best future was a democratic Russia and a democratic Ukraine?
Do not foreclose that possibility. Partnership for Peace would not answer all
the questions but would give us the time to reach out and to build a future
which would break completely with the past. To Europe the US pledged to

197



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

maintain roughly 100,000 military personnel. Its new security environment
required new responses and the US Administration supported the Maastricht
Treaty, the move towards CFSP, the reinforcement of WEU and making
NATO assets available to WEU for actions in which the US would not be
involved. On Yugoslavia, Clinton was prepared to talk about hard decisions.
He was ready to support a role for NATO in a peace settlement freely
arrived at by the parties, but the forces should clearly be under NATO
command. NATO'’s credibility was at stake and if we did not uphold it, we
would notice the consequences in other fields as well.

W Fan.

Plenary session in progress at the NATO summit of January 1994. From left to right:
US Secretary of State Christopher (behind him US Ambassador Hunter); President
Clinton; NATO Assistant Secretaries-General Beard, Admiral van Foreest and Tony
Craig; the author; NATO Deputy Secretary-General de Franchis; NATO Secretary-
General Worner; NATO Assistant Secretary-General von Moltke. (Photo: NATO)
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Kohl and Major came next, both agreeing that NATO could not yet
state a date for enlargement, after which Clinton got another mug of coffee
and soon thereafter a glass of water, and Christopher gave an even more
telling yawn. My comic sense was provoked heavily th‘at day.b.y seeing very
tired foreign ministers everywhere. When the Italian Prime Minister, Ciampi,
spoke his Foreign Minister, Andreatta, was fast asleep. Obviously, they were
not accustomed to keeping quiet at NATO meetings. Very few speeches
referred to the notion of "separable but not separate forces". | noted only the
Danish and Portuguese prime ministers doing so. Kohl made an explicit
statement that in future WEU had the possibility to take actions of its own
which could include the use of NATO resources. He welcomed the
continued presence of US forces in Europe and the support of European
integration, an objective which the US had always pursued. Major asked
more questions than he gave answers, including how NATO should
organise itself for new missions and adjust to the emerging ESDI. On
Yugoslavia he questioned what more we could do to exert pressure on all
parties to reach a political settlement, how we could get our convoys
through and how long we could sustain our efforts. The Canadian Prime
Minister, Chrétien, signalled the problem that our troops were being
endangered without Canada having the opportunity to defend them. In this
no-peace situation we were sliding into tl?e role of an "afnjed Red Qoss"'.
The Belgian Prime Minister, Dehaene, did not see a ml'htar}.r SOl‘UtIOD in
Bosnia, but was prepared to raise the pressure l?y considering air stnkesI ‘j.nd
strengthening the sanctions. For Turkey Mrs Clllgr wast much _n'!ore critical
and reproached her colleagues that their collec‘twe will had failed. Today
we had new games to which the old rules applied no ior_‘nger. The Nether-
lands Prime Minister, Lubbers, took this up by comparing the past to a
chess-board with predictability. He also went back to the Four Freedoms
enunciated by President Roosevelt, which included the free;lom from feajr.
His country was prepared to accept the consequences of. its presence in
Bosnia and to do more than we were doing today. Clearly, it was no longer
a peacekeeping operation, but the important thing was to deliver what we
had promised, which was more than only protecting our owr_‘n_forces.

The summit declaration was not a masterpiece qf_drattmg. It talked
about strengthening the European pillar in five different paragra.phs.
Nevertheless, | regarded it as close to a revol.unon |n.NATO-WEU rela‘n_ons.
The Alliance’s "organisation and resources‘WI“ be adjusted so as to facilitate
this (strengthening)". "In future contingencies, NATQ and WEU will consult,
including as necessary through joint Council meetings, on how to addrgss
such contingencies." And "we therefore srand ready to mak'e collective
assets of the Alliance available, on the basis of consultations in the Norﬂ1
Atlantic Council, for WEU operations undertaken byh the European Allies in
pursuit of their Common Foreign and Security Policy ... Bettgr European
coordination and planning will also strengthen the European pillar and the
Alliance itself." Integrated and m ultinational European structures, as they are
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further developed "will also increasingly have a similarly important role to
play in enhancing the Allies’ ability to work together in the common
defence and other tasks". The declaration endorsed the concept of
Combined Joint Task Forces as a means to facilitate contingency operations,
including operations with participating nations outside the Alliance. "The
Council, with the advice of the NATO military authorities, and in
coordination with the WEU, will work on implementation in a manner that
provides separable but not separate military capabilities that could be
employed by NATO or the WEU."

The text contained some ingenious wording, such as the word
consultations in the NAC when NATO assets would be made available, thus
avoiding the word "decision", which would have cast doubt on their
availability in practice. Equally interesting was the link made between WEU
and the CFSP. Literally, there was a dichotomy, for not all participants in the
CFSP were European Allies. It was also doubtful whether all members of
WEU really regarded their action as emanating from the CFSP, but nobody
had raised objections when the summit declaration was drafted. In any case,
the text was an argument for those who advocated a merger of WEU and
EU. The outcome also seemed to be progress in the direction of the double-
hatting of headquarters, not only of forces. | knew that some military
commanders had doubts about this, as it might obscure the chain of
command, but to me it had always seemed the best way to avoid duplica-
tion and waste of money. The big disappointment about the declaration was
its very slow implementation. It would take til| June 1996 to carry CJTF
forward and even then some doubt lingered on. President Mitterrand was
not able to move substantially, because he did not want to be seen as re-
entering NATO through the backdoor. In SHAPE the US commanders were
equally reluctant for fear of losing all control over their assets once these
were made available to others. Fresh progress would be made only after
France had reviewed its relationship with NATO.

The Partnership for Peace (PfP) invitation issued by the summit was to
prove a great success. It was uniform in form but different in practice, tailor-
made for each individual partner. At a pace and scope determined by the
capacity and desire of the individual state, the programme would work
towards transparency in defence budgeting, promoting democratic control
of defence ministries, joint planning, joint military exercises and creating an
ability to operate with NATO forces in such fields as peacekeeping, search
and rescue, and humanitarian operations, and others as might be agreed.
This list came very close to resembling the WEU Petersberg missions, but
omitted peace-enforcement. | was somewhat sceptical about the emphasis
on peacekeeping in all international organisations dealing with security. It
was getting very crowded in this field, while it was much more urgent to be
able to deal with crises where there was no peace. But the objectives of PfP
would be useful for everybody, regardless of whether or not they would
ultimately become full members of NATO. This was most obvious to the
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Ukraine, but also to others. It was a pity that PfP was not allowed to
develop on its own and was overtaken so qu.icki\‘f by the_rene\_-ved. deizla:e
on full membership, creating again the dividing lines whfch Pt.P aime :)
avoid. Of course, PfP remained a Sixteen + Onr_e_ relationship for each
individual partner, but also involved consultatim.as "if that partner perceives
a direct threat to its territorial integrity, political mdepgndence or sea;nty‘ 4
Muiltilateral discussions would continue to take place in th'e North /?t qntlc
Cooperation Council, but under PfP any pan_ner could ask for consultations
without the involvement of a threatening neighbour. . i Ruscin

Throughout the West we faced the dilemma of wanting to rmgt ! ._nc
into the transatlantic concert of nations, whilst at the same time c?r1 am;sg
her. As long as the Soviet succession was still in suspense there was ;ucs‘Sh
for a combination between cooperation and containment, s.a\fklngRUSSh;1
from her own temptations. Overt containment bwould. provoke oy t}:e
reaction and covert measures would lead to inconsistencies th i 58
professed absence of threats and enemies. In any case, conta:;;n:ﬁn\ms 4
not work well against intra-state repress_ion. Part of tl*;e_ [::(rp e;n te:[‘ns b
psychological trauma of the Russian mind, used to thin mﬁfromed 2
power and the shift in the correlation of fqrces ‘ancl I;GW g;}sower )
independent and potentially hostile republics of th](; orn]‘aeeting i
instead of the glacis of the Warsaw Pact. At a ‘Do er nN | Secties
soon after the summit we discussed the alternatives. US Nationz

i ; nt of just

Adviser, Tony Lake, had published his advocacy of [h{efg?Jg:ﬁe,':;fionmiLm_
/as no guarantee agains .

democracy, but democracy was BYz iust to those influenced and

A division into spheres of influence would be unj . il
very difficult in a period of flux and transition. M}l|h atfer-c}fectiveness. e
expression to everybody but left open the queshon‘o. e U 1S
world had become safer, but not to all and after a‘bt:.at(-:gg:f)bvioUSIy e
there was now a need for stabilisation and nation-building. /

could not be done by NATO alone.
2. Elaborating Combined Joint Task Forces

After the NATO summit the immediate task forltl’ned\r;.fcl)fi:t CTC;lSi]l\‘It;L:::ZSS
to develop machinery for the follow-up on Comb:ne}d iyt s
(CJTF). The Luxembourg presidency sugge_st‘ed . seci{1 roup suggested
Group, which looked like the politico-nuh_tarv \foT ”:%ngd faty had been
earlier by the UK, but rejected by the Counlal. Geugd}m e rOL:pS for crisis
opposed because they wanted to maintain the a” 19? Ba AraErTle kot
management, bringing people from captta?s_ and a om\r\gs s M
Wis*Presidenty: In b= end,Ftlli pcl)lifti:t:;:).jmqlti lttl?(rey!\ﬁirr?il;?eria[ in Lisbon on 15
; e 1e CJTF. Much later, ¢ : _
ﬂ:??gg;r?tof\?oﬂdﬂ be éiven a wider remit. The [')RDGI feg;‘?;ie'::;'lzzi;‘;‘?;
considered to be at too low a level and the MIIf t{}es |:1i1it$|rv delegates
military. In order to avoid sensitivities on the side of the
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or their deputies, who did not want to be relegated to the level of the CWG
| tried to chair the group myself as often as possible. Early March thé
Counc‘il had authorised us to evaluate in-depth, and in relation to possible
operap(‘)ns of WEU acting as ESDI, its operational needs, in order to list the
capacities and means needed from NATO. The actual wording of the
mandate was even more complicated. Progress was difficult as France
disputed the proposal from the Secretariat to establish direct contact with
SH/.\PE. Papers from the UK and Belgium, later merged, provided a good
basis for substantial work. We also made a comprehensive list of all NATO
assets, many Qf which did not qualify for a CITF. Obviously, the headquar-
ters, communications, and AWACS aircraft would be most us;eful in addition
to US assets in the fields of real-time intelligence and long-range transport
As to the headquarters the UK assumed that personnel in a CJTF staflcc shgufci
stay on also if their country of origin did not participate in the operation
but F.ran§e wanted to leave this for a later discussion. During the CHODs’
meeting in Luxembourg on 29 April, Admiral Lanxade told me that he did
not see many cases where CJTF might be useful, because NATO plannin

made them far too large and also because the composition did nst matcﬁ
the participating nations. Two weeks later I asked SACEUR who aid me
a courtpsy visit, about the size of his planned units, Géneral ?(‘)ulqu
complgmed about the lack of guidance he received from the North Arhn:ic
Council. Therefore, he had focused on an operation of 50 000 : th

one he had planned for Bosnia but did not materi : i b

which could be separated according to the
Joulwan hesitated. If he provided a headquar
function well and the present headquarters fo
too chaotic to serve as an example.

By the end of April we had managed to find
which the NATO International Staff and the Internat
brief our politico-military group about their work
point that CJTF should not detract from the collecti’v
shou!d proceed from existing resources and added that it should strengthen
the links with WEU and involve all Allies. In the interim report fogr th:e

Spring ministerial meeting, four opti :
/ ptions would be |
function: isted for the headquarters

needs of the operation, but
ters element he wanted it to
r Deny Flight at Vicenza was

an arrangement through
ional Military Staff could
They made the obvious
e defence capability and

- establish a new headquarters exclusively for CJTF:

- nominate an established headqu S
arters for the : !
scenario; most demanding

s nominate an established headquarters for 4 representative —
!

= “dOPF 4 '“Od“_iaf approach for a general scenario which would require
additional training.
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Our visitors confirmed that they were looking at the headquarters for
a corps formation, i.e. more than one division, supported by air and naval
operations, in a distant area where no host nation support would be
available. This resulted in fairly large numbers. The challenge for the NATO
planners was more in the "Combined" (multinational) than in the "Joint"
(inter-service) aspect of the operation. Multinational operations outside our
own territory would pose new problems which were quite different from
traditional planning for collective defence. In answer to questions they con-
firmed that for smaller operations a modular approach would be feasible.
In summarising the discussion, | listed the following questions:

- what kind of scenarios did we envisage?
- what assets are involved?

- when would WEU need these assets?
- how would NATO make them available? WEU would need a reason-

able probability that the assets would become available as planned.
- what interface between NATO and WEU?
- what joint planning for developing scenarios and their implementation?
- which reciprocal representation in committees?

In the meantime, the DRG had discussed a paper by the Planning Cell
on filling the strategic gap in command and control between the WEU
Council and the operation commander. Five possible options emerged:

1. the Council Working Group together with the (augmented) Planning

Cell; ‘
2. the Ministry of Defence of the nation providing the operational

headquarters (OHQ); . . .
3. augmenting this Ministry of Defence with a WEU politico-military

group in the chain of command; ‘

4. modifying the OHQ by capping it with a strategic commander and a
politico-military group;

5. work with an ad hoc group as before.

None of the options was fully adequate. The ad hoc group did not sit
continuously and could not provide for the day-to-day contacts with th._e
OHQ. The Presidency could do so from its capital, but that.lert the Council
out of the loop. The same applied to option 3. The Planpmg Cell had no
task once the operation was under way except an a_dvlsory role to the
Secretary-General and, if so desired, to the Council; it had prgpared the
directives and proposed the OHQ and at best delegated some officers to the
OHQ. Option 2 would be useful for an advisory function. At_the next
session of the DRG Germany proposed a group in Brussels consisting of the
deputy permanent representatives and the military delegates assisted by the
Planning Cell, meeting four times a year and as often as necessary during
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a crisis. This did not solve the crucial question how the WEU Council
would communicate with the OHQ or for smaller operations directly with
the force commander. During my tenure the last substantial discussion of
the issue took place at the CHODs meeting in The Hague on 3 November
1994. Together with the Netherlands presidency | had formulated three
questions. The first one asked whether there was a military need for more
coordination. This question was necessary as Belgium had taken the view
that our existing document about the designation of operation and field
commanders was sufficient. Both General Naumann and Field Marshall Inge
stated clearly that ad hoc arrangements were insufficient for a complicated
operation. As a result General Van den Breemen could conclude that there
was a definite military need for an interface between the Council and the
operation commander. The second point was that this interface should be
of a combined politico-military nature, and the third was that it should have
a permanent structure, which had to be made operational as the situation
required. Admiral Lanxade suggested a mandate by the Council to a limited
group consisting of the Secretary-General, the Permanent Representative of
the presidency country and the Director of the Planning Cell, but it was
obvious that no consensus existed yet. The problem was not solved for
some time and was terminated at least provisionally in 1996 by the
appointment of a contact point in the Secretarjat who could always be
reached by the operation commander.

The question of the nature of WEU planning proved almost as
cumbersome. The Planning Cell drew up some lists of requirements for
humanitarian, evacuation and peacekeeping operations but never reached
the stage of force packages. It also made a generic plan for an observer
mission, which elicited little response. Only Germany commented that in
this case there was a need for a lead-nation to take charge. In October
1994, the Planning Cell produced a Strategic Mobility Study analysing the
requirements for moving a division-size force for peacekeeping or
peacemaking, or a brigade-size force for evacuation over distances varying
from 3,500 to 6,000 or 8,500 km. Its conclusion was that the operation was
feasible, but that the cost would be reduced significantly if the Future Large
Aircraft would be available for the transport. The planning debate was
overshadowed by the CJTF initiative and by an Italjan proposal to establish
a rapid reaction force for humanitarian intervention.

At the G-7 summit in Naples in July 1994, Italy had proposed a task
force for rapid intervention, whenever an unarmed population was put in
danger. The idea was consistent with the Petersberg missions, but it was
difficult to see what we could do in addition to the work already in hand.
The immediate reason for the initiative was the massacre in Rwanda, but its
ralionale extended to natural and ecological disasters as well as man-made
catastrophes. The Planning Cell was asked to elaborate specific contingency
plans for intervention in geographical sectors where crises with
humanitarian implications would seem likely. It made the best of it and
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requested details of national planning in Somalia En‘order to draft a generic
plan for humanitarian action under military protection. At the same time it
worked on evacuation planning, which had to be |n*iple_mented_at even
shorter notice than a humanitarian operation. General Roux dgfmefd thg
timespan as the period between the departure qf the last CIV'I|IEII‘| furcra rta:*;d
the beginning of large-scale fighting. For most dtstlant operations there \-\Igtb
be a need for a forward operating base from which the operation cou _f.e
mounted. Again we touched on the problem of whethfer to plan ;or speci ||(;
areas or in more generic terms with parameters for dlstancg an acceiss.
seemed best to limit any contingency plan to the generic plan pc'jJS| a
decision about the participating countries, the size of tl.‘ne operan{IJn a.ni tl;e
relevant technical aspects. In this limited form, Council gpp.roval ncug‘n: e
more easily forthcoming. Germany, where l.hg anst:tfutllonéi d(;;l\.rve;::
Karlsruhe had just allowed (on 12 July) the parhapghono the un ey
in NATO and WEU operations aimed at implementu-’ng UN Set;unty ou .
Resolutions, was more positive and could agree with planning 0|‘1 a suc;
regional basis. After the summer \facat_ion we mabd.e.‘ soTe :Jr01g1;isista?irlt1
agreed on the pre-identification of national capabilities OL‘“jI : ed;ic
intervention, thus circumventing the resistance to the earmarking of sp
U”'tS-On CJTF, the ministerial communiqué at the Kirchberg in Luxembourg
on 9 May 1994 contained the following paragraph:

Ministers underlined the importance of coordination wng Elfe
Alliance on the implementation of the .C_}TF conceplt. an ;i
definition of separable but not separate I‘I‘II|ITZ\I’Y capaﬂl?éijles 53 -
to ensure their effective use where appropriate by WEU, an

that case under its command.

the most important. If an oper.ation was
and NATO assets were made available they
and. We assumed that if the US was
on it would be conducted by NATO,

The last few words were
conducted under WEU auspices
would come under WEU comman
prepared to participate in an operati

but if not it should be European-led. o
During the North Atlantic Council meeting in Istanbul on 9 June 1994,

Foreign Minister Juppé accepted three objectives f9br_ It_i‘le (i:IJ1TE ;Eszgl‘j&iﬂ‘eﬁ
December session. It should give NATO more ﬂeXI- [ Ilt)TSt 5 ther missions;
for collective defence were not atllo'“at'ca!]y apPhca 5 '10 Eould imprcn»:é
it should take the emerging ESDI into consideration and i ts vent, work in
cooperation between NATO and WEU. Following Eu.s staaegr 0.{ o
our politico-military group proceeded smoothly an its p vaed the day
and modalities for effective use by WEU Qf CITrs was a\?\? assumed that
before the Joint WEU-NATO Council meeting on 29 June.IJ eucdeus whid:
each NATO CJTF headquarters would comprise a 5”“: nnted £ catliies
when detached under WEU command, would be augme )
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national force contributions. The decision to operate a CJTF under WEU

command would be the result of a WEU Council decision to make use of
this asset in carrying out an operation, and of a NAC decision following

consultations with WEU (if necessary through joint council meetings) to
make it available to WEU for this specific operation. Overall control of the
CJTF headquarters would remain with the WEU Council through the
operation commander. WEU would use the already existing, preplanned
and standardised rules and procedures available in NATO and NATO would
be informed on a regular basis of the progress of the operation. In case of
a substantive change in the objectives or conditions of the operation, NATO
would be consulted. In WEU terminology a CJTF headquarters would be a
force headquarters, reporting to the WEU operation commander, who would
provide information to the NATO military authorities and develop close
coordination concerning support arrangements. We assumed that personnel
in the core staff not belonging to WEU countries would remain in the CJTF
although it should be possible to decide on an ad hoc basis on changes,
especially in the command functions. Associate members of WEU would be
able to participate, on the same footing as member states, in decisions on
the headquarters and forces concerned as well as in their composition and
the political control of the operation. Allowance should be made for the
participation of associate partners in actual peacekeeping operations and

exercises. Consequently, the WEU force could be made up of or be
supported by:

- Forces Answerable to WEU
- NATO and/or WEU collective assets
- other NATO-assigned assets

- other national contributions from WEU or non-WEU states.

The concluding paragraph stated that, to facilitate timely transfer
agreements would have to be drawn up in advance with NATO defining the
political and practical modalities connected with this process,

At the Joint Council of 29 June, | summarised our paper. On the
whole, the reception was positive, except for Turkey which feared that
associate members were given the same treatment as associate partners,
quod non. It was a first input from the European side and not our last word.
Several ambassadors underlined the necessity of our politico-military group
and NATO's Provisional Planning Contingency Group working closely
together on the remaining questions. US Ambassador Hunter thought the
paper helpful but in general wanted more transparency before decisions
were taken; he was in favour of regular joint council meetings.

The Pol-Mil Group, which met on the first day of the Netherlands
presidency, concluded that the Joint Council had gone well and that we
were on the right track. In NATO there were still differences concerning the
concept of CJTF, primarily on the role of the Military Committee and
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SACEUR. People still found it difficult to think OLitgide traditional structures,
but as the Netherlands suggested, it might be possible to draw .tljpon ]certta;n
aspects of the integrated military framework and not necessarily at hef n;:l
level. For the time being, however, we had to wait for a r.elacttlol}t ro r
NATO. The meeting of the Pol-Mil Group also had to deal w:h at e l;ox;
from mid-May when the Netherlands had taken a Logign ks gnac o
parallelism in our contacts with NATO and the EQ and ha |OE| el " pbé)en
on the links with the EU until the contacts with NATO mTI aiJK ==
improved, including the question of reciprocal pgs?)n(:te.an\fe I
supported a proposal to give a ma_ndate to the CWd, ul ~,n( R ety
strange to hold up a paper on EU because one wante to change &

existing document on NATO. Hartmann for Germany had reacted

S a one-sided
particularly strongly and accused the Netherlands of a o

interpretation of Maastricht; he did not agree with (tjl;ff(]ne:iibfgc;ysglg
parallelism and rejected delegation of thIS‘ISSLfe todmess;ible ‘i bpscess
supported the Netherlands. Nevertheless, it prove Pg ailed invenitory. of
meetings to draft a simple mandate to provide a deta e sl
relations between WEU and NATO a!*-d to ‘E1rahi\;%og:1 I B
improving the effectiveness of our relaltlc.ms with : -ween L
took a constructive line in favour of joint meetings b€ " sreeling:
Group and the PPCG of NATO. The UK agre(;d butI saf\;r e
covering a wider field than CJTF; they suggeste ; a rc;s srralsaide he
in keeping the Secretariats on both sides fully in 0”": e TGS
point that each organisation should be qble to mee sﬁoui;i N
picked up by France, which added that in WEU we e g
entre nous; observers from NATO could be present, oLlj)servers o e
formal reports to the Sixteen. In some Cases our

: itions but at the
meetings could make inputs on the basis of agreed positio

; ; iv the countr
Council level this should be done by the representative of i

: ; ete
having the WEU presidency. Hartmann wastimt tlét]\;?llélulgfbeci::g:ble
reciprocity of observers, but | cautioned agamStrmr‘d that NATO would
for WEU to meet on its own. Veenendaal belnix e1 woluld i o
understand that position. He thought the best so UEn o e e
allowing cross-representation on issues of comi '

specific exception was made. _

The ouicom of 1ris d|5CILISSIf0|1 Vlvency of joint sessions of the two
Secretariat to establish a regular requ _ ) £ timin
Councils at the end of each quarter. This would ayo@i the ql:;g;e'llzittuatioﬁ
which had bothered us in the past: neither orga“153t_'O'Tt;"s"eciqi(;n‘_nwking.
in which it was seen to be influenced by the other Il: i nbli;;hed il
A regular exchange of classified infora 1o SIh(iIUIcliJ ;escconcluded This

‘ i nent ha = 5 2
c EU-NATO security agreen ! St
e tﬂ:'eqn:gd only in May 1996. Such an agreement w__OL:['id f::;g'tﬂl:g
< I¢ L : . .
co?neerwti0|1 particularly in the exchange and mrelh.&;,er;ce lr(iiebes bl
freqzency of SACEUR's briefings to the WEU Council shou

as a proposal by Presidency and
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to once per presidency. The chairman of the Military Committee should be
invited on an ad hoc basis.

In addition to our general paper on CJTF which had been handed over
in the Joint Council, we had also given NATO our list of NATO assets in a
meeting of the liaison group. We only needed a general indication whether
in principle these assets could be made available. Modalities and costs
could be discussed later. Our own work should now focus on the cases in
which WEU would need additional assets. | requested the Planning Cell to
do so on the basis of a couple of scenarios. The MilDels had mentioned the
Purple Nova exercises which already contained a number of different cases.
Germany objected that these were focusing only on the command and
control aspects and, as far as WEU was concerned, on the lack of an
interface between Council and operation commander, Nevertheless, |
thought we could screen the Purple Nova experience to form an opinion on
what WEU would need most. The UK made the useful suggestion to
develop standing agreements for access to NATO assets. This could be done
without a precise definition in advance of what was needed and filled in
when it was decided to commence a WEU operation. In this manner
considerable time could be saved.

A breakthrough on CJTF only came at the Berlin meeting of the NAC
on 3 June 1995. The French government, under President Chirac, had
changed its position fundamentally and accepted the utility of the NATO
command structure for crisis management. Already under President
Mitterrand, the French Defence Minister was unhappy about being the only
one in the Alliance not able to participate in the discussion how to conduct
the new missions. During the Kuwait war France had realised the
impossibility of conducting distant operations on its own. The extent of its
turnaround is still not fully clear but could be considerable. Paris seemed
to abandon the notion of a European caucus within NATO and instead
concentrated on "Europeanising" the military command. SACEUR himself
could remain an American general because of his role in tying US nuclear
and conventional power to European security, but below him most major
positions should be filled by Europeans.

On 5 December 1995, France had announced in the NAC that it
would resume its role in the appropriate NATO military bodies which did
not encroach on its sovereignty - meetings of defence ministers and the
Military Committee. In an article in NATO Review, which appeared before
the Berlin meeting,” the French Defence Minister, Charles Millon, had
explained his views on reinforcing the political control and the European
dimension within the Alliance. On the one hand he argued that the political
scheme for European integration necessarily meant that security and defence
matters would increasingly be dealt with at European Union level. This
should, however, not find expression in a binary Alliance, but in future the
Europeans must be able to prepare and undertake to commit a European
force, supported where necessary by the resources and structures existing
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within NATO. Therefore, the Europeanisation of the Alliance had. to be
effective not only when an operation was actually mounted, bL:cI alsg in time
of peace. "The NATO chain of commanq must be abl_e to .unct:on .1{102
European mode to ensure that, when the time comes, we are in a posi Lj !
to use the means necessary for the command of an operation un ed
European control." Millon envisaged different types of CIJJFg, strurcctluerfio
around a NATO, European or national nucleus (which would give a
the European multinational forces such as the Euroconps&. I
In restructuring the NATO command 5tructure the _one ?‘d tegion
became CINCSOUTH, hitherto always a US admiral. France di ng tc i
the job for itself but for Europe. It was supported by the Ggrma(:; fofcss =
Minister as to the principle, although Germany h.éld no stc_inoqe Sl
the southern region. In the new streamlined I11I|IT.ZIFY OEgSEssar:g ihers
would be two major subordinate commands under SAC. | 0 St gie
north under German command as AFCENT had b;aen |||1 L;Z E;idc.“e e
dividing line between North and South would run tl‘n)rcui.lg‘n i ke
France, which therefore would be represented in | Otja\lfiis el
presumably rotate for the top job in the Sout_h. Thedgftf?erlt i
away from the Franco-American dispute, for it was difficu Ccuc o
the one hand, everybody was prepared to see Francs 00| E)i;/tful peren
posts in the chain of command, but AFSOUTH seeme | ak o;t. e A“iance.
In the South the US presence had been tI.'ne glue Whl(ﬁi?che&me  ASag
together. Not so much because of the U5 Sixth Fleelt, w |f mc;ioned el
American hat of CINCSOUTH anyway and could mvrﬁct]aﬂy e
under his deputy or directly under SACEUR. It wascpa gt
military role of CINCSOUTH which keP‘..th? re?eﬁgtlropear1 playing
escalating their problems and it would be difficultto see ¢
that role as effectively. _ _ ’
t r'l(')he Berlin comr}nuniqué put the CJ‘TF firmly in tﬁ::?gg‘;”:;‘; C(’;;;EL%;
approach for assembling forces for contingency operc1 eme‘ms RIS
their command within the Alliance.l F.IeX|b|ek§rrafIﬁ0 bbb
developed to allow for a variety of missions, ta m!g |0m:ept O it
decisions on participation in each operatlo.n. A new c e oto
describe NATQO's ability to mount non?Amc!e i'oﬁfl‘:{s exa.ct i i
one system capable of performing multiple flimcllo tc;ok e e
not immediately clear as the same paragrapi |a 570 onhine_d e tlloUiing
WEU-led operations a step further. Paragraph 7 conta

wording:

e will support the development of ‘ESD.I Wltl‘!};‘l
at the request of, and in cpordmglmn with
and exercises for illustrative \/_\{EU
the basis of political
and the North

Further, the Allianc
NATO by conducting at t
the WEU, military planning
missions identified by the WEU. IE%n R
guidance to be provided by the W gl
Atlantic Council, such planning would, at a mi :
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- prepare relevant information on objectives, scope and
participation for illustrative WEU missions;

- identify requirements for planning and exercising of command
elements and forces for illustrative WEU-led operations;

- develop appropriate plans for submission through the Military
Committee and North Atlantic Council to the WEU for review
and approval.

NATO and WEU should agree on arrangements for implementing
such plans. The NAC will approve the release of NATO assets
and capabilities for WEU-led operations, keep itself informed on
their use through monitoring with the advice of the NATO
military authorities and through regular consultations with the
WEU Council, and keep their use under review.

The Permanent Council was tasked to develop arrangements for the
identification and release for use by WEU of NATO assets and for the
conduct of consultations with the NAC and the use of NATO assets and
capabilities, including NATO monitoring of the assets. It still sounded very
complicated and obviously much remained to be done. The political
deadlock appeared broken, but that had also seemed to be the case two and
a half years earlier at the NATO summit. By mentioning WEU 29 times, the
Berlin communiqué seemed to put old quarrels behind us, but it was a bit
too much of a good thing. Was it too Machiavellian to suppose that in
doing so the US and the UK wanted to make sure that WEU would remain
as it was and not merge with the EU? Because Berlin made sense only if
WEU maintained an autonomous character.

WEU was not slow in picking up this mandate and started work on
illustrative mission scenarios. Out of some twenty possible missions, six
were forwarded to NATO for further planning by the Combined Joint
Planning Staff at SHAPE. These mission scenarios were still of a generic
nature, not specifying any country or area by name, but only giving some
general characteristics of location, distance and terrain. They concerned
conflict prevention, including monitoring, protection of humanitarian
corridors, enforcement of sanctions and embargoes, containment, and
interposition of forces. In addition, WEU produced a more detailed
document on "practical arrangements for evacuation operations".

Part of the problem before Berlin was not so much US concern about
monitoring the use of NATO assets, but the Turkish wish to make sure the
assets would not be used in operations in which they were not allowed to
participate. The Petersberg Declaration had opened up the possibility of the
associate members of WEU associating themselves with the decisions taken
by member states; "they will be able to participate in their implementation
unless a majority of the member states, or half of the member states
including the Presidency, decide otherwise". This was the same formula as
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used to convene a meeting of the WEU Council regtricted to .the f!.l:l
members only. Turkey had seen that this had happened in connection W|tc1i
the Space Group - albeit only in the expenmgntai p}jase,__ already start;e
before Maastricht - in the Mostar operation and in the first dISC‘LISSIOI‘l on the
crisis in Rwanda. Now they were showing that their cooperation would be
needed in the NAC on any decision making NATO a;:sets avallablg to \.;r’El.J
and, if they were not able to join on equal terms in thg operatlon,I 1e|r.
consent would not be forthcoming. Turkey also waved its veto card over
NATO enlargement if it were not allowed to enter the Eurcl)pearm Uzilc(]);1|:1c:
It proved difficultto solve the Turkish pr.oblenj. The !3e gian pre t. b|33
was unable to find a formula for Turkish participation which was accepta
to Greece and, as a result, Ankara continued to block an, agregn‘nerg
between WEU and NATO. By the end of March the deadlock coPnnmlle’
and was exacerbated by a statement of the leaders of ﬂjle Europez:n | i?ieoi'
Party against Turkish membership of the European Umor}l. 'T:: il?:;st;r of
this group in the European Parliament, thg formelz r; e LB 9
Belgium, Wilfried Martens, tried to soften the |mpac.t yce;ﬂv t;‘r]en%bcership
partnership", but also wrote that Turkey should und.elstan na
now would make the completion of European integrati B e o
The informal "Gymnich"-type meeting of the EU quelgn | ”uthorist—;d
Apeldoorn on 16 March acted to stem further esFaIatlplw a;: a ifarees
Minister Van Mierlo to confirm the European vocation for Tl.(lfl‘ \er e ;};e
the European Commission to present proposcjis gr 1::—‘” tillp15 il
cooperation with Ankara. It took the permanent W ELJAT(())L”members ko
to agree a compromise stipulating that ‘th.e European N o
be able to participate fully in EU decisions F:oncern!nlg l’ S
the use of Alliance assets (but not for operations which wot
thOSLI lzejoplg::c?}))’tive article, Paul Cornish askec! \Ivhelt'her thef I'Nri‘nTcg \\::.T aaI:
Berlin to describe ESDI as a "permanent and ws:l_).le parN?\TO () mc;ved
that was left of the Europeanist approach to security. As e (along th-e
out-of-area, a division of labour with WEU no I0|.1g|=a'r\}<’:cf>ur e
lines of collective defence for NATO and r?on-Aﬂtn:_ti NAOTO dea-ling S
it could only be within the area of non_—Artlcle.V wi e et WL
hard missions including fighting potential, leaving softe

Cornish wrote:

ation impossible.”’

The CJTF scheme is clever and complex, |11ak|n§e:;5p?l|t;::3::lif
difficult to explain and project, and in any I‘case s nabl;ng uh
about restraining a European defence identity as Eut B
ESDI within NATO is an imaginative compro;mske, e im-(;,-est
shadowy, remote intellectual construct for which p

62
and loyalty may be hard to generate.

He may well be right, but the basic question will remain how
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Europeans will organise themselves for operations in which the US for some
reason does not want to participate with substantial forces. In other words,
will it be possible to provide the political underpinning of European-led
operations through NATO consultations or through a European framework,
either CFSP or WEU?

In my opinion it was illogical of the US to stress the importance of the
ESDI but resist any European caucus in NATO. If Europe has to assume
certain responsibilities and engage in European-led operations, it should also
be able to formulate views on its objectives and strategy. That should be
done in a spirit of complete transparency and willingness to adapt initial
positions to sound arguments advanced by others, especially the US. But the
present state of play looks much like the "have your cake and eat it"
metaphor: although NATO does not want to conduct the operation on its
own, the North Atlantic Council will remain in firm control of the assets
made available and will even supervise much of the planning for the
operation. ESDI is in danger of becoming an exclusively military device
which leaves everything as it is, but gives the final authority over European-
led operations to a European Deputy SACEUR. To be effective, it will have
to be complemented on the side of political consultations. Unfortunately,
the prolonged discussions have taken away much of the earlier enthusiasm
for CJTF and it has become increasingly doubtful whether they will ever be
used. As long as the deadlock over the return of France to the military
command structure continues little progress seems possible. But even apart
from this complication prospects seem murky. NATO is still thinking in
terms of large operations, which Europeans would not wish to undertake
without US participation, and has little affinity with the smaller ones.
Operations such as the blockade on the Danube or the police contingent in
Mostar could be managed without any NATO assets.”* For that reason, the
initial planning work at NATO was not a success, either too small or too
large an operation for a CJTF, and an intermediate scenario had to be
added. The French countermove to Berlin was the development of the "lead-
nation" concept and during their Presidency an exercise was organised using
a French headquarters as the basis for the command structure.

3. Relations with the European Union

At Petersberg, WEU ministers also adopted a report on practical
measures to develop the relations with EU and NATO. The Permanent
Council was asked to propose to the Council of the Twelve and to the
North Atlantic Council concrete measures aimed at the development of
close cooperation between the respective secretariats. With the EU this
resulted in Annex IV of Chapter IV of the Document on the Implementation
of the Treaty on European Union. It was approved by the extraordinary
European Council of 29 October 1993 and by the WEU Ministerial Council
on 22 November. The Annex elaborated somewhat on the Maastricht
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declaration by giving examples of actions undertaken by WEU. Italso added
that while normally implying the use of milltary‘ personnei,lthes.e may
include the use of other means. The examples given were situations in
which:

- the security interests of the Union are directly con(:(_erned; o
- the Union is politically and economically involved in a specific crisis
" ) i

or conflict and acknowledges that additional WEU F.upport is ne'cessarz1
(military observers, cease-fire, peacekeeping, sanctions monitoring an
peace-enforcement); - _

- the Union is asked by the UN/CSCE to make a contribution ankd it
concludes that WEU, in a cohesive division of labour, could make a
specific contribution; or _

- humanitarian efforts need logistic support.

f

Special attention would be required when _the_reqltflest tcl){then\t?nEulé
would be part of a broader action which the Union itself would co lures
to conduct. "In this case mutual information and consultgtlon procec uI: .
will ensure the coherence of the action as a whole, wha.i‘slt ensgrmlgc;m
WEU take in an autonomous way the operational decmonz)n;c u l.l:ﬁ
military planning, rules of engagement, _comfnand s:tructures, -L{)tOTyrl:_:t,
and withdrawal." From the date of entry into force af e M-aaStrlc 1I< vit‘h ?n
the presidency of WEU would inform CFSP bod:e; of ong(;n;g \E?Jr (j:)uncil
WEU which is relevant to the Union and the pfes’de"cY © t.m ticular in
would inform on a regular basis competent WEU boFiles, in pard: é{;om
areas where WEU could be invited to elaborate al*{d |mp‘|.e;nent’ et i i O‘f
of the Union. The EU suggested that WEU reduce its presic e':CYSi e‘rlf Il
office to six months. The Secretaries-General would keep each ptleLeE[1Y
informed and exchange written material in the relevant ?Qrgiljb c?\.\;orkf
documents as well as exchanges over the WE,UCOM ang b i n? lemn.t
Their collaboration included cross-participation of collaboratorsl;;i: q;ter
meetings "according to decisions taken on a caseij'CIaseelu A 'e;das
consultation of the two presidencies at the aPPff_)‘plr'ate e;on'woguld b
would be exchanged in advance. The a::oll_abor_qlm'_»fmi qu?vsrqnisntion fhesy
seated in the delegation of the presidency-in-office ' h[e glb:—e r:eqenration
represented. The presidency delegation would also include represe

; ing with matters
of the European Commission whenever WEU was dealing

Secretariat would forward written mgtle'riaf in \‘Vhlﬁ e
interest "by virtue of its responsibilities in imp en|1§ niunon ol M
European Union". Presidencies and secretarratfs wou ico g
venues of meetings with a view to establishing the g ‘

synchronisation.
Pending the inst :
ministry would ensure the electronic

allation of a new COREU system the Belgian foreign
: distribution of the relevant telegrams
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to WEU. The exchanges were intended to keep each Secretariat adequately
informed and not as a means to circulate documents of one organisation to
the member states of the other. A problem arose over the lack of a
screening system for personnel handling classified information in the EU
Council Secretariat and the Commission. WEU had to be strict with its
classified documents if it wanted to be on the receiving end of NATO
papers. As a result, WEU could inform them only on a case-by-case basis.
Apart from that, the arrangements were excellent, at least on paper. The
provisions on cross-participation largely remained a dead letter during my
tenure in office, except at the ministerial level. There, Commissioner Van
den Broek and senior members of his staff attended as part of the delegation
of the EU presidency.

Coordination was particularly important with the new ad hoc working
group on security created during the UK presidency of the EU with Jeremy
Greenstock as its first chairman. As he was also the UK Permanent
Representative to WEU we were kept well-informed.Their first report was
approved at the Edinburgh European Council in December 1992. The
following January the group was instructed by the Political Committee to
analyse European security interests in the new strategic context, in order to
develop some common security principles on which the future CFSP would
be based. This report was submitted to ministers of the Twelve on 8 June
1993. In addition, the Political Committee adopted a document on
"mutually reinforcing institutions" on 11 April and another on "implications
of the Mediterranean situation for European security” on 11 July 1993. |
could not help feeling that a great deal of work was duplicated, but at least
WEU was asked to comment. Rightly so, because the contents were more
relevant to WEU than to the European Union. The paper on security
interests listed risks and uncertainties that might prove detrimental to:

A.  The territorial integrity and political independence of the future Union
and its member states. Risks in this area include the possibility of spill-
over from local conflicts, threats of terrorism or, in the most extreme
cases, threats from weapons of mass destruction.

B.  The economic stability throughout the future Union and its member
states. Risks in this area include conflicts having detrimental effects on
markets or lines of transport and supplies.

C.  The ecological basis of the future Union. Risks in this area encompass
environmental problems, including unsatisfactory nuclear safety.

D. The democratic fabric of the future Union, including the culture,
identity and political stability of member states. Risks in this area could
include populist reactions to uncontrolled or unlimited immigration.

Most of the following analysis was a statement of the obvious, but
some passages are worth mentioning. European security interests could not
be defined in isolation but were closely related to broader European and
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Atlantic interests in international security. Among the aims of the .CFSP was
the promotion of social and economic stability, including regional and
subregional integration. Measures available to the future Union were:

- provision of good offices;

- calls for conciliation and arbitration; _

- application of political and economic pressure on one or more parties;
- support for peacekeeping operations decided by the UN or the OSCE.

More recently, the Security Working Group of the CFSP has eclipsed
the Special Worki‘ng Group of WEU. As they were staffed ‘by the same
people there was no need for duplication. Neverthele:ss, }-\flth the SWG
WEU lost an opportunity for conceptual discussions, \}!thh in theory could
be held in the Council, but in practice did not materialise.

4. Mediterranean Aspects

The CFSP paper of 1993 on the Mediterranean analy_’sed. tl‘_ne various
conflicts and tensions in the region but concluded that while limited f(_)rm’s
of confrontation could not be ruled out, the present state of th.e Ur‘uon S
relations did not make a wider conflict likely. Nevertheless, proilferatlor1 of
weapons of mass destruction was an issue of primary |mpor*t?n|(|:e to:
European security. The work of WEU in the area was described as follows:

The WEU already monitors the situation in ?he area thrc?ugh its
Mediterranean group and has initiated a dialogue on bgcu:‘:ty
issues with some North African countries. Mqrgover, it 1a§
developed plans for the operation of a WEU I"I'IE-]FIFI;{‘I’IE f;:}rcedar;n
has agreed that such an initiative should be further _evei ope 1\

this connection, Italy, supported by France and Spain, 1_a.s lad§r1
the initiative of developing a multinational ground force aimed at
enhancing the operational significance of. tl_*ee ammant;me
initiative which could play a role in the Mediterranean in close

coordination and cooperation with NATO.

aken by the EU figured "the

i measures to be t '
Among_possible as the cornerstone of its

promotion of economic development of thg region @ e b
good neighbourliness policy, the pollc_y lt§e|_f_bz_?||1g a sod o r;ducmg
security concerns. New joint cooperation initiatives aume_d i
emigration through on-site job creation should be C?‘HSI;C ‘|an5 N
cooperation in the field of immigration and adequate C‘IO” ”;g Coc‘frgimtion
case of unexpected massive immigration should be dE\«I"e Op;.' t-I 20 v:/EU
for the eventual rescue of EU citisens should be envisage ! ". zg“m[ion;
In addition, terrorism and narcotics traffic could have security implica ¢

for the Union.
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The WEU Council had created a Mediterranean Subgroup as early as
November 1986 under the Luxembourg presidency, which reported on
naval developments in the Mediterranean and the implications for European
security of the proliferation of ballistic missiles. In October 1990, the WEU
Institute for Security Studies organised a seminar on the North-South
dimension of European security as one of its first activities. Another one was
held in Madrid in July 1991 to be followed by many more. The WEU
Assembly regularly devoted reports to Mediterranean security questions. The
Ministerial Council in Paris on 13 December 1990 instructed the Subgroup
to draw up a list of principles likely to contribute to a resolution of the
security issues in the Mediterranean. A year later, in Bonn in November
1991, the Subgroup was asked to address in its further studies the question
of developing contacts between WEU and the Maghreb states. This led to
informal contacts between the WEU Presidency and Secretariat and the
London embassies of Morocco, Tunisia and Algeria in September 1992.
These contacts were resumed in Brussels with the respective embassies and
extended to Mauritania. Libya was excluded. The Subgroup was upgraded
to a fully-fledged Mediterranean Working Group (MWG) directly responsible
to the Council. On 19 May 1993, the Rome Ministerial Council mandated
us to propose periodic meetings on a twice-yearly basis. On several
occasions senior officials from the North African countries came over to
attend these sessions and their ministers came to call on the Secretary-
General. On 9 May 1994, in Luxembourg, Ministers agreed to expand the
dialogue to Egypt and gradually to other non-WEU Mediterranean states.

From our side we conducted the dialogue on the basis of seven
principles; nothing spectacular, but an attempt to draw our interlocutors into
a discussion of their own security policy. That was not easy because they
had a tendency to talk in generalities about relations with Europe rather than
engage in a conceptual security discussion about the region. Their countries
were faced with potentially hostile neighbours and their military also had
arole in internal security. The dialogue had to be conducted bilaterally with
each of the countries because our exclusion of Libya made a multilateral
framework with the Maghreb countries impossible. The principles were
listed as follows:

- Dialogue: Dialogue contributes to stability in the region, since it
constitutes in itself a factor promoting stability and confidence.
Defining a framework for a regular dialogue on security questions in
the region would help to create a forum in which the States in the
region could express their legitimate security concerns.

- Transparency: This idea reflects the concern to improve mutual
awareness of military activities and doctrines in the region.

= Confidence: Measures might be envisaged along the lines of certain
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mechanisms of proven value that have been set up under the CSCE.

- Conflict prevention: The aim is to promote exchgnges gf infor!nation
on all questions relating to defence and security, fwth a view to
developing, where possible common security perceptions concerning
the region.

- Sufficiency: The conventional armed forces of States in the region
should be established at levels not disproportionate to the real defence
needs of those States.

- Peaceful settlement of conflicts: This principlg arisgs f.ron'n‘the duty
upon States not to resort to the threat or use of force in violation of the

United Nations Charter.

- Non-proliferation of arms: The aim is to fore;tall risks arising frc;m the
proliferation of weapons in the region, part@ularly weapons o ITjags
destruction, as well as the risks associated \.v:th the sprgad of bE |s['ir|c
missiles that might have nuclear, bacterio[oglcal.or chgnucal warheac ‘s,
and those risks arising from the spread of technical skills and expertise

in every form.

In spite of their general character, | Iearned'mu_clh‘l in our dtscusls,ipns.
The ambassadors accredited to the European Union as viell.as to:Belgium
were senior in their foreign service and gave interesﬂpg perspectwles' on the
region, and often also on their neighbours. Occasmnalgf ; m”"IS\ES:' 0:
special representative came to visit us at the WEUb headEI‘flacf}Teﬁ- ellilﬂ
Egypt came in another dimension was added, for Am_ assz o 1{? ?T: &6
very clear ideas about cooperation with WEU. | am afraid we often ha

disappoint him.

At a joint meeting
identify the defence and milit
to draw up practical conclusio

ranged from non-proliferation to cris als
delegations for their inputs. The UK took the lead on security interests. The

Secretariat focused on Central Europe and the Medlterrarjeez;wl. Thre Br|t.|?.h
paper made the important point that understanding when ‘l]cli‘. A 1?‘: Sipt‘;c;h'g
defence and military instruments have a role to play W?u;c e vi I?c 5
future development of an effective common‘Europ_ean defence po Slfd :
mobilisation of the most appropriate levers in a given snualt;lon wou : no
always be straightforward. Some defence and mit!tarly [;Jil'(-J lt(—in?ts}; i:l,i; a}::,
non-proliferation, were not primarily or most effective Y! ect‘he \c{lle o 411Uegr1t
the direct application of military in:?truments. Cfom ersgty, ent_s WlijiChy ot
of military assets might be required in support o c‘?.mimrll l:::ﬂssions e
not primarily military in nature, such as humanitaria ;

of the SWG and DRG the Secretariat was asked to
ary implications of the CFSP documents and
ns for the future work of WEU. As the papers
is management | also asked the
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relief and the protection of European citizens in third countries including
possible evacuation. The development of European operational capabilities
would need to reflect the complications and ambiguities of potential
requirements. The UK also elaborated the point already implicit in the CFSP
paper, that it would be important to identify which interests might be
exclusive to a particular group of Europeans and which might be more
widely shared, lending themselves to working with partners and allies.
The Secretariat paper concluded that many of the subjects mentioned
in the CFSP report were currently under consideration in WEU, such as
defence intelligence, the development of European defence teaching and
anti-missile defence. Areas for future reflection were summarised as follows:

a.  conclusions drawn from the Yugoslav crisis and the operations in the
Adriatic and on the Danube.

enhancing WEU’s contributions to OSCE missions.

institutional aspects of defence.

training, preparation and interoperability of forces.

possible role of WEU in strengthening UN operational capabilities.
discussion of non-proliferation and anti-missile defence issues in
complementarity with similar NATO discussions with the aim of
introducing joint positions into that process of consultation.

g. close coordination of evacuation planning. Possibility of considering

the Mediterranean region as an area of special attention for WEU'’s
work in this field.

P oo o

All these points would return in the discussion of the common
European defence policy. The Preliminary Conclusions adopted at the
Noordwijk ministerial session and discussed in the next chapter stated that
the framing of a European defence policy would have to take the
Mediterranean dimension of European security into account.”® "The
problems of this area are primarily of a political, economic and social nature
and have to be addressed mainly through political and economic means.
The security implications are, however, more and more relevant ... The
CFSP Security Working Group has concluded that stability and equilibrium
in the Mediterranean region, which are fundamental for European security,
are a responsibility of the European Union as a whole." In April 1995, there
was a beginning of multilateralisation of the process when the
Mediterranean Working Group as a whole met with experts from Tunisia,

Mauritania, Algeria, Egypt and Morocco separately. This was done on the
basis of a refined mandate focusing on:

- an exchange of information and, if possible, consultations on security
and defence policies.

- a precise elaboration of arms control commitments entered into.
- a comparison of experience with the types of operations foreseen at the
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o g o _ e
Petersberg  (humanitarian, rescue, peacekeeping an_d pea
enforcement) and an analysis of possible forms of cooperation.

- to dress a balance sheet of existing bilateral military cooperation

agreements, where applicable.

In addition, it was agreed to draw up a list of contact pomt_s in th;‘
foreign affairs and defence ministries in 'both WEU counm;asl an |
Mediterranean countries participating in the dlalogl'?- In JL!'_‘e 1995, SHE
was included as a dialogue country. That year attention sthted to t1|1e nr.st
ministerial Euro-Mediterranean Conference, which was held ||1_3arce onain
November 1995. The declaration issued at the end covered_ PC'“T“CI‘"II as:)ectf;i
including security, financial-economic aspects an-(_i souaI,Mcg_ttt;rrz:er;n
human aspects and agreed to establish a comprehex?b_wel Etlrg- Enlon*ni:: si:ie
Partnership among the 27 participants. On the PU“t‘Caf“” e nd stability
the partnership aimed at establishing a common area of peace a pr s :ternal
and reaffirmed a large number of common objectives in ";f}tters “as o
and external stability. The declaration reflected similar |emnFas_ >
dominated the Helsinki Final Act, such. asi' "respect th{ie eﬂju?ndn?refrain
peoples and their right to self-determination” on the one hand ¢

— i i another
from any direct or indirect intervention in the internal affairs of a

itorial i ity ity of each of the other
! i erritorial integrity and uni .
et oh I ihEn itive references to combating

partners" on the other. There were posi ) Biitathe paragraphion
terrorism, organised crime and the drugs problem,

human rights was meagre:

i ic ween the

Give favourable consideration, through dmlogul?t.bettoehuman
parties, to exchanges of information on matters rf}-: abl.r;g
’ i 1obia.
rights, fundamental freedoms, racism and xenop 3

Regional security would be promoted by a‘ctlmgt m|te:£|~:al;.?g rzzlx;(r);i;;
non-proliferation of nuclear, chemical and l_Jlo 9S_ICZ 1rnf|sp ontrol and
adherence to international and regional regimes (:nsucch ishiapilee B
disarmament agreements andiorregionaIharrang_?lnlienszcﬁoncendéd s
zones including their verification regimes- 1ISconfidencrse and security-
Pagmpnisialine i LLe p?giss Tlllxle{;olr;:t?fereznﬁm parties with a view to
building measures that could be tak s . "
the creition of an "area of peace and ‘f’tfi-)'hw E'Srmemffrﬁf:eaanne;:c{
including the long-term possibility of es’tabl's“rga it Meltaon:15:16 Aprl
3 eng, The follclmw—up[ COnfe;e":licfetf(;?:dij?lﬂtend a mceeting with Israel
1997 after Syria and the Lebanon he R .
considerably since the relatively optimistic mood s:: N; progr'e:::s had been
not surprising that in Malta the results weh mDBe .elona decl:;ration. The
made on the Stability Charter foreseen in th(? azicon the bacis of a small
political and security dialogue would be continue
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package of confidence-building measures, but the Charter would have to
wait for better days.

At the WEU ministerial meeting in Paris on 13 May 1997, the countries
participating in the European Rapid Operation Force (EUROFOR, consisting
of France, Italy, Portugal and Spain) declared their willingness to cooperate
with the Mediterranean countries engaged in the dialogue with WEU. Their
declaration contained the following paragraph:

The aim of this programme is to promote stability throughout the
Mediterranean Basin. The setting up of transparency- and
confidence-building mechanisms should enable the gradual
establishment of a genuine security partnership between the
riparian states of the Mediterranean and, in this framework, to
prepare and facilitate participation of those countries’ forces, in
conjunction with  EUROFOR and EUROMARFOR, in some
operations provided for in the Petersberg Declaration.

This offer was prompted to a certain extent by the negative reaction of
the Arab League to the creation of EUROFOR without prior consultation
with the Arab countries, but so far little concrete has happened.
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Chapter Nine
Massacre in Rwanda

The explosion of violence in April 1994 was not the first time Rwanda
had F:aught t.he headlines for the cruelty of its ethnic conflict. Some saw it
coming again, but in WEU we never discussed it. After our arrival in
B'rL‘Jssels, the UK suggested that priority be given to evacuation of our own
citizens in planning for the Petersberg missions. We made some progress
but the Franco-Belgian action to'evacuate Western nationals from Kigali did
not make use of WEU. The rapid escalation of the crisis and the murder of
twglve Bglglan paratroopers was given as an explanation for the need for
quick act‘lon by the two countries most directly concerned. Neverthel;ess it
was a missed opportunity. We could have organised the transport, but ,as
Jean de Ruy.t correctly remarked, in the absence of concrete plans wle could
ha\fe done little else without complicating the situation. In this case, bilateral
action was the most efficient. R

In mid-May, the Security Council authorised a peacekeeping mission
of 5,000 men, to be contributed by African states, and appealed to the
European. countries to facilitate the operation by supplying transport an(j
communication and road-building equipment. During the WEU Council of
.17 May, | requested the military delegates to keep the Planning Cell
|nf0rrm__::d about any action their governments might take in pursuit of this
resolution. As the situation deteriorated, France called a special session o-f
the WEU. Council, but wanted it convened among the Nine full n{embers
only. | failed to see the need for a restricted session, but France obviousl
wanted to make the point regardless of the merits of t}’1e case. For some timz
they had argued that the full members should get more vis-ibilil'y and that
forma.lly they constituted the WEU Council as defined in the Treaty. On this
occasion, France had wanted a meeting at Twelve, but that forr.nat was
unknown to us. As chairman, | thought our procedu:ral arrangements were
clex_lr.lThe’Petersberg documents provided for a restricted meeting if a
f11a|or|Fy of the full members wanted to convene it or half the me?nber‘&;
including the presidency. As we were at Nine, ’I asked whether fiv(;
members were in favour of holding a restricted meeting. To my surprise-

Ambassador Guéhenno argued against a vote because Pétersber had not’
yet entered into force and therefore the associate members ar-1d G-ré%ece were
still only active observers. | rejected that argument: we had been applying
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all the arrangements of the Petersberg provisionally for some considerable
time and if we started making exceptions we risked unravelling the whole
framework. Guéhenno did not insist and | proceeded with a tour de table.
Italy and Germany deemed the matter urgent and had no objection to
discussing it at Nine. Spain also. Belgium and Luxembourg agreed for this
particular meeting without prejudice to the involvement of the associate
members and observers when Petersberg missions were discussed in future.
The Netherlands, Portugal and the UK wanted to meet at 15, but there was
a clear majority for a restricted meeting. John Weston was very angry and
called it an extremely bad precedent which, if continued, would influence
the position of the UK towards WEU. It would be wrong to pursue a
procedural device to separate WEU into the Nine and the 24 (with the
associate partners) and to diminish the status of the associate members. The
UK therefore regarded the subsequent meeting as incomplete. | took note
of his statement.

On substance Guéhenno called the situation in Rwanda dramatic. A
full WEU action would take too much time, but if some WEU countries
could join the African peace force, m uch further killing could be prevented.
Sensing the soured atmosphere he added that France had wished to start
procedurally at Nine but was open for later participation of the associate
members and observers. He proposed to make the Planning Cell our point
of contact and to mandate it to monitor the situation. Italy regarded the UN
as the principal actor and any WEU action should support it; Europe itself
should not become too conspicuous. Veenendaal for the Netherlands
welcomed the French initiative, but hoped further discussion would be at
15. He saw two possibilities; either UNAMIR in the UN context or a
separate WEU action, for which we might need a separate request from the
Security Council. In any case, our action should not interfere with UNAMIR
or a possible Arusha initiative. He was prepared to coordinate contributions
through WEU, but the Netherlands had decided_not to send ground forces
because the cooperation of the parties to the c_ontlict was in doubt. Belgium
remained very cautious, but was in favour of WEU. coordination; Brussels
had supplied some equipmentto the African countries. Germany noted that
in this case the initiative did not come from the EU but from the WEU and
needed special underpinning. The UK had the impression that France was
going beyond UNSC Resolution 925 and asked _whether our troops would
come under UN authority. London would contribute 50 Bedford trucks for
relief transport. Spain wanted any action to be in the framework of th‘e UN,
for the legitimation emanated from there. ltaly added that they did not
exclude a contribution. In his reply Guéhenno confirmed that France aimed
at an interim solution to cover the six to eight weeks needed for the
deployment of UNAMIR. According to his information, Secretary-General

Boutros-Boutros Ghali was happy with this initiative. _
In my summary | concluded that we agreed on the urgency of action,

which should be conducted under the auspices of the UN. We were not
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aiming at a WEU operation but at the coordination of the contributions of
member countries. The French initiative aimed at a short-term interim
measure until UNAMIR was ready. The Planning Cell was mandated to
monitor the situation and serve as contact point; members were asked to
inform it of their contributions and how their action officers could be
reached.
A week later, in the WEU Council of 24 June, France reported the start
of Operation Turquoise following UNSC Resolution 929, authorising a
multinational operation for a period of two months. Its purpose was not to
act as an interposition force, but to protect zones away from the frontline
where people were being massacred, mainly by Hutu militia. The discussion
continued on 28 June in a Council at 24 with a briefing by General Janvier
of the newly established staff for operational planning near Paris. He, too,
emphasised that France wanted to be neutral with regard to the FPR which
had been opposed to the intervention. His country would have 2,500 men
in Rwanda with light armour and four aircraft. Senegal sent 50 men and
expected to contribute a total of 300. Italy and France had sent a joint
mission to explore the possibility of escorting humanitarian aid convoys.
Romania was sending a medical team of 20 men in response to a request
from New York.
Thereafter, Rwanda figured on every Council agenda till the summer
recess. Both France and the Planning Cell reported on the situation but no
force contributions were forthcoming. By the end of July, the forces of the
FPR controlled the whole of the country except a safe humanitarian zone
in the southeast which France had managed to get accepted by the parties.
On 28 June, General De Lambert reported to the Council that, thanks to an
early intervention, 1.5 million refugees had remained in Rwanda, who
otherwise would have fled to Bukavu in Zaire. Another 1.5 million had
camped around Lake Kivu, requiring water, food and medical care. Among
the WEU countries, Germany had made available one Boeing 707, two
Transall aircraft and a financial contribution of DM 20 million; Spain two
C-130 aircraft and a medical team; the Netherlands two F-27 aircraft and 50
trucks; Portugal a C-130 for two weeks; the UK $17 million for humanitar-
ian NGOs. Operation Turquoise came to an end on 22 August and handed
over to UNAMIR Il. UNHCR had requested contributions to their package
of road servicing and road security but none of our countries was prepared
to participate. There was willingness, however, to "adopt" African countries
participating in UNAMIR. The Netherlands would help to equip Zambia and
Belgium did the same with Malawi. WEU did not have to be involved as the
countries concerned preferred to deal directly with UNHCR and New York.
The best we could say of our involvement was that to a certain extent WEU
had acted as a catalyst by continuously listing the most urgent needs in the
area. France deserved credit for its early action, but could have brought
others along if it had played things differently. Operation Turquoise
undoubtedly saved many lives, but even more important was its demonstra-
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tion that an early operation in a confused situation can have arf;?é);lclstll?s
effect, even with limited number_s. Turquoiiie [\)Tﬁseae::?s;zgspgéot}l)‘te hezcel
needs of our time: a mixture of gregn an | i et e
safe humanitarian zone were threaten_e_ : c'_lt )15 the pursuit of French
scathingly to the French action, Q}'ﬂi"y'"g A was willing tosact
interests in Africa, but the fact remains .lhat only France we
and did so quickly enough to make an impact. bl thesiuatlon o
In 1995, Rwanda disappeared from the news, }tlrtontiéres (MSF) drew
Rwandan refugees hardly changed. Médecins Sans s G Bopulation:
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into the bush, then massively started to return [:101; vi;tually impossible. In
appalling, but humanitarian assistance haq beijo‘tseﬁ On 5 November, a
the St of 1086, Siehn HEasEr um(zi”te t;'te-U.N to form a "neutral
meeting of African heads of state p[opoiiitagan 5id to go through. Their
f?:ce" < z(; ntjglsesE(t:hE:11L;gtrfgs\e-\:::;;lIC(;rL:'Il]r::and and Con.troi _?J‘;S;:;Zg(,hfﬁzz
aim weg a : ation Tur ;
Nezv Y:;r'k and not a construction like ”,:OR (E}r7(§p§|:“9lorNoven1ber, asking
UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1/ nal Force (MNF), but did not
member states to lay the basis fora Multl-NaL'Oth‘e initiative to approach a
JES Fravic Shinis m?:jdate. C;';I?g;mt:;‘; the UN Secretary-General tl;at
number of potential candidates an "TTE Maverbes, tie
the formati?)n QAR e feaSiblebgger;::?cti;{t?zé2 MNF under Chapter
G paSSEd1:iﬁS§|1LI::);rSI1 19’97. All necessary mea:}1s cr(;;ltlltj:;iz
e ccl)ft e Ur\(l)r?:}?:irff;clive rendering of humanitarian aid to the ge
used to supp

. / repatriation.
in Eastern Zaire and their voluntary, Or'f:eqfc?o;)fgé sicinEaciion tor the area
; ion the Council ¢ :
In the European Union

its itarian aid.
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of eat Lakes on 22 Novem er, ; A
Suti‘i)grfc:r African participation In the MNF‘ was izf;r e i
ti n by the member states. A separate degsmn ul e
equest d1WEU t éxamine in what way 1t could con iee O
r i : i est too :
LZ((:U;‘Sttie available operational resources. This requ
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ation that the implementation of the joint action had implications for the
domain of defence and could compel the deployment of military assets, for
which reason a request had to be made to WEU. Denmark did not wish to
participate in the request but, in accordance with the decision of the
Edinburgh European Council, would not prevent the development of closer
cooperation between the member states. Its position, therefore, did not
hinder the adoption of the decision.”” The reaction by WEU was not
impressive, much to the regret of the Belgian presidency. There was no
direct reply to the EU request. Instead the ministerial session at Ostend
issued a separate declaration on the situation in the Great Lakes region on
19 November 1996. This text agreed that WEU's efforts would be fully
compatible with planning efforts already underway for the launching of the
MNF, but in reality this concerned only the study of possible assistance with
the delivery of EU humanitarian aid to the theatre, assistance to contingents
from African nations in the field of training and keeping under review
possible logistic support. The latter included de-mining, medical and
engineering support.

Canada organised a military planners conference in Stuttgart on 22-24
November, which developed four options:

A.  Continuing the limited military presence through a small team of
observers;

B.  Establishinga MNF headquarters to support the humanitarian assistance
and to determine the numbers of refugees and their location;

C. Providing military assistance to aid and voluntary repatriation in a non-
hostile environment: and

D. Option C, but in a possibly hostile environment.

Subsequently, a Steering Group selected option B-plus, a headquarters
for improved reconnaissance and the preparation of food-droppings.
Participation in the headquarters would come from Canada (with General
Basil as the commander), the US, the UK, France, Ireland and probably
others. The entire project was dropped, however, when the refugees en
masse returned home to Rwanda, fearful of being slaughtered in the camps
by any of the warring factions. With the benefit of hindsight two things have
become clear. UNAMIR was reduced at a time when a modest increase
might have prevented further genocide. And secondly, the West insufficient-
ly understood that in the Great Lakes crisis four conflicts were raging in one.
The first was a continuation of the civil war in Burundi. The second a
renewal of civil war in Rwanda. Uganda was at the centre of the third
conflict encouraged by the Kinshasa government of Mobutu in league with
Khartoum. The fourth was the unexpected strength gained by Kabila, earlier
regarded as a tool of General Kagame in Kigali, and his victory march to
Kinshasa, supported in its final phase by Zairean elements from the Angolan
army.”® It represented a complete upheaval which also had its reper-
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cussions in Congo-Brazzaville and will need cons?idf.frable time to Isetile. )

WEU organised a fact-finding mission to Eth.lqpla, Kenya, Maba\-xl and
Tanzania to see how African peacekeeping capabilities could l?e remforcg .
Contacts were established with the Organisation of African Unity f‘“fi dL|r||1g
the EU/SADC conference at Windhoek in October 1996 a briefing was
given on WEU’s endeavours. On substance, however, there were.de;ep
divisions on policy between Britain and France on \_Nhom to support |n( hs
Great Lakes area. Germany made it quite clear that it would not go bgyon )
support for OAU action and its defence minister did no‘t, I]‘If’lke himsel
popular in France by saying that the Eurocorps was no Afrika Korps.

Notes

65. See "International Peacekeeping”, August-September 1995, note by Bettina
Freise, p. 120.

2 . |
66. Letter by the Netherlands Minister for Development Cooperanorl to the Secc;nc
Chamber of the Netherlands Parliament, 11 November 1996, doc. 25098, no. 3.

abstention in the CFSP. The other example

67. This was a rare case of constructive . ;
his was a rare c< anti-personnel mines

was a similar Danish statement on the joint action concerning
adopted on 1 October 1996.

68. See Gérard Prunier, "The Great Lakes Crisis", Current History, Vol. 96, No. 610,
May 1997,
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Chapter Ten
Formulating a Common

European Defence Policy

Already before the start of their presidency the Netherlands announced
their intention to focus on elaborating elements of the common defence
policy, contained in the Maastricht Treaty. Two and a half years had elapsed
since its signing but little attempt had been made to expand on the concept.
The Kirchberg Declaration of 9 May had tasked the Permanent Council to
begin work (paragraph 5). The Hague wanted to start with the substance and
to leave the institutional aspects for later, probably for the Intergovernmental
Conference of 1996. They intended to make a tour of capitals and to have
two rounds of discussion in the SWG before tabling the paper in the Coun-
cil. In June we had an informal luncheon of the ambassadors at the Greek
residence. Several showed a preference for a brainstorming session, or
scene-setting start in the Council. Generally, | favoured such an approach,
which involved the ambassadors personally in a conceptual discussion. Far
too often they came in only at the end of a process to approve what had
been negotiated at lower levels. This time, however, it was clear that the
Dutch wanted to proceed carefully and to build up their paper step-by-step.
A discussion in the Council could lead to formal positions being taken too
early, which would make agreement more difficult.

The Netherlands initiative was welcome but unexpected. My country
had always been grouped with the UK and Portugal as the champions of the
NATO angle of European security. In terms of defence their attitude could
be characterised as saying that Europe already had a defence policy and that
was NATO. For that reason the Maastricht texts had made a common
European defence subject to two conditions: the eventual framing of a
common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defence.
Yet, increasingly we felt the need to define more closely what the role of
WEU was in elaborating and implementing decisions and actions of the
Union which might have defence implications. Frank Majoor, head of the
Atlantic Cooperation and Security Department at the Netherlands Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, introduced the first draft of "An approach to the
formulation of a common European defence policy" in the Special Working
Group on 13 July 1993. He made clear that it was intended to be open-
ended (other issues could be added) and specifically directed towards WEU.
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The paper was not intended to develop a defence policy within the
framework of CFSP. The sense of that distinction escaped me, because | did
not see a WEU defence policy separate from a subsequent EU-CFSP defence
policy. The thought seemed a left-over from earlier Dutch opposition to
include defence in the European Union and disappeared in later versions.
German Ambassador Klaiber had made the point that defence policy was
an aspect of security policy. The draft paper did not give a definition of the
common European defence policy (CEDP) as such, but stated that it should
contribute to furthering the objectives of the CFSP.

John Roper had a try at a simple definition by suggesting "a common
policy with respect to the use of the armed forces of the member states”. At
the Institute he had already taken the lead by starting a study together with
the European Strategy Group (ESG).*”

Having been a member of the ESG for a long time, | attended the
discussions but did not make a written contribution. Its report did not aim
at agreed conclusions on every point but the questions raised needed to be
answered if progress was to be made. One of the conclusions which was
unanimous, and which supported my line of argument was that the
implication of the language of Maastricht should be rejected, that the
processes of developing a CFSP and a CEDP must be sequential. Instead, the
process of developing the structure and context of a common defence policy
must begin now and evolve in parallel with the CFSP. Roper also used
definitions of "common defence" as "the organisation of (the activities of)
the armed forces of the member states in common". Obviously, the longer
version, including the words "activities of", was softer than the shorter
definition. The SWG chewed over the definition of the CEDP to make it
responsive to the new emphasis on crisis management and peacekeeping.
The final version appeared in the Preliminary Conclusions adopted by the

Ministers at Noordwijk as follows:

Being an element of security policy in a wider sense, the common
European defence policy is directed towards the reduction of risks
and uncertainties that might threaten the common values,
fundamental interests and independence of the Union and its
member states, and towards contributing to the preservation of
peace and the strengthening of international security in accor-
dance with the principles of the UN Charter as well as the
principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the Paris

Charter. (...)

A common European defence policy should enhance security and
stability by ensuring a commensurate European participation in
collective defence, and by an active engagement in conflict

prevention and crisis management in Europe and elsewhere, in

accordance with Europe’s importance.
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At its start, the discussion in the SWG threatened to get bogged down
over methodology. The first draft had discussed consecutively the European,
the transatlantic and the Central and Eastern European dimensions. Barry
Delongchamps for France saw only one perspective, that of Maastricht,
which included a defence policy compatible with that of the Alliance
because NATO and Europe had common strategic interests. Jean de Ruyt for
Belgium also thought that a CEDP was wider than a contribution to NATO.
Logan for the UK was not difficult: he would be quite happy with a single
perspective of a CEDP compatible with that of the Alliance. On substance
Italy and Germany wanted to include a reference to nuclear policy. My staff
pointed out that in the Petersberg Declaration the member states had
declared that they were prepared to make available military units from the
Whofe spectrum of their conventional armed forces,” but this of course
did ‘not preclude a political statement. In the end, the Preliminary Con-
clusions in paragraph 6 included the sentence that Europeans had a major
responsibility with regard to defence in both the conventional and nuclear
field, followed by references to the Ottawa Declaration of 1974, the Hague
Platform of 1987 and the Alliance’s new Strategic Concept of 1991 which
recognised that the independent nuclear forces of the UK and France had
a deterrent role of their own and contributed to the overall deterrence and
security of the Allies.

For ltaly, Trezza warned against an academic approach. Things
happened which were not foreseen, such as our civilian action on the
Danube. Together with the other Southern members he wanted a section on
the Mediterranean. Turkey advocated a functional approach, defining risks,
resources, constraints and a division of labour. The paper did go in this
direction. For the way ahead, it suggested a definition of common interests
by formulating a set of elements which could play a rol decision-making
process, such as the extent to which national interests were at stake,
including the security of citizens of WEU states. Such a general set would
a|§o facilitate the task of the Planning Cell. In the Preliminary Conclusions
this came to read differently, in that it was linked with the analyses of the
new CFSP working group on security. These should be complemented by
a m_lhtary analysis, to be prepared by WEU taking account of risk analyses
carried out in NATO. The document continued:

The gnalyses will provide insight in the relationship between
security concerns and defence issues and what role defence
Instruments can play vis-a-vis the range of other instruments,
notably economic and diplomatic, available to Western European
governments, including through the European Union.

In concrete terms the document was only a beginning and largely a

St‘?Ck'takmg exercise. Some useful things were said about the relationship
with NATO: the Alliance could benefit from a more balanced sharing of
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risks, responsibilities and burdens, through the development of WEU's
operational role (paragraph 16); and WEU should examine developments in
the transatlantic partnership which represent an important common interest
with the aim of introducing joint positions agreed in WEU into the process
of consultation in the Alliance (paragraph 24). WEU should strengthen its
operational capabilities, developing the military and operational aspects of
security, such as (paragraph 25):

- institutional aspects of defence;
= exercise, preparation and inter-operability of forces;
= generic and contingency planning;

% anti-missile defence in Europe;
- defence intelligence in Europe (including the space component); and

- mechanisms for burden-sharing and the pooling of resources.

A reference was made to complementing capacities in the area of
intelligence and crisis management, for instance with a situation centre and
an intelligence section of the Planning Cell, which were already under
study. A new element was the paragraph (number 34) on mechanisms for
implementing the principle of European solidarity, or even European

burden-sharing, through:
= rotation of forces, especially when nations found it difficult to sustain

their contribution over a longer period; .
pooling of capabilities and resources, such as transport aircraft,

simulation equipment, special munitions and space parts;
- an operational budget and fixed contribution keys;
3 task specialisation.

Finally, the document devoted its last but substantial paragraph 36 to
the necessary development of a European armaments policy as part of a
common European defence policy. Issues to be addressed included the
promotion of harmonised requirements and standardised equipment, the
reduction of duplicative national research, the creation of ;onditions for an
integrated, rationalised and competitive European defence industry and the
identification of conditions and measures which could improve market
conditions for a more competitive approach to European (including intra-
European) defence procurement, and a study of the possible harmonisation
of national practices in the field of export control. .

As usual, there had been a discussion as to whether the Preliminary
Conclusions should be published. They had been explained to and
discussed with the associate partners, soO nothing stood in the way of
publication. For a moment, France toyed with the idea of a shorlter public
document but did not follow up on it. In the final Council meeting b(?fore
Noordwijk, Denmark raised a problem with regard to paragraph 6 of the
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Declaration where Ministers considered that all four categories of Notes
participants should now reflect in common on the new security conditions,
with the argument that security was the domain of the CFSP. The UK did
not like the paragraph either, but more because of the final sentence where
the Permanent Council would be instructed "to initiate reflection in this
area, including the proposal put forward by France to draft a White Paper
on European security". At ministerial level the points were not repeated and
the paragraph remained unscathed. Under my successor, the point was
taken up and concluded a year later at the Madrid meeting of 14 November
1995, with an elaborate document "European Security: A Common Concept
of the 27 WEU Countries". By that time Austria, Finland and Sweden had
joined WEU as observers. The document started with a chapter on "the new
European security conditions: challenges and risks", including a tour
d’horizon of the security environment in various parts of the world,
followed by a chapter on "contributions of WEU countries to European
security: enhancing capabilities in the field of crisis prevention and
management”. The latter contained sections on available capabilities,
existing gaps and deficiencies, the experience drawn from the conflict in
former Yugoslavia and - most importantly - necessary responses such as
strengthening WEU's politico-military structures and reinforcing European
assets and capabilities. The most concrete points, though not spectacular,
concerned the enhancement of interoperability between national forces and
the setting up of an intelligence section, already approved at the Lisbon
meeting on 15 May, capable of supporting WEU in crisis situations. It was
an important effort to involve all 27 countries in the production of a
conceptual document, but the exercise did not bring the formulation of a
common defence policy any nearer. The same conclusion applied to the
WEU contribution to the EU Intergovernmental Conference of 1996, also
agreed to in Madrid and discussed in Section 2 of Chapter 12, because it
contained three different options and no consensus on any one of them.

Subsequent ministerial declarations did focus on WEU'’s operational
developments, including the three successive phases of exercise WEU
CRISEX 95-96, the last one taking place in December 1996. In this way,
scenarios for WEU operations could be tested realistically. Experience thus
gained would also be useful in drawing up the illustrative scenarios needed
to develop the CJTF concept for making available NATO assets for WEU
operations. Another useful initiative was to ask the Planning Cel! to draw up
a generic plan for peacekeeping, although the question remained whether
it would be concrete enough for practical use. The name was not so
important, as long as it included the possibility of applying military force.
The fundamental problem with the emphasis on operational improvement
was whether this would really enhance the chances of WEU forces ever
being used in a concrete contingency, if the planning remained generic and
without close links with the emerging CFSP.

; ; . 10n
69. The study appeared in the spring of 1995 under the title Towards a Comn
Defence Policy, edited by Laurence Martin and John Roper.

. ; 9
70. Petersberg Declaration, Section II, Paragraph 2.
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Chapter Eleven
Drawing in Central Europe

We made it a point to convene the first Forum meeting at ambassador-
ial level while we were still in London. The meeting took place on 14
October 1992 and largely had an informative character. There was plenty
to tell them, about the Yugoslav crisis, the Rome ‘ministerial where the
enlargement procedure would be concluded for Greece as full member and
for the associate members and observers, and our move to Belgium. A
substantial dialogue started only after we had arrived in Brussels where the
ambassadors were more familiar with security questions. At the extraordi-
nary ministerial meeting in Luxembourg on 5 April 1993 devoted to
sanctions implementation on the Danube, representatives from Bulgaria,
Hungary and Romania attended as observers. It was not easy to arrange the
embargo operation with them, but without an institutional link with WEU
it would have been far more difficult. Participation in the operation now
became a demonstration of their willingness to join European institutions
and to make the necessary sacrifices. In doing so they also showed that four
meetings a year at ambassadorial level would not be enough to conduct that
kind of operation.

When the SWG met after the summer holidays on 15 September, the
German Foreign Minister, Klaus Kinkel, had just given a speech favouring
association of the Central Europeans with WEU. This was a step ahead of
what most other countries were thinking and also a departure from the
paper we had just received from Germany, which was discussing "an
association-type of agreement". | asked Klaiber to clarify his position and he
frankly informed us that he had proposed the "association-type" but had
been overruled, because the simple word association would be much
clearer and sound better. In the group there was little enthusiasm for
creating yet another category of participation in WEU. The word association
had already been used when we made the non-EU European members of
NATO "associate members" of WEU. Above all, what could we offer on
substance? Paul Lever for the UK put it best when asking whether we would
give them a seat at the table or a case-by-case involvement and to whom the
enhanced relationship would apply. The prevailing view was that we should

rather improve what we were doing already, rather than taking new
institutional steps.
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Diplomatic realities would prove to be differgnt. Qn " Nox‘*en\:Ser the
German and French ministers would have tripamte'dmcus;lons in arsa.wt
and again spoke of association. Subseq uel?tly, JLipp? and K.mke: serlnzia JI?II\:IV
letter to the Council proposing a status of association which shou a 318
the country concerned to participate broadly - in French .’argg_'sme;u - |31ose
activities of WEU. Their motivation was to give a strong slgnai to |
countries which had a Europe Agreement with the EU and to draw ttu[arl'n
into security discussions. From the Ietter_ it aPPEared that the gew f\,:?htjs
would be somewhat less than that of the ‘?,SASOCI,?FQ members }bu’t
according to Maastricht, were able to participatg htull'y in TLIF Tu:t|\11t|easused
nevertheless would allow for substantial Partfc'pa“on' Tu_a eter ¢ n
some irritation in the Council. Weston asked acidly whether an I(\)Ipen seas::d
had been declared for initiatives without prior cor.15u.1|lat|0|:j, cc)jn\trélt.yqtathe
Turkey were afraid of erosion of their position; Bgl_glum wond enr;cond;tions
relationship was with the Balladur plan fora Stab”!w pia(;t o thaeubstance
for entry into the EU; and Italy repeated the need for cle ining s
of the new status. Nevertheless, everybody “C?epmd t]da‘t §0_m1€5 1mgong the
be done. My own preoccupation was to avoid new |V|§|0r} ;in i
a Europe Agreement, we would have ¢
which }Lereg still negotiating them. r’; Serii;atsnits::zr:;?ilsdbi;;::zatglolzﬁ
signa rards Russia at a time of gree 2 F: _
Mgosllo»tx?\:.:fe should, therefore, extend the propasal t? ,thffnse c&gt”ﬁzmi
were expected to conclude Europe Agreements SI;OH» }' : x\?/ Eld it :::Iontinue
concerned the future status of the Forum C_’f Consh I;att[‘ct}-n' |. C’Director Paolo
or be put in the refrigerator? On the'ntle our d0 i IC«:mured "1;qociate
Casardi. had a brainwave sitting behind me a_n, mu o n'\cn{e Toe
parlner'!' but it took us some more months to ‘,‘brfj O'r:n v';o F;ancé and
Permanént Council was not in the mood to give its blessing
Germany. . ; -empted feelings of irritation by

At the Ministerial Kinkel wisely pre-emp ; g é
saying "tongue-in-cheek" at lunch that sometljl_ng ;:etir‘zlcijIt?]SigF}::I:Estdtlﬁi
Germany had done should ﬂe"E’érsgreEuf::lab0ut (NATO should be
feeling of disappointment in . : a les he
countgred by Oppepning a "waiting room" in V\T’EU“: Ji];”zﬁfs tic:zi; O‘lrtI::tf :(;Og;vte :
songs of Edith Piaf and said "Je ne regrette ”e{} ’Bali'{ldur plan, Partnership
signal to the new democracies in addition to ﬂe Bu; ke rzasponded %
for Peace and the link with the European UFI.lGl\.l mi-cj A
my question whether the new status would m‘ip_ an(anin?:)sity among the
Council meetings. Although there was no_longe' (t y b o
Ministers, they were not prepared to mentlon_a slg L:]sr d.-;—;ft e agasted
CO”"mUﬂ;qUé as proposed by Juppe. e Luxem_ﬁ ngironment; Several
the wording “to be included in a prege \j\?c:gn&t:i:ed his hand at "in an
Ministers regarded that as too vague. John (i‘ms greaEnbT reauesHinE
enhanced security relationship™. Finally, there was ag

235



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY
the Permanent Council:

to reflect on an enhanced status and its contents, including the
Franco-German proposal of 12 November, for those Consultation
Partners who had already concluded or would conclude a Europe
Agreement with the European Union. The Permanent Council
should thus identify ways and modalities to allow those countries
to participate to a larger extent in the activities of WEU and to be

involved in initiatives and missions as envisaged in the Petersberg
Declaration.

Much of our work up to the May session was taken up by defining this
new status. To be meaningful it should bring something which did not yet
exist in NATO and EU, i.e. participation in Council sessions. But it should
not come too close to the position of the associate members, who made it
possible for WEU to speak on behalf of the European pillar of the Alliance.
Some delegations had a suspicion of that being the objective of the French
insistence on the word "association". Our first discussion took place on 6
January when we decided to organise a session with the Forum countries
to listen to their ideas. Poland had already prepared a "Food for Thought"
paper on the subject. The UK and Italy had taken a parallel initiative in the
European Union through a joint letter from Hurd and Andreatta proposing
closer links for the Central European countries with the CFSP. Obviously,
they did not want to leave the field entirely to their French and German
colleagues. Their suggestions led to a structured political dialogue under the
"Europe Agreements". In the meantime, Prime Minister Balladur had
launched his idea for a stability pact emphasising good-neighbourly relations
as a condition for future membership of the EU. In short: activity all around.
In WEU, the clearest position was taken by Germany which, from the
beginning, suggested alternating meetings of the Council and some working
groups at Fifteen and Twenty-four as wel| as participation in the Petersherg
missions. The Baltic countries could take part on an ad hoc basis pending
clarification of their status with regard to the European Union. Italy and
Spain took a more purist attitude, wanting to give the enhanced status only
to countries which had concluded Europe Agreements with the EU. Italy
would persevere in this attitude right up to the May Ministerial. Their tough
attitude could partly be explained by their pique at being left out of the
Franco-German initiative and at French attempts to replace the lItalian
Political Director in the WEU Secretariat. This attitude brought little by way
of return as the next step was a paper prepared by Germany and France but
now also including the UK. Those three countries did not see eye to eye on
all issues but the direction was clear. The Baltic countries should come in
from the beginning, with Germany keeping open the possibility of the
formal status being given only after the signing of a "Europe Agreement". In
the SWG France at first wanted to maintain the Forum together with the
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enhanced status, but later agreed to suspend it. If all Nine accepted the new
status and if it meant something substantial the Forum would becgr‘ne an
empty shell. It could become a means of contact with oth_gr countries, bu;
nobody wanted to create a new waiting room or a fifth category Iq
participants in WEU. Later on | received proposals from Ukrgme .to t*u?
effect but we opted for a different solution. We WOL'I|d organise t.rllatelra
meetings with Russia and Ukraine attended by their repre.sentatwiz, h(:
presidency and the Secretary-General. T_he UK for some time he ou
against the name "association" because of its repereussion on the gss?flate
members, but gave in when their position was.strengthened by thelr;t) Illce!rs
being brought into the Planning Cell; the associate partners would o_n‘ }r 1ave
a liaison arrangement. A UK suggestion to change the name of associate
members to associate allies was not taken up. Personally | regarded
"member" as stronger than "ally", but obviously the |atter\?r0rd had a NAITO
implication. The discussion also dwelt on thpT question of complete
openness. The paper by the three member countries I‘I"IEtI’ItIOHEd ht'he OPTIOI(}
of an Enlarged Council at Twenty-four and a Counal Minus at Fnl;een (aon
maintaining the possibility of meetings restrlFted to full members). On
reflection France distanced itself from the rermlnology_/ as legally there _wa;
only one Council, i.e. of the full members, taking decmon:.;. Frar1c:‘e |ag|ee‘lt
that participation in Council sessions wguld be the essel.mal new e g|11<?|
in the new status, distinguishing it positively from the arrangements in “ﬁ
EU and NATO, but now jumped to the other extreme by proposing tha!t'a
Council meetings would be held at Twenty—fogr unless dec'lded oltcl;er»xilse.
Again, this went too far for several other countries because it wou‘” crie[ci uce;
the profile of our associate members. By the end of January we stil ||- no
have consensus on full openness, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain mwpg}
some reservations. There was agreement, however, on at least pg{;t_la
participation in the Council, the CWG an.d_ SWG dnc_ithl':ustpen 19;135
Group. The "when not" still needed clarlflcat.mp. Ml -February . g\
Minister Poos received a letter from Comnns§-|0ne| Van de\::, Ur{zigd
expressing concern that work about enlar‘gement in thg EU andf y E WEIU
not proceed sufficiently in parallel. Especially t|_1e open‘rng u.pc(i). 1e|: i
Council to the new partners went further than torrm_ll_as .stuc_l:e in the _ d
Of course he was right, but that made the WEU initiative innovative an

' i al Europeans.

mrer?::;;ﬁwg égi1§ﬁ2;rti0n wa_fthe effect of the new status on the ObSeIr\;ers.l
If the associate partners, who were not yet members of the EU, \tv?u C glec.i
more than the observers, who already bgfonged to the EU, this coul
become an element of distortion. The Austrian {\mbassador, Hlochlenmebr, in
particular was unhappy about this prospect for his courjt:'y, which was ;1 gut
to join the EU but unlikely to request ful! membership of WEU!. _Hg 1:}1 a
point, but | could not get excited about |t'as the observers had it in t.1be|rr
power to become full members if they so wlshfed. Moreover, theT'I:wlere a be
to participate in all meetings at Fifteen, an option which was unlikely to be

237



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

granted to the Central Europeans. A final issue was the date of entry into
force of the new status. The Petersberg decisions on associate members and
observers would formally enter into force only after the ratification by all of
the Greek accession as full member. It seemed logical to do the same for
the new status, but to apply it in practice as soon as possible.

In the meeting with the ambassadors of the Forum of Consultation
countries many questions had been asked about which meetings they would
be able to attend, on which subjects, and how they would relate to future
operational activities. The Nine worked together on the Polish paper and in
March came up with several concrete points. They made clear that they
were interested in a substantial and not merely formal relationship. On
terminology the Nine followed the Polish preference for the label "associate
countries™ in line with the terminology of the European Union, but prefaced
this by considering terminology a secondary issue. Another way to
distinguish the new status from the associate membership could be to use
the term "associate partners", They had no objections to offering the Baltic
states the same status, provided it would not negatively affect its content.
They also had a clear preference for a signed political document and not for
a legal document and assumed that it would be a collective instrument and
not a series of individual arrangements.

With each successive Council meeting we made some progress, but it
was not easy. The Council Working Group did useful work on drafting but
towards the end the Council needed some lengthy sessions to get the
document ready. In March, Juppé and Kinkel sent letters to their colleagues
saying that exclusion of the Baltic countries from the enhanced status would
not be acceptable. On openness the Netherlands suggested the compromise
of alternating Council meetings at Fifteen and Twenty-four, which was
accepted by Germany and later became the mainstay of our proposal. The
"Document on a Status of Association" accepted in Luxembourg on 9 May
did not spell this out, but used the general wording "they may participate
in the meetings of the Council ..." The limitation of their attendance was
contained in a "Modalities Paper" which would not be published but be
made available on request. The reason behind this peculiar arrangement was
the general wish to make the political signal towards the new democracies
as strong as possible and not obscure it by a mass of detail. The fact that we
appeared to do more than we actually promised was made palatable,
however, by allowing participation in the regular Council, albeit every other
week. Here WEU had taken a lead over NATO and the EU which had
created special bodies to discuss with the new democracies.

The Modalities document stated that, in principle, half of the meetings
of the Permanent Council would take place with the participation of the
associate partners. The partners would participate in the CWG when it
prepared for Council meetings which they were to attend and they might
propose items for discussion at Council meetings through the Presidency
and Secretariat. Their participation in other working groups would be
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decided on an ad hoc basis, but they would be given as much inforn?anon
as possible on WEU's activities. In pursuance of the possibility offeret.:l in the
main political document to associate themselves with Petersberg missions,
the partners were invited to provide details of forces which they con5|de.red
suitable for these operations. These details would be held by the Planning
Cell alongside the list of Forces Answerable to WEU (FAWEU).

Russian Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev. (Photo: NATO)

The new status gave rise to questions from both the US andlthe
Russian Federation. On 25 April 1994, | visited Moscow and was reg_ewe?
by Foreign Minister Kozyrev. | was able to explain the role am;l aCtgl(w“eZ:
WEU including the enhanced status for the Forum of Consultancf)r?. o1zy!:§ts,
who was accompanied by four assistants andl a ;mall group o J(-)I:I.I': a and
said that the activities of the European inshtqhons were 1Ir1cref:z;::12r5i1ip
should find new patterns. Russia was interested in ‘a]SUb:;taIrglaﬁ pn(ew sl
which eliminated the barriers of the past e_mcli dic lc*lio "E’Ve S
Hearing about the new associate partnership he said: , oo,
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think about an appropriate relationship." Russia was interested in strengthen-
ing its relations "in a proper form, depending on each institution."
Obviously for the benefit of the press he mentioned the need for conversion
of the defence industry and expressed the hope that Russia would be able
to tender for Western defence contracts and to work jointly with our
defence industries. He also showed a particular interest in the commercial
contacts envisaged by the WEU Satellite Centre. The most important aspect
of our short discussion was that Kozyrev did not in any way react negatively
to the plans WEU had for bringing in the Central European countries. | did
not ask him for a reaction, but if he so wished he could have commented
on my exposé. As far as our relations with Russia were concerned, | said
that after the May ministerial there would be scope for enhanced contacts
but then in a bilateral and not a multilateral framework.

o k-—
The author with UK Secretary of State Douglas Hurd and UK Permanent Representa-

tive Sir John Weston at the North Atlantic Council in Istanbul on 9 June 1994.
(Photo: NATO)

My discussion with Kozyrev was resumed at the meeting of the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC). At dinner in the splendid Dolma-
bahce Palace he was surprised to see me in a NATO environment. |
explained that the Secretaries-General of NATO and WEU attended the
other organisation’s ministerial meetings. The next day he explained his
concept of European partnership to the plenary. He saw a central role for
the CSCE and for the NACC in the coordination of politico-military
activities. Therefore, the NACC should become more independent, not
exclusively based on NATO, and equipped with a small secretariat. The
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NACC should also implement the Partnership for Peace. Given the
increasing cost of peacekeeping Russia had to bear on the territory of the
former Soviet Union he called on the international community for help by
sending observers and providing technical assistance. For this purpose a
special working group on peacekeeping could be created. He would come
to Brussels to sign the framework document for PfP as soon as the
preliminary negotiations had been completed but he could not come twice
and therefore wanted to combine it with the inauguration of the individual
partnership programme reflecting Russia’s role in European security. He
agreed with Klaus Kinkel that we should not establish a fixed hierarchy
between the institutions but rather a flexible arrangement in which the CSCE
could play a leading role. The CSCE was best placed because it had the
widest membership and competence and would be able to deal with the
problem of aggressive nationalism. After this constructive speech it came as
a disappointment that first Kozyrev and after his departure Ambassador
Afanasievsky raised so many objections to the draft communiqué that the
meeting was considerably prolonged. They objected to passages on CFE, to
a paragraph on Nagorno-Karabakh which made no reference to Russian
mediation and to a paragraph on WEU which in its final form read:

10. We welcome the adoption of a status of association with
WEU for the countries of Central Europe which have been
partners in the Forum of Consultation. This initiative is fully
complementary to the cooperation within the framework of the
Alliance, particularly the Partnership for Peace.

Chairman Sergio Balanzino had proposed omitting all passages
between brackets, which apparently had been suggested in the drafting
committee by Russia. But this led to a wording on CFE which referred only
to ensuring the integrity of the CFE Treaty and full compliance with all its
provisions. Russia had the opposite aim of obtaining some flexibility in its
application, especially in the Caucasus. After lunch I had the opportunity to
ask Kozyrev whether he had a problem with WEU. He answered no, but he
had been surprised to find a paragraph on its enlargement. He did not see
why he should welcome this; perhaps he could take note, but if so there
should also be a reference to the extension of the Commonwealth of
Independent States. More important, however, was a positive reference to
"all mediation efforts" in the text on Nagorno-Karabakh; he could not come
home without it. In the end, the perseverance of Balanzino produced
compromises on every point in an increasingly tedious battle among
ambassadors, many of the ministers having left. It took most of the afternoon
and left an unpleasant taste in our mouths. | got the impression that
Afanassievsky had instructions to show that without attention to the Russian
points in future there would not be any communiqué. Or did he want to
show Russian discontent about the NAC communiqué of the previous day?
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Although unpleasant, and at times impossible, | could not help but admire
his diplomatic skills and calm reasoning against the onslaught of everybody
else. He showed his mettle as Stalin’s interpreter. At one point he went too
far and said that the atmosphere of Istanbul, which had one of the largest
bazaars in the world, was permeating our meeting. Equally composed,
Balanzino immediately retorted: "You bring a wind that does not come from
a bazaar but from very cold places." In the end, the paragraph on WEU

remained with a "take note" instead of "welcome" and a second sentence
changed into:

This initiative, for those who participate, is designed to contribute
to security and stability in the whole of Europe and as such is
fully complementary to the cooperation within the framework of
the Alliance, particularly the Partnership for Peace.

Family portrait at the North Atlantic Council in Istanbul on 9 June 1994 with NATO
Deputy Secretary-General Balanzino in the middle. (Photo: NATO)

It was my first and last meeting of the NACC. | returned with mixed
feelings. This certainly had not been an occasion of cooperation and |
wondered what its future would be.

The reaction of the United States to the status of associate partner also
brought an element of surprise. US Permanent Representative to NATO,
Hunter, reacted to the weekly briefing in the Permanent Council by the
WEU presidency on May 4, a few days before our Ministerial. Apparently,
he felt that there had been insufficient transparency about our formulation
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of the enhanced status for the Forum countries and he asked some
questions. Did WEU regard its focus on the Central European states as
compatible with the NATO summit’s emphasis on an inclusive non-
discriminating approach to the new democracies in the East? Did we have
a read-out on Russian views, especially as Deputy Foreign Minister
Mamedov had told the US that Russia’s plan to join PfP could be affected
by the WEU initiative? Would the associate partners have the right to
consult with the WEU Council in the event of a threat to peace under the
Brussels Treaty? And finally, the most important question, unveiling
American sensitivities best, might WEU extend full membership to the new
partners before they became EU members, and would that be affected by
NATO membership for some Central European states that were not yet EU
members?

Ambassador Hunter did not send me a copy of his questions, but |
came to know about them as the Luxembourg Presidency consulted the
WEU Council on a reply. | was most surprised about the alleged statement
of Mamedov as | had had the opportunity to discuss the matter with him
directly when he came to see me on 14 April. He was one of the more
talkative Russians and it had not been easy to interrupt his eloquence, but
he had shown himself very positive towards WEU and did not raise any
objections to our plans with the Forum countries. On the contrary, he was
looking forward to a structured bilateral dialogue with WEU, including
practical issues such as space and Open Skies. He was also positive on PfP
and said that Defence Minister Grachev might come to sign it and not
Kozyrev. That might have been the planning in Moscow to save Kozyrev
from another attack on his alleged pro-Western policies, but in the end he
did come for the signing.

Another indication that Russia did not worry about our associate
partner initiative came from Germany. Minister Kinkel had told Kozyrev
after our Kirchberg meeting that the new status was no backdoor entry to
NATO membership, to which Kozyrev had said that he approached it with
great tranquility; Russia was big enough to live with it. His spokesman,
however, had reacted more negatively to the Kirchberg Declaration.

Ambassador Hunter’s questions were answered bilaterally by the
Luxembourg Presidency, which also informed the Canadians. The question
came up again during the Joint Council with NATO on 29 June where we
introduced our CJTF paper. Ambassador Linster summarised our replies and
| reported on my contacts with Kozyrev. Hunter repeated that there could
be no question of backdoor guarantees; these questions had to be discussed
in NATO. Several ambassadors helped me in alleviating his anxiety.
Migliorini said that there would be no question of a separate track on
collective defence guarantees. Casanova and Hartmann emphasised the
compatibility of our political signal with PfP and Weston added that, during
the signing of the framework document, Kozyrev did not give the impres-
sion of being concerned about the associate partnership measures in WEU.
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Lgawng the meeting | had hoped that nobody else would raise the question
with Kozyrev. With so much prodding he might get concerned! ‘
by OO; SZ{E;}ZjEtM?nyEWQAI, I 'was present at the Inaugural Conference for a
L Ba“aduyrt unlt:pe. It was the outcome of the initiative of Prime
b il 0 make clear to the new democracies of Central Europe
eir chances of joining the European Union would be conditioned by
thg resolutfon of their minority and border problems in a spirit of good
neighbourliness. At first, the initiative was welcomed only half-heartedly. It
W}as chompared to the earlier confederation proposals of President Mitterrand,
:Irtuc had flopped because i.t was too obvious an attempt to provide
'ernz‘it.wes. to full membership of the Union. Only Hungary, with its
minorities in all neighbouring countries, was enthusiastic abou{ the new
plan. (.J{a.ciuglly, however, the Twelve warmed to the idea and took it over
as an initiative of the EU as a whole. The European Council in Brussels in
December 1993 approved a draft which was elaborated by a working group
u?der Ambassador Thuysbaert and later completed under the chairmanship
3 Ambassador Stathatos. Th'uy.rsbaert came to WEU to brief the Council on
e progress made. The original Balladur memorandum had devoted a
&agfgaph iIO WEU, s_uggesg’ng it tq study the admission as associate
o srs those countries which had signed a "Europe agreement” with the
- pz;r;cése(:e\iflopﬂnn||tary (;ooperation with them, particularly in the field
S der; i-‘lt :ie _questrgn was asked whether rapidly available units
ot % raiseg ec eb in qdvance. Of.course, the designation "associate
o yebrows |n. the Council, but the overall intent fitted in with
y own qttempts to dra.w the Central Europeans closer to WEU. A more
Cir:;slsic?abtjiiitlgp ;o thg first |11.emor§ndtxn1 concerned the paragraph on the
s 2 of rontiers which said that, without taking sides a priori,
my I rectifications of borders could not be excluded, which could
COIIs;ecc:t;il.:eenéljarzitecor}sle.crated bY the Cor'nference, thus giving them a
A Nethermnds;ij s suggestion met wqh .the same negative response
ol 'mdl eas on former Yugoslavia in July 1991. Borders should
e F m.morlty‘prch)blems should not be solved by changing
the ters. France did not insist and later drafts only talked about the
inviolability of frontiers.
Counliz O\,\r,[iﬁ:njln(:?eqwe--o}( t}}e' Pact was to stabilise the Central European
e ']:'|d . catldf?n to join Ithe EQ, but others should be invited as
e Belam(s kalﬁ:a a as participants in the.European equilibrium and
b ,Cemraj ,Euro aine and ‘MoIF!'()va as countries having border problems
Hocumen 1994;33 crr| minorities from that rf:zgion. The concluding
s 1992e|\j|e Io!)eq the concept of regional negotiation tables
b Pl el Ie sinki Document, and created two round tables,
S ons andc |rEe by the EU, one for rhel Baltic region and one for the
il il asltern_E.uropean countries. The Baltic round table
oouid ‘ genera pplltlca! issues of thehregion and should promote
gional cooperation relating to, for example, integration of populations of
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foreign origin, national minorities, language training, ombudsman,
transborder activities and maritime cooperation, cooperation among regions
of neighbouring countries". The final conference would be held a year later,
which would entrust the Pact of Stability to the CSCE. This was realised in
March 1995.

My own intervention pointed out that enhancing security and stability
had been one of WEU’s priority tasks over recent years and that the
establishment of the WEU Forum of Consultation in June 1992, followed by
the creation of a new status of Associate Partners a few weeks before the
present conference, were precisely aimed at this objective. It was in the
logic of the European construction that, as these countries moved closer to
the EU, their links with WEU as the Union’s defence component should
likewise be strengthened. Viewed from this angle it should be clear that this
new status was not directed against anyone. We looked forward to a close
bilateral relationship with all other countries involved in European security.
I allowed myself to make a remark which | had often made in preceding
years when people talked too easily of stability: | emphasised that stability
was not a simple concept and that we were often more aware of instability
than stability. Stability was easy to recognise, but difficult to define. Yet, it
had to be our primary objective, also for countries which had a more or less
homogeneous population.

The US statement by Peter Tarnof, Under-Secretary of State for Political
Affairs, said little about the substance of the pact, but showed unexpected
enthusiasm for the CSCE. Minister Jeszensky made a declaration of
interpretation, naming subsidiarity and decentralisation as principles for the
treatment of minorities, Kozyrev did not give a clear indication whether
Russia would join the round table on the Baltic. In the evening we were
received at the Elysée, where President Mitterrand delivered a philosophical
homily about European affairs, sitting behind a desk. He thought that a pact
was better than a treaty, because the latter could have the connotation of
winners and losers.

The last time | discussed enlargement with US representatives was after
the SACLANT transfer of command ceremony in Norfolk, Virginia, where
Admiral Miller handed over to General Sheehan on 31 October 1994.
Secretary of Defense Perry organised a short working luncheon with NATO
Secretary-General Claes and myself, Secretary of Defence Rifkind, Generals
Shalikashvili and Joulwan and some others. He informed us that, during the
NATO ministerials of December, Secretary Christopher and himself would
propose to discuss during 1995 the process of how other nations might
enter the Alliance, but would consider it premature to define to whom or
when this should apply. Instead criteria for membership should be defined.
Rifkind, being the only other defence minister, spoke first. To him, reforms
in the candidate countries were the most important point, including reform
of their military structures. He also pleaded not to take Partnership for Peace
as a secondary programme and was unhappy about some denigrating
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statements fr.om US officials. Perry agreed and wanted to push PfP as much
as possible, 'mcluding the funding. Shalikashvili added that, for all practical
purposes, PtP already amounted to a non-Article V-type of membership of
th(.i' Alliance. My own comment was that the value of criteria for member-
shlp tended to remain ambiguous. In the end, it was a political decision
WhI.Ch should not be made difficult by everybody arguing that his country
fulfilled all_criteria. Perry then moved away from criteria and talked of a
process which should be linked with that of European integration. He added
that it would not be conceivable to the US to have WEU members which
would not be members of NATO. | did not contradict him, but said that
wo.uId also depend on the willingness of NATO to take in all the countries
which would join the EU. That was a point which stuck with Willy Claes.
In later conferences | heard him admit the problem arising from the
enlargement of the EU with new members which NATO could not or did
not want Ito admit. Would that prevent them from being fully involved in a
European security and defence policy?
Afterthg Kirchberg ministerial, we immediately applied the new status.
The first session "at 24" was on 7 June, which also happened to be the
900th meeting of the WEU Council. From there on we used this format
every other. week, arranging the agenda in such a way that it would provide
Mmaximum interest to our new partners. Yugoslavia always figured promi-
nently{ but also Baltic relations with Russia. We added monthly thematic
reflections and had interesting discussions on Ukraine, Russia, the future of
CSCE and the situation in the Balkans, with substantial in;;uts from the
pqrtners. | tried to prepare myself well for those discussions so that | could
strmu!.ate'debate by asking questions or linking it to developments in other
organisations. The Council table could seat 24 delegations but we installed
an ele?tronrc device to register who was asking for the floor. We also made
Ita point to seat all the delegations in alphabetical order and not according
;qfft.hew categor}/ of participation. Technically we managed without any
i lculty: We still had a problem with the working groups and the format
?f the ministerial sessions. When the Netherlands announced their paper
An approach to the formulation of a common European defence policy”
Fraljce wanted to deal with it at 24, but most of the others found defence
policy the wrong subject with which to start our work with the associate
partners. In the end it was decided to have a few rounds in the SWG at 15
and then, in November, open the working group to the 24. France also
wanted to conduct the Ministerial at Noordwijk entirely at 24 which would
leave out the 15 altogether. This was resolved by having a si;ort meeting at
15 bfefore lunch after the defence ministers had concluded their WEAG
;Teze‘:lng on armaments cooperation. Lunch and afternoon session would be
‘Looklng back on the new status, I regarded it as one of the most
tangible results of my tenure as Secretary-General. It seemed the appropriate
response to changed circumstances, where security would be furthered
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more through participation than through formal guarantees. For some
considerable time WEU would be ahead on this in comparison with NATO
and the EU. | always rejected the criticism that WEU would be weakened
by the four different categories of participants. Only in this way could we
combine the dual task of becoming the security dimension of the EU and
the European pillar of NATO and at the same time have a dynamic
approach towards enlargement. In a no-threat situation, stability in Central
Europe would be our principal concern and stability could be promoted on
a broad front of activity. We had the added advantage that Russia had no
problems with EU and WEU enlargement. They probably did not like it,
because ultimately it would result in new dividing lines as well, but they
could not reject the logic of integration. Moreover, Russia too would benefit
from enhanced relations with the EU, albeit not as a future member. Their
tranquillity about an extension of WEU might have been inspired by a low
opinion of European capabilities and willingness to act. Moscow was
primarily concerned by American power coming close to its Western
borders. Whatever the reason, WEU had a unique opportunity to apply the
promotion of security through participation. In spite of what many Central
Europeans proclaimed there was no real security vacuum. Of course,
nobody knew how Russia would develop or whether a new security system
for the whole of Europe would really take shape. All the talk about a new
security architecture did not help much as nobody knew what it meant. It
only became a catchword because it sounded so constructive. As time
progressed and Russia had great difficulty in dealing with problems on its
periphery, anxiety about military intervention outside its borders did
subside. Propagating the concept of former Soviet territory as "the near
abroad" where Russia would have special interests scared its neighbours
again, but fortunately little more has been heard of the term. Also, Russia
needed time to adjust to the downsizing of the former Soviet Union and to
digest pyschologically that at the end of the Cold War their superpower
status, derived from their military arsenal, was eclipsing and economic
reform needed priority. For that reason | was not enthusiastic about early
NATO enlargement. It would give the impression that the security
dimension was still so important that it merited being advanced on its own.
It would also make it much more difficult to develop the new relationships
we all professed to espouse. Of course, | recognised the wish of the Central
Europeans to belong to as many Western organisations as possible including
those where the US played a major role. | also understood their concern,
in the words of Czech Ambassador Lukas, about the extremely low degree
of predictability stemming from the absence of basic consensus on the future
role of Russia in international relations. Therefore, | always urged every-
body, Russians included, to define their foreign policy interests as a
precondition for international understanding. Agreement might not always
follow, not least because foreign policy was increasingly acquiring a
domestic component connected with other issues, but nevertheless
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understanding what motivates the other side remains the basis of diplomacy.
In Russia an attempt had been made by members of their Security Council,
chaired by Sergei Karaganov, but unfortunately the debate was over-
shadowed by the excitement over NATO expansion. In any case, it was an
almost impossible task because, as Guéhenno said on another occasion, it
is difficult to be clear if you do not have an idea about yourself. The process
of finding a new identity would take a long time, but should not be
impeded by unnecessary complications. | regarded early NATO enlargement
as one of them.

Relations with Russia and Ukraine followed the tripartite model
developed for Austria and Slovenia before these countries became observer
and associate partner, respectively. Their ambassadors in Brussels met
periodically with the Secretary-General and a representative of the
Presidency. With Russia an agreement was concluded for the delivery of
satellite imagery to the Satellite Centre. With Ukraine a kind of framework
agreement was signed to make long-haul aircraft available to WEU, which
would be followed up with bilateral agreements in a concrete operation. A
Russian reaction to a similar offer is still awaited.
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Chapter Twelve
Departure and

Subsequent Developments

My term of office would end in May 1994. After the summer holiday
of 1993, | told Ambassador Linster of Luxembourg that | would bf.e prepared
to stay on till the end of 1996, at which the time thg con;nciusmn of the
Intergovernmental Conference was expected. Having arrived in Brussels only
in January 1993, | felt that WEU had not yet fully settled down and |
preferred to hand over to a successor when the future of WEU had been
further defined. In addition, an extension of my tenure _woulgl cover the
period till my retirement at 65 and avoid the problem of interim employ-
ment. Manfred Wérner’s term of office had been extended for three years,
in spite of an earlier decision to limit the NATO term to four years with a
possible extension of one year. Soon it became clear that Londor1 was
opposed to extending my term. John Weston did not say so ouFrlght, but
told me that his government wanted to stick to the five-year period. Pgter
Kooijmans, who had succeeded Hans van den Broek as Netherlands Foreign
Minister, told me that | would not get any support from Douglas Hurd. That
did not come as a great surprise, although our personal relationship had
always been good. | had known Douglas from the time when we were both
dealing with European affairs in our respective governments. | may have
offended him in 1992 by a story in the Financial Times quoting me as
saying that the EC - of which he held the presidency - had accomplished
nothing in Yugoslavia. | had apologised for this in a letter to Jeremy
Greenstock, the UK representative to the WEU Council, saying thgt I had
referred only to the military side of the conflict and not to the considerable
humanitarian efforts. In any case, | knew that the UK was not enanwogx:ed
of my active propagation of WEU and was closely monitoring my activities
abroad. It was a greater disappointment when Jean-Marie Guéhenno, the
French Ambassador, told me in the nicest of words that Paris had greatly
appreciated the work | had done, but felt that the next phase should be left
to a new man. Then the process of searching for a successor started. Marc
Eyskens was proposed by Belgium, but withdrew when Willy Claes became
Secretary-General of NATO. In Luxembourg, there were rumours that
Jacques Poos might be interested-if the elections turned out badly. Italy
came with Rognoni, a former Defence Minister, but his advanced age was
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chsidered a drawback. As time was running out, without a consensus in
view, Minister Poos managed to obtain an extension of my term with six
months in the margins of an EU Foreign Ministers meeting in Luxembourg
on 2.8 March 1994. He immediately informed me by telephone. New
candidates were asked to come forward. Italy now proposed its Ambassador
to NATO, Jannuzzi, who had been the first director of the secretariat of the
European Political Cooperation. Spain proposed the former president of the
Epropeqn Parliament, Enrique Baron, and Portugal José Cutileiro, who had
given his name to a plan for Bosnia as assistant to Lord Carrington during
the Portuguese presidency. In the past, decisions had been reached by
consensus, but Netherlands Foreign Minister Van Mierlo suggested to select
my successor by a simple majority vote of the nine full members. In theory,
a tie could have resulted if every candidate obtained three votes, but that
did rjot happen. A poll was taken on Thursday 10 November and Cutileiro
obtained five votes. A Dutch suggestion to allow some time for a hand-over
was declined and the Permanent Council said goodbye to me the next day.
It all happened a bit too quickly for me, and | was at a loss for words. | said
that | .lwz?d to collect my thoughts over the weekend and would respond at
the ministerial meeting at Noordwijk on Monday. | only expressed the hope
that my successor would be spared the tendency towards micro-manage-
ment by the Council, especially in personnel matters, because it made
running an international secretariat virtually impossible. At Noordwijk,
NgtherEands Defence Minister, Joris Voorhoeve, bestowed the second
highest civilian order upon me, after which | briefly addressed the Ministers.
Later | received a Grand Cross from Belgium after an audience with King
Albert Il and from Luxembourg in a cordial ceremony in the office of
Jacques Poos. Among his colleagues the Luxembourg minister always had
supported me most.

'Af‘rer the Noordwijk meeting, work of a conceptual nature continued.
During the Portuguese Presidency a document was drawn up containing a
.common reflection on the new European security conditions, in order to
identify both common interests and potential risks. The paper was drafted
at 27 and, during the subsequent Spanish Presidency, turned into a 39-page
long documept entitled "European Security: a Common Concept of the 27
WEU Countries" issued in Madrid on 14 November 1995. At Noordwijk,
Francg had put forward a proposal to draft a White Paper on European
SE:C.UI‘ItY. Originally, the French idea was to make a summary of the various
I"!ElllOI"lEl' White Papers recently issued. The Common Concept did not quite
fit that description, but nevertheless was an im portant effort, first because a
clear cqr?ception of shared security interests would be a necessary
prgcondﬂmn for a common military action and, second because it was done
with _aII 27 countries around the WEU table. Thus, it demonstrated in
practl.ce the notion of "security through participation” by drawing in the
associate partners and the new members of the EU, who had never taken
part in this kind of security discussion before.
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The paper turned out to be a mixture of a rewrite of both the Hague'
Platform of 1987 and the anodyne EPC declaration on European identity of
1973. Its first chapter dealt with the common security interests of Europe,
including the new risks, and an analysis of the European security environ-
ment attempting to define the relations with other parts of the world, far
away and nearby. The second chapter dealt with the contribution WEU
countries could make to European security by enhancing capabilities in the
field of crisis prevention and management. The common values and interests
were divided into three broad categories:

1.  Democratic values and human rights, the defence of peace, interna-
tional order and the rule of law.

2. Europe’s worldwide economic interests, including the maintenance of
communications within its territory, access to technology and the
supply of energy and raw materials. Partnership agreements with Russia
and Ukraine, as well as new forms of cooperation with the countries
of the Southern Mediterranean, were mentioned as helping to prevent
economic imbalances from becoming threats to the security of our
continent.

3. The security of European citizens in the world.

The new risks were listed under four headings:

1. Potential armed conflict.

2. The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of
delivery.

3. International terrorism, organised crime, drug trafficking and uncon-
trolled and illegal immigration.

4. Environmental risks.

The tour d’horizon of the European security environment included the
following passage in the section on Russia:

79. However, there are risks. Serious violations of human rights
have occurred during the Chechen crisis. The crisis illustrates the
dangers of internal instability and the possible threat to regional
security. The sheer size of Russia’s conventional forces and its
extensive nuclear arsenal makes democratic control over its armed
forces and full compliance with its arms control and disarmament
obligations all the more indispensable. Europe had a vital interest
in the fulfilment by Russia and other CIS states of their obligations
in the nuclear, chemical and conventional fields and supports
further development of disarmament measures. A lack of effective
controls over civil and military fissile material adds to the danger
of proliferation.
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On the Commonwealth of Independent States it stated:

85. The attachment of the twelve newly independent states to the
CIS framework varies, and some have publicly distanced them-
selvgs from certain areas of CIS cooperation. Within the CIS
Russia continues to have a predominant position. Although there:
are now hundreds of CIS agreements, many have not been
frnplelﬁented. It remains unclear how far the CIS will develop
!nsttturlonaliy in the future. To the extent that the CIS I'r'ameworlk
is based on voluntary relations and a genuine pursuit of mutual
mfergsts, a further development of the CIS in accordance with the
prlcr;(:lpfgs o‘f th‘e UN‘Charter and the OSCE, such as sovereignty
223 tte]rrlt.orlgl integrity, could contribute to the stability of the
Sova. It is important for Europel to continue to support the
ereignty and independence of individual CIS member states.

problTe?ne “Sftitlg:"é 2n the role of nuclear forces in deterrence caused a
olicy: o neuna“tew imembers of. the EU, who had formerly based their
Alliance’s Stiate icg(l) t was possible only to repeat quotes from the
o Finlandglrela ndCepfdand the Preliminary Conclusions of Noordwijk.
— pa;ty - thle decn. and Sweden recql!ed in a footnote that they were
ol b tc;s;;)ns refer.red to in this paragraph. Considerable
Yugoslavia. Tl 1€ experience drawn from the conflict in former
- Ihe two most relevant paragraphs are quoted in full:

174. On the political fr i
ont, experiences in former Yug i
be useful for future WEU operations: st

;i:;esgc:‘l{ttlﬁzlni{rng of the mission must be set out clearly from
e taskfs o I:;s;lon szwould be reviewed continually to ensure
g L grla.lc_ uallg taken on in theatre which deviate
Adequate ra‘ Ip'?' I‘hcal by
e -apabilities and an effective decision-making

ure to undertake the Petersberg tasks must be available
to WEU. o
Thel need for closer relations between the EU and WEU
tBi(eJird?s Ithe institutional questions being discussed (in prepara.—
consﬁnt ;e IGE, WEU n_eeds to develop mechanisms for close

tation between the two bodies on both political and
\?ﬂsi?tlolna'l matters. This will be particularly important for
WhiChm;?Et;n:dgfthumanitalrian assis?ance and reconstruction
:uida; : S Efr, are likely to involve overall political
guidance by the EU, if not actual participation by civilian
agencies coordinated by the EU.
- The need for closer relations between WEU and NATO
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- The need for a clear understanding of the respective roles of
other Organisations involved (for instance, UN or OSCE), in
response to a crisis and for closer coordination of their
responses.

175. In operational terms, WEU countries need to build on this
experience to enhance capabilities in the following fields:

- There must be a clear channel of communication between the
WEU Council and WEU forces. Experience indicates that,
besides the role of liaison played thus far by the WEU
Presidency, there needs to be a proper channel of communica-
tion linking WEU elements involved in an operation and the
WEU Council.

- For each WEU operation, there must be a single chain of
command for all WEU military forces involved, in order to
avoid confusion and delay in carrying out tasks.

- Arrangements need to be devised for ensuring efficient
coordination in the theatre of operations between the military
and civilian elements of an operation, in particular where the
civilian elements are provided by another organisation such as
WEU.

- The need for WEU to establish or to have access to an
adequate observation capability and to develop an intelligence
processing capability which are decisive for the conduct of
operations in complex, shifting politico-military environments.

_ The need to have transport capabilities available permitting the
rapid projection of forces and their deployment to the theatre
of operations as required. In this field, Europeans currently call
upon other countries or the international market for heavy

airlift.

Decisions of the Lisbon Ministerial of 15 May 1995 included the
establishment of the Politico-Military Group (which had already been
working on CJTF) and the approval of a Situation Centre for WEU and an
Intelligence Section in the Planning Cell. The member states of the
Eurocorps had agreed to carry out the exercise WEU-CRISEX 95-96 and
proposed to use it for verification of WEU procedures. Later on, this exercise
was extended over three phases and included WEU in its entirety. The
scenario was based on a UN mandate to ensure safe delivery of humanitar-
ian aid, but - ominous detail concerning the link with CFSP - not requested
by the European Union. The Satellite Centre at Torrejon was made a
permanent body at the end of its experimental phase. New Forces
Answerable to WEU (FAWEU) were formed in EUROFOR and EURO-
MARFOR by France, Italy and Spain, to which Portugal later acceded.”

253



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

Austria, Finland and Sweden announced their participation in the police
contingent in support of the EU administrator in Mostar. A document was
approved on "Emergency Responses to Humanitarian Crises: A Role for a
WEU Humanitarian Task Force" which included the interfaces with civilian
agencies. The Portuguese Presidency ended with a seminar at Sintra on the
"WEU Contribution to the Future European Security and Defence Architec-
ture".

The Madrid meeting adopted the Common Concept, which has been
described earlier. It also invited Greece to join the Space Group and the
associate partners to participate in exercise CRISEX 95-96. The declaration
referred to an exchange of letters between Minister Solana as Chairman-in-
Office of WEU and Minister Kozyrev, about WEU's relationship with Russia.
This formalised regular contacts between the Presidency, Secretary-General
and a representative of Russia. Of equal importance to the Common
Concept was the approval of the WEU contribution to the European
Intergovernmental Conference of 1996, which we shall discuss in detail
later.

The Birmingham Declaration of 7 May 1996 welcomed the beginning
of the supply of Helios imagery to the Satellite Centre and the agreement
with Russia on the provision of its imagery. Ministers agreed on measures
to implement the WEU exercise policy, including the establishment of an
annual WEU exercise planning conference. Following a UK Eurolift
initiative, they approved a concept for strategic mobility to facilitate the
conduct of Petersberg missions. Ministers agreed that the observer countries
should be able to participate more fully in Petersberg missions and - last but
not least - decided to send a fact-finding mission to Africa.

At Ostend on 19 November, Ministers adopted proposals for WEU to
assist humanitarian landmine clearance operations, taking into account the
EU’s joint actions on anti-personnel mines which envisaged a potential role
for WEU. This role would be essentially to coordinate national offers, to act
as a forum for WEU nations to assemble a coherent package of military
assistance, to develop local training capabilities and to disseminate
information on detection and clearance of landmines. The Ostend Declar-
ation welcomed the elaboration, as a first step, of profiles for illustrative
WEU missions drawn from the spectrum of Petersberg tasks for which the
WEU deems it necessary to call upon NATO assets and capabilities. These
profiles had been transmitted to NATO, which would now conduct military
planning for these missions in coordination with WEU. At last real work on
CJTF had begun. It would include the elaboration of a framework agreement
on modalities for the transfer of NATO assets and capabilities for use by
WEU. An interesting addition was the wish of WEU to become actively
involved in the Alliance’s defence planning process. This could become a
new way of associating France with NATO's defence planning, in which

they did not participate nationally. As a first concrete step WEU decided to
make an input into the 1997 NATO ministerial guidance for the planning
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process. Finally, a new WEU subsidiary body was created known as t'hle
Western European Armaments Organisation (WEAO). The EUCLID Reseal‘(:j
Cell would move to step 2, with the legal capacity to place cqr1{racts,i1t
would initially be the executive body of the WEAO, as a precursor to the
European Armaments Agency.

1. The Intergovernmental Conference

At Maastricht, both the EU and WEU decide?d to te-exapnneI 'th|e
Provisions on security policy in 1996. For the_EU t"ms was done m.zl\rgc e
J.4 sub 6, which stated that the provisions of this article might be revise clm
the basis of a report to be presented in 1996 by the WEU C?me[I to td1e
European Council, which should include an evaluatpn of t‘he p:(.)grfebslr*n; ef
and the experience gained until then. WEU took this up i pal?glap : 0{
its own declaration, stating that WEU would re-examine the srebein
Provisions in 1996 and adding that this re-examination would extend to the
relations between WEU and the Atlantic Alliance. ‘

In 1%95,es1e institutions of the European U|.1|on presented replo.rts!
evaluating their experience with the (;ommon prel8'1 and SeCUI‘"';\C’i PEeI::fri
(CFSP). The European Commission™ was CI‘I[!Cf”il: succe_zssAu.‘ i
"variable" and the start of the CFSP "laborious". Originally, Joint Actions ::Ja
been considered the key instrument, supported by Common Posntlonf:a, but
no clear distinction had been followed in practice. Consequently, confusion

. reigned as to the role of the different instruments. Sometimes Joint Actions

were limited to ad hoc diplomatic or administrative steps, while Comljnolt:tI
Positions ranged from fundamental orientations to copcre;e l‘;‘ueaigre:. :1
day-to-day work the old method of the EPC of issuing dec AEAHDIE t?

topical issues was continued, although 1hesg were not foreseen Ir; ‘Hf
Treaty. The Commission noted a serious deficiency in the‘?lbs_encEe 0 a]n\‘
Ireaty provisions to resolve problems between the two pillars. ?;3"[1%?5
Were: the Joint Action on dual-use goods, whu;h had a targfe impac |0" rile!
first pillar, was decided by unanimity and sqb]ect' to an ob?cutetancl phathy
hon-Community legal regime; and the financing of Joint ’?C“(:_”Z;;Tr'ég Thz
Community budget, which created new conflicts o REY o :

Commission was also critical of the conduct of_the .Preslldem.y, w mc:i1 (? tIen
tended to promote national policies instead of Union interests, a‘r;' 0 Ti1e
"epresentation of the Union through a troika of changing c.o_mpfom ion. The
'eport concluded that there was a need for a better capability for comtn"nttljn
‘L”aIYSiS, improved decision-making and a clearer way to represent the

Nion abroad. .

In my view, two connected points sho.uld be added. Tre_:rre?:i/ici:._
European Union did not define either security or defen.ce orf tL‘IE':I‘ :ebc_
ship. Maastricht was an improvement over the' Single AtCt Of SEZE?H O:E’a
?” going beyond the political and economic aspec s_to 2 .the Jl1;on
'ncluding in the CFSP all questions related to the security ]
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However, issues having defence implications were excluded from the
procedures set out in Article J.3. At the time of Maastricht we thought that
this referred to the possibility of qualified majority voting (QMV), but in
practice it was given an extensive interpretation: the CFSP Council would
refrain from considering any Joint Action which contained a military
element. The second point concerned the word "defence implications".
Nothing WEU did was defence in the traditional sense of protecting national
independence and territorial integrity.- The WEU Treaty had its important
automatic military assistance clause, but the implementation of collective
defence, to the extent that it was stil| a priority, would be left to NATO.
After the end of the Cold War, we concentrated on the role of our military
forces in peace-support operations outside our borders. Their purpose would
be to support wider political objectives through their presence, comparable
to the role national police play in their own society. Therefore, the wording
"to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union, which
have defence implications" should be amended to define WEU as the
operational or at least the military dimension of the EU.

At Maastricht, two methods were envisaged to alleviate the problem of
unanimity in the CFSP. The Council could decide that for the follow-up of
a Joint Action - itself being agreed UPON unanimously - qualified majority
voting would be applied. The other possibility, opened up in a declaration
(Declaration 27) annexed to the Treaty, would be constructive abstention,
I.e. acquiescing in the decision even though not fully agreeing with it. The
first option had never been used, the second only once. No wonder,
therefore, that formulas have been proposed to avoid the Union grinding to
a halt. The best way would be a system in which a small minority could not
stop a qualified majority from going forward. Preferably, all implementation
of Joint Actions should be governed by QMV, but this might make it
difficult to start any new Joint Action. Therefore, it would be necessary to
add the proviso that those voting against would not be bound to participate
in the implementation of the decision. This would make the policy less
“common”, but it should nevertheless be carried out on behalf of the EU as
a whole and, where appropriate, be financed by the Union budget. This
might raise the old question of invoking a "vital interest" to block a
decision. In any case, a vote should not be called hastily and members
should be able to explain fully why they consider the proposed action
inimical to their interests. European solidarity also requires that partners
show some understanding for each other’s positions. Other proposals, such
as the country having to justify its interest, followed by a vote either in the
Council or in the European Parliament, all run into the problem that a
country wants to be the final judge of its own interests. Procedural solutions,
therefore, have limited value, although the obligation to explain why a vital
interest is invoked, might have some deterrent effect. Anyway, it would
seem wrong to resort to a consensus-minus-one formula, which would
amount to ganging up against a single country. This method was provided

" 256

N N MEN
DEPARTURE AND SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENTS

for in the OSCE for grave violations of human rights and app.lle‘d. agams:
Yugoslavia. Within the EU it would be far bet_t_er to havg a_more ||j|‘:;t:turt_|2:g
approach based on QMV. Should a country find itself in a m|rnf|)1| |’y ]Ove|0 ’
the pressure to acquiesce should be great enough and, hoge ully, ce; ' !)
into a unwritten convention. Applying QMV would cover this case anyway,

without singling out anyone.
2. The WEU Input: Three Options

The incoming Spanish Presiclencyj si|11ulta:1e0Lss|3f ?fltheEEUU dl:;i \Hl\;ﬁ‘ll.;
- had the triple task of chairing the Reflection Group of the [ ,1 Eufg‘ o
a WEU input for the IGC and finalising tl?e Common (?or:cetp Ollor 5 p|e:3d
security at 27. The Reflection Group, chaired by C_arlos Wes ern:f prlclsctive
that the Atlantic Alliance would be an gssentral el:%‘IBGTT Oldcoro s
security in Europe. As the European pillar of NATO, W E E;SIJ)U Aspdezt?’ené
ively shape the European Security and De@me Identlt}’ ( : o ned by
"eMmained in the domain of national sovereignty, it Si?O_L'Id, ?.gO\Ie ’ i
consensus at the international level. An element of flexibility, [;?‘\:ec\ifetr’
should be introduced with the rule that no country COTId " cc:neli’\?oulg
Participate in a military action of the Union, but eqyally.t mjt I:ote declining
be able to prevent a majority unciertaking‘suclh ad'l{imi Amtiso(r: karn. both
1© Participate should nevertheless show solidarity with t FWEU with the EU
financially and politically. On the subject of a merger of to WEU as full
Opinion remained divided. Those countries not be"ongl!}g (;ci'al o:ition
Members did not regard it as feasible on gccount‘of!thelr sep ue(ncg (-)f the‘-
Yet, a majority of full members founc! It a nglca ; CO”?f Union with
objectives of the Maastricht Treaty: a defence drmenszor_t ? oy f 5 wder
4 guarantee of mutual assistance would be the exee}ss}ngl;ooeq:b!igh p
solidarity going beyond the economic aspects. §ome wis uft- ; !-r‘ﬂ;:rm‘edi-
Precise timetable, others merely wanted to examine the ques lsti.J d full
ate solutions steered between the current autonomy of T_\* WEUa t; A
integralion, either by establishing some suborﬂnma}horh '(:;h BRI
European Union or by a binding agreement ll‘liOl:Ig‘I I?\. 1;‘ i e i
Implement the decisions of the EU having defence imp ;ca Il0 supported a
1995 a Franco-German group of Da"|ja'“e_"m”?':i;EGT]FO fixepEU in the
"dynamic convergence" leading to the integration o !
foreseeable future. : i
Theb WF'::U contribution to the IGC was p“.b“ShEd atl ﬂ:?m;\’?fd;}:i
Ministerial on 14 December 1995. It started out W|th£nN€;\VTE}L_JUan s i
Maastricht provisions on the relations with the EU an | =
Operational role of WEU. With regard to the European Unior 'd .
Observation was made that WEU's task to elgborateI anwistenlze bl
decisions and actions of the Union implied in part|CLc11Iar tt‘ltti;else dévéiop&:cl.
EU-WEU crisis management mechanism, but this ha| zeto e Gl
Therefore, crisis management exercises were neede
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procedures which would allow for a truly operational WEU response, On
NATO two points deserve mentioning in particular: the first relates to
considering possibilities for more frequent introduction of joint positions
into the Alliance consultation process. The second concerned the distribu-
tion of tasks and stated that "an informal view is emerging according to
which entrusting an operation to NATO or to WEU will often depend on
whether the North American Allies participate or not". On the operational
side, greater coordination through WEU of the contributions that European
countries make or will make on an individual basis to UN missions could
ensure a higher political visibility of the organisation. The paper also
quantified the scope of future missions by saying that, in its present state,
WEU should aim for being able to plan and control a Petersberg operation
at up to army corps level, taking into account factors such as complexity,
intensity and duration.

For the purpose of contributing directly to the IGC, the second part of
the paper was most relevant, dealing with the future framework of European
security and defence. The IGC would need to harness to best effect the
diverse contributions to security and defence that European nations were
able to make. Whatever course the institutional development of the EU and
WEU might follow, the possibility for participation by WEU associate
members, observers and associate partners in the ESD| must be maintained
and further developed. Equally, the European institution responsible for
defence must continue to act as a4 means to strengthen the European pillar
of the Alliance. So far, there was agreed language. On the future institu-
tional development of the ESD) there was no consensus and the best the
paper could do was to identify three broad options.

Option A. Reinforced Partnership between an Autonomous WEU and
the European Union. WEU would be preserved as an autonomous
organisation with its own separate Treaty base and the Modified Brussels
Treaty would remain in force and unaltered after 1998. The basic rule for

€ no participa-
tion of the European Commission and Parliament. Existing WEU bodies
would be preserved, but the reinforced partnership would find its expression
at the highest political level by the creation of 3 WEU Summit, meeting as
necessary back-to-back with the European Council. The European Council,
to which the WEU Secretary-General might be invited when it discussed
issues affecting the CFSP, could make proposals to the WEU body. For its
part, the WEU Summit would have responsibility for formulating general
guidelines on collective European military action. At lower levels the WEU
Ministerial Council could meet back-to-back with the EU General Affairs
Council, meetings could take place between the Political Committee of the
CFSP and the WEU Permanent Council, and EU-WEU task forces could be
established for the duration of individual operations.

This option reflected the Uk Position as set out in their memorandum
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of 2 March 1995. It gave priority to further increasing WEU's Cﬂpab"“f&f’ mt
carry out the tasks set out in the Petersberg Declaraliop, rather than;o e E;(;:s
changes to the legal and institutional framework. Ti*{e idea of WEU LIFﬂ;‘ﬂ
was not new. The Netherlands had toyed with the idea dl}””B 1991, w “IE”
it was in a difficult position with their refusal to recognise a r0|16\‘4f0_r :‘Ire
European Council in defence matters. La_lter the Frenc;l.\ DEfel‘;ceE :nlsein,
Léotard, suggested it in a speech to a conference organised oy the “‘ op (I
Movement in Paris on 3 March 1994. But | understgod hls_suggebtlon 3
imply a single meeting to establish a Europe@ rapid rga;tmn I.orrcet?OaITiq
European command arrangements. Asked to give my opinion PFI'C‘? : c'd(;
speech, | replied that summits were only useful \\fhe‘n thely CELII( ,-E)e OItnl
something concrete, which required adequate prgparahon. g e ;p u'.lzi ;n
did not get any support. Everybody regarded it as CUmbErsome cto 1|;d
artificial device to keep the EU and WEU separate. Thinking Ipflgf I "
during Maastricht had gone in the opposite direction of having t '|e~ uc; Q}:Ei:]l’
Council discuss any question, without any taboos, as I‘ ha?i suggebltde b” f?{
bersonal reflections. The only countries which ob\_*lf)lihly'\"’ou eng :
would be the associate members, who could not participate in the meetings
of the European Council. i

O;Jtio;lleB. Intermediate Options towards an EU-I'VE:F;‘ Instfttutf:c:_inrii
Convergence. These would be characterised by the E5tab|_'*‘1"'_1e't"_ {;5 and
juridical and/or political commitments betweep .the two O'ga;”fla.:?emi;erq
would be feasible only if the blocking of dec.lsmns by non-fu i thé
would be made politically difficult. Constructive ;bstenno:?lsm fjlli gvm
lines of Declaration 27 of Maastricht would be the lightest form, still leaving
onsiderable discretion to the state concerned. It read:

The Conference agrees that, with reggrd to COUI-m[ItdeiI:i![?;;
requiring unanimity, Member Statef; will, to the e,\Et.?n d?::-h]-orit’
avoid preventing a unanimous decision, when a qualified majority
exists in favour of that decision.

An additional step in the same direction, :11@:1“0:*{&? |{1i2:‘i l??\ﬁil,
Would be 3 specific comment not to block the adophon_ o.l (}9@}5 , _u;“ﬂeg
defence implications (and therefore addressed tg WEQ) Io‘| w 1::: 1O< 2,-;“0,1 :
Majority exists. Similarly, countries not pfu‘hmp;tmgfrt;w a\.v”“:':: "Lwithm
'®Quested by the EU and implemented by a 'c‘oafltlon o 1kg ansensus
the wey framework - could voluntarily abstain from blocking a ol
On follow-up operational decisions, taken in the context of an ongoing
0 ‘c | . . g

penﬁr?cri]t'er this broad option three modalities FOU{E‘ be identified,
epending on the form of the commitme.ms entered into: I

. General European Council guidelines. The E‘urope.'i:f on questions
have responsibility for formulating general guidelines af;o qqedqto {NEU_
'aving defence implications. Such guidelines would be address ,
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which would undertake a political commitment to follow them in order to
ensure consistent European action in crisis management. This model came
closest to what | had in mind in drafting the February 1991 paper. It also
fitted the German system of Richtlinienkompetenz. A weak point remained
the continued use of the term "defence implications" instead of a wider term
connoting military or operational aspects.

2. EU instructions to WEU. In Article J.4 (2) of the Treaty on European
Union the word "requests" would be replaced by "instructs". WEU would
make clear that it regards itself as the EU’s implementing body. Consistent
with this approach would be the possibility to take decisions concerning
Joint Actions with defence implications: their implementation could be left
to "coalitions of the willing". In my view, this option would be less useful.
Recent experience with "interlocking" of this kind has not been positive. It
would be more important to make the decisions of the European Council
applicable to other fora made up of the same member states, than to devise
complex and unnecessary cross-linkages between them.

3. A legally binding link between the EU and WEU. An agreement
would close a legal loophole between WEU and the EU; the Modified
Brussels Treaty does not take the existence of the EU into consideration, for
the simple reason that in 1954 the Union did not yet exist. This option
would make little difference with full merger with the EU.

Option C. Integration of WEU into the EU. This would seem the
ultimate objective of the Maastricht Treaty, albeit through a gradual process
involving successive phases. In the legal sphere, the Modified Brussels
Treaty would disappear, the signatory states availing themselves of the
denunciation possibility, after 1998, provided for in Article XII. In return the
EU would have to establish a framework for defence/military issues to carry
out the work previously done by WEU. Arrangements would have to be
made for continuing the participation of associate members and partners.
Present WEU relations with NATO would be replaced by a direct relation-
ship between EU and the Alliance. Under this option two modalities could
be taken into consideration.

1. European defence within the CFSP. The relevant provisions of the
Brussels Treaty could be incorporated into a review of the present Article J.4
of the EU. In particular, these would include the collective defence
commitment in Article V, relations with NATO in Article IV and with the
UN in Article VI. If deemed pecessary the commitment not to enter into

alliances directed against another contracting party of Article VIl could be
included, as well as provisions covering the Petersberg tasks. The paper said
that those members which could not or would not desire to participate in
a collective defence commitment could be exempted from that particular
arrangement; an opting-out similar to the one already applied to monetary
policy. The functions of the Permanent Council and the working groups
could be taken over by CFSP organs, but for defence issues the dual format
of the Ministerial Council, including defence ministers, could usefully be
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(3
app“{;i:‘\doption of a defence protocol anne.x:od to the Treaty DF?kE'UFOPE‘i’:(
Union (TEU). Defence would be placed within the EU framewo‘rr mlaf 1:;:9
that no country would be compelled to either assume a collective cie ence
commitment or to resort expressly to an opting-out. A dual mechanism

would be employed:

- To include in the revised TEU provisions for a common European
icy, | i 5 participate.
defence policy, in which all members pa _ _
, E a pr ctive
- To incorporate, as an annex to the TEU, a protocol for colle
defence, open to all EU member states.

The present full members of WEU would be expected to aclczdts c:]r:::i
other EU members could "opt in", but for theni the mutual defer °
commitment would be optional. The only complication WOL_lld tJe acc;ers??;i?l
of members not belonging to NATO. On this, the paper said ha;\(}é i S‘gt
apart of defence commitments of the members of the EU qnd N mu
be avoided, as it would weaken the transatlantic security link. ] |

In its ’conclusions the WEU contribution to the hlGC stated t“-‘alt t13
different modalities under options B and C cpuld either be ;:Otrmc ?rﬁ'e
separately or as successive phases of a sequential approacll.VE\lz'Jla e;,?:be,-.—,
option envisaged, and without prejudging the IGC,_aHI* \ mthemné
reaffirmed their agreement to proceed without delay with the s;e:Egum i
of the relationship, both operational and institutional, between the p ;“
Union and WEU. The aim was to achieve greater cohe'rence Fhan at }JI‘@ISEI
of European action in the security and defence field, ||jnc.|udtng.t:wroiuznig
effective and expeditious implementation of EU decisions with de
implications. _

The WEU input into the IGC had considerable conceptu.al r*;1<3cir!t lfﬁ};ﬁ_
conclusion. The different options were clearly spelled out, inclu c|1ng, helr
implications. The analysis did not enter into the arguments Tro'an I‘coii;):{q
the alternatives were argued by different member states,lbut t 1;3 u‘%p |c;1 ok
were clear. In reality, another option would F:atcl1 the ||mehg :t. . l::;ldguced
Ministerial meeting of the Fifteen in Cork, Finland and S'W(.:‘ Ln‘Tthe =
a memorandum proposing inclusion of the Petersbprg missions ir t né
but not the collective defence commitment of Article V. To all intents a
Purposes this resembled option C.2, without thg unnecessary reterer:ce :3
a protocol on common defence. Clearly, the Article V commlt‘menl;s 13.:_

& Maintained, primarily because abandoning it would beUa ;,te]p ack for
European solidarity and for the prospect of an ever closer Union.

3. The Dublin European Council

On 5 December 1996, the Irish Presidency of the'EU"“tfellbIeEd a 14;{;
Page sketch for a draft revision of the treaties under the title "The Europe
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Union Today and Tomorrow". It not only provided an analysis of the
various positions taken in the IGC so far, but also tried to suggest treaty
language on most issues. On some difficult questions, such as the composi-
tion of the European Commission, voting rights, new powers for the
European Parliament and a flexibility clause, Ireland refrained from making
concrete proposals.

On CFSP the sketch proposed to stress the role of the European
Council in determining the principles of CFSP and the general and strategic
guidelines for all of its areas. The Secretary-General of the Council would
get a new status and visibility by contributing to the preparation and
implementation of policy measures. At the request of the Presidency, he
could assume tasks related to the external representation of the Union,
including the conduct of a political dialogue with third parties. This
constituted the outcome of the discussion on a "Mr or Mrs CESP". It remains
to be seen whether this compromise will be sufficient: as long as the new
function, which includes a new unit for analysis and planning, does not
have the right to present options to the Council, it will be of little use. An
interesting suggestion earlier on was to combine the new post with that of
Secretary-General of WEU, thus having maximum scope in preparing
politico-military options. The new planning unit would consist of personnel
from the Council Secretariat, member states, the Commission and WEU, but
its impact remained doubtful. The Political Committee of the CFSP should
meet weekly.

The Irish proposals contained a modification of the troika formula, by
having the delegation to diplomatic meetings with third countries led by the
Presidency, supported by the Secretary-General of the Council, the
Commission and if necessary the incoming Presidency. The draft for a
solidarity clause remained meagre and did not say more than that the
member states would cooperate to reinforce and develop their mutual
political solidarity. It fell short in providing an implicit basis for action if the
independence of territorial integrity of members was threatened, without
constituting a formal security guarantee. Joint Actions would include a
definition of their objectives, as well as the means made available by the
Union to react in situations requiring an operational action in areas where
member states had important interests. For decision-making unanimity
would remain, but a member state could make a formal statement of
abstention. Through this it would not be obliged to apply the decision, but
nevertheless would accept it as binding for the Union. Other decisions
would be taken by qualified majority voting. If a member state invoked a
vitai interest against such a decision, no vote could be taken and, if a
qualified majority so decided, the question could be put before the
European Council which would decide by consensus.

On security and defence the Irish concluded that the political will
seemed to exist to include the Petersberg missions in the TEU. The double
conditional of Maastricht would be softened by replacing it by the gradual

l"‘
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definition of a common defence policy in the perspective of a common
defence. In the relationship with WEU it was proposed to say that WEU was
an integral part of the development of the Union and, conseqqently, the
Union aimed at close institutional relations with WEU. In:ateac! of t_he‘ word
"requests” it was suggested to state that the Union would avail |tsgli of WEU
to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of t.he Un@m having
defence implications. Apparently, the Irish presidency be_lleved this to be an
improvement, but its value remained doubtful. In case of such_ a request, all
members of the Union would be entitled to participate mllly. in these
missions. All contributing member states would be able to participate fully
and on the basis of equality in the planning and decision-malgng processes
of WEU, insofar as they relate to the national contributions of t!mse
members. In a comment on this proposal, the point was made that the rights
of EU member states which were not full members of WEU sl10u|ci_ probably
be clarified in a separate declaration involving WEU. This would follow the
eXxample of the WEU declaration at Maastricht. Finally, the sketch p.roposed
a change in Article J.4.3 that the Council would decide by unanimity on
Questions which have military or defence implications. This \\Irc')uld eliminate
the uncertainty over whether Joint Actions could include military aspects.
Before the European Council, at the Franco-German Nuremberg
summit of 9 December 1996, President Chirac and Chancellor Kohl agreed
4 Common concept on security and defence, but kept it secret for almgst
tWo months.” Apparently, they did not want to present their partners with
another bilateral document before the IGC had moved ahead, although _the
fanco-German differences on the stability pact for the monetary union
Might have had something to do with it. The French socialist opposition
seized upon its secrecy to criticise the agreement. Their German collheagges
Made much of the risk of being dragged into a nuclear p_artnershlp with
F.-ance, which was not warranted by the facts: the paper sa‘|d only _that Fhe
tWo countries were "ready to engage in a dialogue concerning titne function
of nuclear deterrence in the context of the European defence polr;y”. It had
always been a European wish to have an opportunity to .dISCLISS t|’1’e
dSsumptions underlying French nuclear policy. After Prime Minister Juppé’s
statement that the French nuclear capability served a European purpose as
well, the Nuremberg wording did not say more than that, eventually., a
European defence policy has to clarify the role of nuclear weapons, which
seems ObVious_ ‘
The document was striking because of its bilateral a_})lJrOaCh to:security
and defence, |ts professed aim was to give a new impulse in both a
European angd an Atlantic perspective, but in its common strategic approach
and specific directives to the groups for military cooperation and armaments
€O0peration under the bilateral Council for Defence and Security the two
countries went further than the timid progress made in thg multmatio!'nal
OfBanisations, Many of the provisions overlapped or dupllcated_wordlng
used by the EU, NATO or WEU before, several sounded more like good
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intentions than concrete agreements but, nevertheless, the concept made
many points which would merit inclusion in the IGC. Ideally, they should
have figured in the White Book on European security proposed by France
in 1994, but watered down in the Common Reflection published in Madrid
in 1995. The concept was based on four elements: the definition of
common objectives; an analysis of the present security environment; a
common approach for the strategy and missions of the armed forces; and
common directives for military cooperation, including the formation of
common military capabilities, and for an armaments policy.

On objectives, the paper stated that progress in European integration
had reinforced the political, economic, commercial and social links to such
an extent that the security interests of the two countries had become
inseparable. Apart from ensuring their territorial integrity, their contribution
to collective defence organisations and to international peace and security,
a separate objective referred to the preservation of stability of the European
continent and its adjacent zones as well as the areas essential to its
economic activity and free trade. On risks, the point was made that in
Eastern Europe, for a long time to come, a disproportionately large military
arsenal would continue to exist. Moreover, disagreements on borders,
national minorities or ethnic rivalries were likely to spread and give rise to
conflicts which could concern the two countries directly. Outside Europe,
the hegemonic ambitions of regional powers and the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction represented supplementary risks. As a result
of this analysis, the common security no longer needed to be directed
against a clearly identifiable military threat, but towards risk prevention and
crisis management. The Alliance was termed an indispensable guarantee for
stability and security in Europe. A following sentence read:

We intend to renovate the Alliance, so that it remains an effective
military instrument in the new strategic context, the transatlantic
link remains assured on the basis of a lasting partnership with the
United States of America, and the European security and defence
identity and the capability of the Europeans to act in an indepen-
dent manner of solidarity are ensured.

To this end, a common European defence policy” should be
promoted under the aegis of the European Council. Ultimately, WEU should
be incorporated into the EU, and the Europeans should be able to conduct
an operation - using Alliance assets if necessary - under their own responsi-
bility. Developing a common strategic approach with particular importance
attached to conflict prevention implied the establishment of means of
strategic intelligence in order to have an autonomous crisis evaluation
capability. The directives for the defence staffs included drawing conclusions
from joint studies for the military capabilities needed in future, which could
be grouped in 3 categories: autonomous, shared or dependent upon other

‘.
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parties. The national armaments directors should take ll1gse requirements
into account when determining their research andh thg _mdustrml sectors
deserving priority in the armaments field. The specific _dl.rectwe for nnht‘ary
cooperation included an intensification in common training programmes to
substitute for the decrease in personal contacts resulting from the ra!)zdlyi
diminishing volume of French forces stationed in Germqny and of the'e 'bmiﬂ
number of German military personnel destined to \‘-\'ork in France. Pa‘rh(‘:u ar
attention was given to joint training and support tor the common air Ilorce
projects, such as the Tigre and NH90 helicopters al?d the futyre arge
aircraft. Within the Common Foreign and Security Policy rules? ai19t:|d be.
developed for competition and trade within the European Union and for
export to third countries.™ ‘ ‘
| In the run-uleo the European Council of Arnsien:c#un, Six co‘untrle? (;he
original EEC six minus the Netherlands with the addition of Spain) tf\b e | a
Paper for the phased integration of WEU into the EU. One daly l'Jer[E)re? t‘:e
40th anniversary of the Community, on 24 March 1397, t*lelrf c.):ttle:g,.n_
Ministers proposed three phases, but without any prec1s?l datej ol 1thn
implementation. The first phase would commence on the b.ame:.ate as the
entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam. It would contain ar r_‘u*!gdemETtb
for practical cooperation, harmonised presidencies, preparation for OITI | e;
hatting the new Secretary-General of the EU with the Secretary-Gengm o
WEU and the drafting of a White Paper for CFSP and WEL.J'_DL;“ngES
second phase the WEU Secretariat would be incorporated ‘f"o “ﬁ g
Secretariat, the EU would be able to use directly the WEU Plrlujn‘llﬂg_ce ak
Satellite Centre, and the EU Council - meeting in a composition of '_:0”3_'8”
and Defence N{inisters - would take over the deciding authority in rei;tlgn
o military actions. In the third and final phase, the merger W?U _ e{
complete, the automatic military assistance clause would be mf:CiT P?r_c“fifj
into the U Treaty or in an additional protocol and th.e Brusj:.eg '_leazl
Would cease to exist. In all phases the rights of the associate members an
Partners would illy taken into consideration. _
The Dfsljoslzﬁ ilLre\\-Jv strong opposition from the obsgrver cgu}ntnes, bL‘II
410 from the US. Ambassador Hunter was quoted a3 SeyINg that the merger
Would not add anything to Europe’s defence capability or tI.1e3w|I1.|:~|gglee:,§rf
USe it.”” He had a point there when, during the EU annlw,risal\, 'Ct ;_
tions ip Rome, the Foreign Ministers failed to agree on a modest in Ierw'e
tion force in Albania. More conceptually, Washmgto_n made muglor a
Virtual backdoor entry into NATO of neutral or candldatt_a Cougtqniidagy
Uropean security guarantees could be met oniy by 1|.1e All1an|ce1 °r‘; e thz
S Military power. It was the old argument which made m.u.c‘_1 '-“ii gl
dUWomatic assurance of the WEU Treaty than was warranted by its
Organisational structure and formal link-up with N/‘\TO. i 5
The WEU ministerial under the French presidency was ‘ei( 0';_ 2
Y, just over a month before the Amsterdarrn sumn"lnlt, -SOMhet iair::
eclaration had little to say on the architectural side. Unlike at Maastricht,
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there would not be a simultaneous WEU declaration responding to EU
passages on security. French Defence Minister Millon talked to the press
about three avenues for developing WEU: reinforcing its military capabilities
by means of a military committee, more coherence of the activities at 18
(full members, observers and associate members) and more political
legitimacy through guidelines issued by the European Council.

A more interesting activity was a flow-chart with description of the
modus operandi between the EU and WEU, in case WEU was requested to
take action under Article J.4.2 of the Maastricht Treaty. The document was
the result of joint meetings of the PMG and the Security Working Group of
the CFSP under the co-chairmanship of Felix Paganon - Political Director in
the WEU Secretariat - and Frank Majoor for the Netherlands presidency of
the EU. The meetings took place in the CFSP building. Their outcome was
submitted to a seminar in the WEU building in Paris and the conclusions
were formulated by the Netherlands and French presidencies at the final
session of the seminar. The informal character of the proceedings did not
prevent the final result from being noted by the WEU ministerial in Paris
and by the CFSP ministers on 26 June.” In this way it became possible to
discuss decision-making without having to engage immediately in concept-
ual drafting. Each step in the process was identified and described
objectively without adding value-j udgments. One analytical point of general

interest concerned three possible scenarios, each based on the assumption
of an EU initiative:

- both WEU and the EU are present in theatre and the WEU operation
is closely interwoven with the FU action:

both the EU and WEU are present, but each has its own separate tasks
in theatre;

- only WEU is present in theatre.

The seminar concluded that during a developing crisis contacts
between the EU and WEU should take place as early as possible and that
a request to WEU to elaborate and implement decisions should be regarded
as a continuous process, not a one-time message. Contacts prior to the
request could include military advice relevant to the formulation of the
requests. In any case, the need for clear procedures for determining who
does what and when, should be matched with sufficient flexibility to be
able to cope with different missions under varying circumstances and
changing participants. The flow-chart will have to be revised in the light of
the Amsterdam Treaty and in particular the creation of a new planning and
analysis unit.

The Paris ministerial also approved WEU’s contribution to the 1997
NATO Ministerial Guidance, which will set the parameters for the next
defence planning cycle. The Declaration stated that WEU is better prepared
to take on operational responsibilities, and mentioned the adoption of a

"\
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document on the framework concept. This concerns a spt.euzil case of
autonomous WEU operations and is a variant of the "Iegd nation c0|'1‘ce_pt,
designed to enable a European headquarters to be established, using e..\l.s‘tm.g
national or multinational assets, in situations of extreme urgency. Mmmtqs
also noted the summary document "Reflections on European security
interests on the eve of the 21st century” drawn up at 18 and welcomed t||1g
completion of phase Ill of the exercise CRISEX in Decen“nbelr 19??:;\1;;;3:
exercise, the Eurocorps was directly invo[ved‘as a mu%tmat:ona EU.
They also welcomed Canada’s interest in taking pclf'l‘ in WEU oper(."lt?nb
carried out with the use of Alliance assets and capabilities where there is a
common interest,

4. Chaos in Albania

The collapse of authority in Albania caught ever?fboldy b\ SL;E l;j\fe:
Political discontent was growing since the parliamentary .E ection I(i : cyd
June 1996 had been marred by irregularities, but no measure of ana }_5|§ ;;:1
Planning could have reckoned with such a degree of cilstlal'd;elrJ a“e;u,-13
collapse of the pyramid investment schemes most Albasllans l‘;ac {-3912)976«,
into. Mandated by the General Affairs Coupal on 24-25 Feuu.lar\ i t,h;
Mission by the Netherlands presidency of the .Europe_alje. msn aM' e
European Commission visited Tirana and Forelgn Minister Van Mie s
followed on 7 March. A day later former Austrian Cl1ar1§§ilor Vracr;lf:z y
arrived as personal representative of the Danish OSCE (_ﬁhmunanqn- dem;(i:{

The EU missions adopted a dual approach by trying to Pe_rSLéia f é
barties to avoid further violence, but also insisting on 1}?“3 eed. 10r 4
Perspective of democratic legitimacy. The Vranitzky mission \;ras nlc".):e
effective and brought President Berisha around to agreeing to .ti“ne olrmg ion
of a government of national unity and the announcement of E.le!}’ E‘.dec_ngtngi..
Retumiﬂg to Vienna, Vranitzky proposed to the OSCE Council tl.we e;p;_lco*u
of a stabilisation force of about 4,000 troops and poI‘rcemerf. NEI:the?: N
Nor WEU responded positively. The NATO Clounml meeting of 10rt th:E;
did not contemplate intervention and limited ;tselftq giving supp Lo e
OSCE and the EU in their efforts at resolving the crisis. Thg r;e%t ia\)(/:FSP
WEU Council issued a similar statement. On 16 March th'e|m| oml‘namssmn
Ministerial meeting at Apeldoorn decided to se_nd another big 1—{ eveir: L
10 Tirana to examine together with the Albanian authorlpeslwlayls) e
the EU could help reestablish security in the country, IJ?”“CUIElr L \}tll SEfLHdEZ
Civilian and military advisors. The mission was led by he, et“s_' ‘qof
ambassador De Marchant et d’Ansembourg and included reprglenfaEw‘e_
the Commission, the OSCE, the WEU Planning Cell, the/Ccmn;::1 & rz::)g:ee
Greece and Italy as neighbouring countries, and the UK. On 24 ab 1 the

eneral Affairs Council decided to send an advisory mission, bt "
Mandate and structure would be defined only later, after discussion in the
Various fora. Three elements were being considered:
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1. Humanitarian emergency aid, with the EU in the lead, strengthening
the capacity of the Albanian police with possibly a coordinating role
of the EU/WEU, in cooperation with the Council of Europe. For
structural aid, close cooperation was envisaged with the IMF and the
World Bank;

2.

OSCE and the Council of Europe; and
3. A Multi-National Protection Force (MNPF).

After an unsuccessful attempt to convene a special session of the WEU
Council, Italy took the lead in assembling the MNPF as a "coalition of the

willing". Its Permanent Representative at the United Nations in New York,
Ambassador Fulci, managed to obtain a UNSC mandate, virtually on a

single day, Good Friday 28 March. Resolution 1011 defined the mission as:

To facilitate the safe and prompt delivery of humanitarian
assistance, and help to create a secure environment for the

missions of international organisations in Albania, including those
providing humanitarian assistance.

The mandate was for three months, but was later extended by two
months. The composition of the force included 1,500-2,000 Italians, 1,000
French, 800 Greeks, 500 Spaniards, 500 Turks, 400 Romanians, 120
Austrians and 60 Danes. It took some time before Operation Alba ("dawn"
in Italian) got underway. On 15 April, the first troops landed at Diirres and
took up key positions without difficulty. All parties had clamoured for an
international presence to stem further violence; the mere fact of a multi-
national force would already have a stabilising influence. Its effect went far
beyond its official mandate, which was to accompany humanitarian
convoys. But the need for humanitarian assistance was far less than
originally assumed. The most important aspect of MNPF was its visibility.
As in Bosnia with IFOR the sight of military vehicles patrolling reassured the
population and nobody dared to challenge them. Italy earned the gratitude
of the international community by its speedy action which stemmed the tide
of disintegration. Its political director shaped the Political Steering Commit-
tee into an ad hoc Council resembling WEU or CFSP. Consisting of the
political directors of the participating countries and meeting weekly, it was
a new flexible form of political supervision by the countries directly
concerned. Italy served to establish and maintain contact with the Albanian
authorities and to act as interlocutor with the UN Security Council. The
meetings took place in Rome under the chairmanship of the Italian political
director with his French colleague as deputy, France having the largest

contingent on the ground. Observers were invited from OSCE, EU, WEU,
NATO and the ICRC.

In all respects the Albanian crisis was quite different from former
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Yugoslavia. Nevertheless, many feared for the safety of 1hef MN[:Ebtr,?i?,ﬁ:
Hungary and Bulgaria withdrew earlier annogupemen_ts of contri IL t,
because of insufficient safety guarantees. In acidmop to the surprise e t?l‘l‘n(;ﬂ :
the Bosnian experience discouraged new cqmmltm.en_ts every*\vléelznﬁi
NATO, and particularly for the US, the lack of enthusiasm \.vas un.I er - :
able, for WEU it was a missed opportunity. Secretary-Genqal.Cutl e|r9 a,acli
that no request had been made to WEU, but that the orgmusqhongvas |feal|§
to act and did not exclude some action in leturei.“Th.e Plannn?g_ ﬁ ]“O-tlin
need little time to draw up an operational plan." His answers te| hs1o;ive
explaining why WEU, actually under French presidency, relEame( u:..;c qui
There had been no request to WEU, but neither had thgre een a E) p [;(
in the WEU Council to assume responsibility, like efirher on the fa\rilxl;lES
Out of the eight participants in the MNPF, four were H:I“ n_"tfem‘b?rsizember;
while the others represented the categories of qbsewers, _a:as?cna e P e
and associate partners. It would have been an I(iEﬂ'_l?%t for the cqp;l '1[)6;33[1{
Europe to act in a contingency where the US Prelgned to _r<|em|al UCS lo;;e,'-
One explanation was that Paris gave priority to its dispute with the o
CINCSOUTH and did not want to appear keen to advocate a Inonl— ;
operation. Another excuse, that the EUROFOR headquartelrls;m i\ﬁ:z:;e:
would be operational only in October 1997, was not fu }‘ccu \menf‘
either. Whatever the reason, the outcome was another ad hoc .;lrang_t I,'it:
bypassing what had been built up in and between the vauqus’ EecL:C};
Organisations. Of course, there had been contacts. The Secucriltly)' t?UIELlj
found it easier to mandate the MNPF after it had been b'l(?SSQ \Jel;:;em
and the OSCE. The emphasis on the Council of Europe was a I:?in lemen
N a still unclear pattern. The joint mission was "dﬂDﬂ'}(’.f interes tg ey ;
but the question remains how final tesponsibnhhe; will bfz alfp?:“'f;ne ‘On

In the end, WEU acquired some role in Albania, a_ibelt}a bn~;t ‘ O.f. -
24 lune, an agreement was signed in Tirana r'egardl.r!g_ the s a_.l.‘:in' b
Multinational Advising Police Element (MAPE). The n‘IIjHS.IOI‘I Conr.lb i, e;
dozen police officers who would give advice w|th’ r‘ggflrdblo pci l;e(;:;lsuthé
Particularly on matters of organisation and Iog:shf_s‘, N‘::Pi f;oum e
"estoration of public order and on border control. At first i S
function in Tirana, but after the election of a |‘1ew Igovernnu'en_. i .—,n}rted -
and the improvement in the overall security 5|tpat_10n the n.n?;:atl:)’no‘f clmé,-,m
have o positive effect. An office was opened within the !\/I‘Em;? ihe-[miner:;"
Affairs and some hundred police officers fqllowed‘ a Ta;;;— deciéied-{o
Course. On 16 September the WEU CounC|I. rnt‘aetmg. a i
extend the mission till 12 April 1998 and to increase |t15 is; remi g
Police officers. Depending on available persgnnel it coulc g{grt Y her (o
'1inety persons to conduct three-months trainn_‘lg cour?.es .anc Goermanfl 5
Posts thrOLIghout the country to evaluate their functlomnlg. O e
France each offered fifteen officers, Italy ten ;111(1 .seivera ;nwem - he“;
SMaller numbers. Italy also concluded a bilatera age1 e [ Be
reorganise the Albanian armed forces. NATO would help
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Partnership for Peace programme.

5. The Treaty of Amsterdam

In spite of pessimistic forecasts, the 1996-97 IGC terminated with the
Treaty of Amsterdam at the end of the Netherlands presidency. Changes of
government in the UK and France did not delay the outcome, but the
Socialist victory in France shifted the focus away from institutional issues
and towards the Stability Pact for monetary union. It also made the
locomotive of Franco-German leadership splutter and on his own Chancellor
Kohl did not manage to mediate breakthroughs. The outcome was not
spectacular, but nobody was completely dissatisfied. The European
Parliament expressed approval and had reason to do so for, paradoxically,
it had come out best of the hegotiations: more majority voting (including the
important area of research), more co-decision and a streamlined procedure.
The original objectives of filling in the CFSP, giving substance to the
Political Union and preparing the EU for enlargement, however, were not
fully realised. Germany no longer pressed explicitly for Political Union,
France gave up its pet project of an independent "Mr CFSP" and the
problems concerning the composition of the Commission and a reweighing
of votes in the Council were postponed to a later date when enlargement
would actually take place. The substantive issues of enlargement, a reform
of the Common Agricultural Policy and the structural funds, never figured
on the IGC agenda.

Article J of the Maastricht Treaty on the CFSP was substantially revised.
The competence of the European Council to issye guidelines - a long-
standing German objective - was incorporated both for the CFSP and WEU.
Following a French proposal, a hierarchy was introduced of principles and
guidelines, common strategies, joint actions and common positions. The
European Council will define the principles and general guidelines for the
CFSP, including for matters with defence implications (Article].3). Common
strategies will apply to areas where the member states have important
interests in common; they will be recommended by the Council and be
implemented by adopting joint actions and common positions. Common
strategies will set out their objectives, duration and the means to be made
available by the Union and the member states. Joint actions will address
specific situations where operational action by the Union is deemed to be
required. Common positions will define the approach of the Union to a
particular matter of a geographical or thematic nature.

The reference to WEU, formerly in Article J.4, became Article ).7. It is
reproduced at annex, together with the Declaration on the establishment of
a policy planning and early warning unit, which will draw its personnel
from the EU General Secretariat, the member states, the Commission and
WEU. The tasks envisaged for a Mr or Ms CFSP were given to the Secretary-
General of the Council of Ministers. The protocol on Article J.7 agreed that
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"the European Union shall draw up, togethe.r \rlwth the \?‘l—.U, lz;‘:;a;‘?terr?ﬁ?ttj
for enhanced cooperation between them, wnhm a year (0:11 . ll‘l'lz itk
force of this Protocol". This period seems long, in view of It;e iac “cr’ o
practical measures were already agreed upon in ].993 “fm't . Teili Sadeh /
force of the Maastricht Treaty, but were never put into prECHCE: n:;}or ﬂ;;
is not necessary for "the early adoption o_t appropnatg arrsange?lfm o i
security clearance of the personnel of the ngeral .eFre ( r;1r1t| the
Council", which was agreed in a separate declaration. Mme imlpo ']:‘t O}f', i
new version not only repeated that WEU' \}*as an mtlegraviﬁ; cess 1o
development of the Union, but added "providing the Unlljon \miqsitom‘and
an operational capability" notably in the‘ con'text of Petefr:s era‘{|S écts ot i
continued: "It supports the Union in framing the dr? Lnicf‘:—i c,\}:{icle" e
Common Foreign and Security Policy as set out In E:\I: astricht i'reat;'
clarification removed a possible ambiguity between the t t?;:b that "it will
and the accompanying WEU declaration. The \r\.fEU texit sta _’S o
formulate a common European defence pOl-Icy. ?nf C?&!:‘S ence :Jf lw{;
Concrete implementation” had led some to fear the en1| ,%mmed by the
differentdefence policies, one from WEU and one eventuaby ;sqible
EU. After Amsterdam that interpretation would b iong?r) ; Eiti(;H of“WEU
The Netherlands presidency left the discussion 0!1lt ]IL pi;iti'\[i\"e o ihe
till rather late, They had not associated themselves with {mEU (The ol
SiX countries in favour of a timetable for a merger erlt; H? h a.cceptiﬂg the
Pretext was the impartiality of the presidency but, aklotgm at best about
logic of an ultimate merger, the Netherlands were lu .LW‘a[ “e i
early realisation. A week before Amsterdam, meetlmgr: \I\I;eelrhnclﬁ‘to see
between the political directors of the Six,_“"'e UK_ apd e 1:;. in;o drafting
What might be possible. These meetings did not_, o osal made at
Negotiations, but laid the basis for a Ne{herlandlb i prfgfm Ln Kitrifinane
Amsterdam on Monday morning. On Tuesda%*, T(‘;{, o fif;e Maastricht
discussed the question at lunch. The Nethe"@ﬂ? o IL'IS as cinngehd into
formula "which might in time lead to integration-, bt t; ISECWEL{J into the
"With a view to the possibility of the integration f0 I IRHEER. B
Union", The UK had preferred a text without any re erf'gn Th;ougi-‘l ast’ute
4 separate declaration by those who favouret? |nteg1i’a ldi:;cussions in the
N€gotiating tactics the UK managed to dominate Hle ions. As a -reeult of
Political Committee, constantly proposing new forrﬂtlrj)‘;‘%‘g- moved ‘UP to
this "who drafts, wins" approach, the reference 10 licy was reduced
Article J.7.1 and the substance of a European c_iefenc(i ipcii:t! "'me:t farics
to crisjs management. The peculiar wording of Mefasil " :it by "military"
implications" was maintained, however, instead of |ep"a.C| Erp%t‘; WEU" was
Or "operational” as | had repeatedly advocated. The " quiLi(;h_might implé’
Changed into "The Union will avail itself of thhe IWE}U %n\:{(} aragraph made
A closer link. Article J.7.2 and the mention of itin t_1e| i p;he Pl
Clear that questions referred to in this ;Ia.‘ncle |n(1:(.u e s
Missions. In listing them, the anomaly of "peacemaxing: We
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tained while it should have been changed into peace-enforcement. In 1992,
the jargon of the UN had defined peacemaking as a diplomatic effort and
not as an activity of combat forces. In return for the emphasis on crisis
management, the UK accepted dropping one of the two conditionals in the
framing of a common defence policy, which now reads ... including the
progressive framing of a common defence policy, in accordance with the
second subparagraph, which might lead to a common defence, should the
European Council so decide". As a result, the framing of the policy was
agreed, its result of a common defence not yet.

The upshot of these changes was that neither the adoption of a
common defence nor the merger of WEU and the EU would require another
IGC. It would be sufficient for the European Council to recommend to the
member states to take such a decision, in accordance with their constitu-
tional requirements. The inclusion of the Petersberg missions in the Union
treaty puts all fifteen members at the same level and removes the inequality
between the ten full members of WEU and the five observers in this respect.
It will make it easier for the former neutral countries to join in peace
operations. Subparagraph 3 makes clear that al| members will be entitled to
participate fully in these tasks, when the EU avails itself of WEU to elaborate
them.

It could be argued that, for all practical purposes, WEU and the EU
have been integrated. The Petersberg missions are the bread and butter of
WEU and the collective defence dimension was never developed indepen-
dently from NATO. Even the protagonists of an EU-WEU merger did not
envisage to include the automatic military assistance clause in the Treaty on
European Union. It would have been preserved in a separate protocol
among the present members of WEU as an element of their solidarity. Its
implementation was always envisaged through NATO. In theory, after
Amsterdam WEU could still act on its own if the European Union did not
decide to take action and to avail itself of the services of WEU. That,
however, seemed a remote possibility

Finally, Amsterdam provided a reference to defence equipment
cooperation: "The progressive framing of a common defence policy will be
supported, as Member States consider appropriate by cooperation between
them in the field of armaments." That Wwas not very much, given the plight
of European defence industry and its struggle for survival. Nevertheless, it
was the first peg provided by the EU to hang future initiatives on.

Old hands in European integration would have some difficulty with the
inclusion of a "vital interest" clause in the second and third pillar. In Articles
J.13.2 and K.12.2 almost identical passages have been included which are
reminiscent of the so-called Luxembourg compromise:

If a member of the Council declares that, for important and stated
reasons of national policy, it intends to oppose the adoption of a
decision (or in K "the granting of an authorisation") to be taken by
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” H a J"
qualified majority, a vote shall not be taken. The Cosnc!fg:rgd
acting by a qualified majority, request that the. m.atter er
to the European Council for decision by unanimity.

In defence of this provision it has been s_aid that this tErmLiIahlian;
improvement over Luxembourg in that the vital ||1terfef,t ]Pslt?t e ﬁé-i{( sl
and that the reference to the Europea}n Council |5I1|ke}, (:iontof <k
decision. Equally, it is true that the al‘tlc!e refers to t.*ne‘taf ospo it
actions, which previously had been subject to |‘.|na|1|n1!'3|. i e
might be a necessary safety valve, but the experience with i il
FYROM does not augur well. Another nolvell.y is that t?rb:e]t (tmst on
decisions shall require at least 62 votes in favour, cast by E 5 ;‘Vonng
member states. It remains to be seen how thlg constralnjt Ollinz:?;?ong e e
will work out in practice. In any case, it w|1|_not apply to. eumnimity‘ .
military or defence implications, which conhtlnue to requ;ret no‘one Ly
many that seemed logical, but it was not. ngn thg fact t Tilnmtion mpas
be obliged to join an operation against his will, Cﬁ? " ch Sl
Consensus principle seemed no longer necessary. A coa |b10 e e
within the EU should have been made possible. In its a ESSI :::d i
will organise their action outside the f_ramex-vork F)f the hc W{q(';mde e
Case of Albania, also outside WEU. Before Amsterdqmsnlut(;mb& o b
flexibility or reinforced cooperation first suggestec_l in “epd miE] hoe 1
Schduble and Lamers of the German CD.U. It_grddhua y ) \the e
severely constrained procedure. In the pEI'IOFi of testing o;mve amt_Udes "
Provisions it might serve as a deterrent against UnCOOperc
voting, but seems unlikely to be applied soon.- S —

WEU responded to Amsterdam by adqptmg t.1e 1L il
Union declaration on the role of WEU and its relations wi e BRI
Union and the Atlantic Alliance", to be attac_hed ;o tl‘»ﬁ]eu;zl:)qéwem b
Intergovernmental Conference. Meeting at 18.’. mc.lu ing 2 éther_ i_n i
associate members, Foreign Ministers for the first tlnu?e c?m;r pgregs e
WEU building for a few minutes on 22 July 1997. 1

Pointed out:

that WEU is an integral part of the development of the Eeti;c:ip{))elgll
Union, providing the Union with access:‘ th E::'sk(;pmd o
capability, notably in the context of the Peters 6_rg ¢ ea;:Security
essential element of the developmemhof thle Europ

and Defence Identity within the Atlantic Alliance.

2 ' 2 d
When the Union avails itself of WEU, WEU will elaborate an

: i ve defence
implement decisions and actions of the EU which ha

implications.

Cooperation between WEU and NATO will continue to evolve,
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also taking account of the adaptation of the Alliance.

WEU will develop its role as the European politico-military body
for crisis management, contribute to the progressive framing of a
common defence policy and carry forward its concrete implemen-

tation through the further development of its own operational
role.

The declaration followed the example of Maastricht to reciprocate the
new role of WEU in a formal document of its own. It took a little longer to
agree the text, largely because its dual direction - towards the EU and the
Alliance - made a declaration issued at 18 the most appropriate format. The
full text of the declaration, which includes quotes from Articles 3.1 and |7,
is reproduced as Annex V.

The regular autumn meeting of WEU ministers was held at Erfurt on 18
November 1997. Their declaration concluded that the Amsterdam Treaty,
with the incorporation of the Petersberg tasks, had confirmed that the EU’s
range of responses - which includes the economic, political, diplomatic and
humanitarian - is complemented by access to WEU’s politico-military crisis
management capability. Institutionally, the most important change was on
the military side. The semi-annual meetings of the CHODs were transformed
into a Military Committee (chaired by the Chief of Defence of the country
holding the Presidency); their Military Delegates in WEU would be presided
by a permanent chairman. Coinciding with the rotation of the director of the
Planning Cell in 1998 the three-star function would go to the chairman and
the current deputy director would take charge of the Planning Cell. These
arrangements mirror the NATO system more closely. Arguments in favour
are that the CHODs should be more involved as they will be responsible
for making available the necessary forces and that for most countries the
MilDel to WEU and the MilRep to NATO are the same person. Neverthe-
less, care will have to be taken to preserve the specific character of WEU
as a politico-military organisation. Obviously, senior military officers do not
enjoy sitting silently next to their ambassadors, but two separate circuits
should be avoided. In NATO the Military Committee heads the integrated
military structure. The Petersberg missions need more flexibility. For that
reason, the Planning Cell reported directly to the Council, although the

CHODs had the task to monitor its professional stand
link with the MilDels seems likely.

The Erfurt declaration also noted the newest additions to the growing
array of multinational forces: the staff of the First German-Netherlands Corps
(basically a "Main Defence Force" in the NATO system) was nominated as
a headquarters answerable to WE U; Italy and Spain had decided to establish
an amphibious force - SIAF - which would be declared answerable to WEU,
but could be employed in the framework of NATO as well. Finally, Erfurt
completed the process of involving observers and associates as much as

ards. In future a closer
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possible in actual operations. The obser\f{er countries, belng men;:srs{-jc:i::f
EU, could participate in all operations initiated by the | ?Irotjembers ot
Erfurt took this a step further by agreeing that once th? '_U_ f {ernembers
decided to embark upon an operation, the obsgn*ers anc ‘stoc;aq'; et
could join. In deciding this, the formula enabling exc_lus_li})n odocnea. peae
member by a majority vote of the full meljnbers‘ \]Vd:SPd anment (iouncil.
maintained only for calling a restrictec_i meeting of ‘.“’_ erms o

Erfurt followed a new format for the meeting: a morn dgd;fetlcé
luncheon at 28, followed by separate meetings of the r_OFGlS“ ‘“11_ ftir; thé
ministers at 28 and closed with a joint plenary 5_955'0""_ i £ in %VEU
declaration France attempted to formalise constructive a)li?tein\?lhe ey
as a corollary to the Treaty of Amsterdam, but |1pb0d)’ e b‘: b;eces‘sary fo;
WEU had always followed the practice that it \‘m‘s not neces
everybody to join in the implementation of an OpEIatiOIl:.  fslliafis

The WEU Assembly, in a report by Mr Bhk"lll\‘V, ec 1}0e( {he s‘tate anc-i
President, Mr De Puig, to convene a Council meetmg at 1e(1:c s B
government level on the anniversary of the Brusspla Treat\: _9” ot fominal
1998.% A number of issues needed early attention, in pm“ccjul(;ﬂl basis
arrangements between EU and WEU, the provision of a 'Soll-mmd i‘bcer\;er
for the full participation in WEU's activities by the ?szogla ‘(;e;ls Treaiy and
countries, an opinion on the need to revise the Modn_le _ rusim iy e
clarification of the approach to ESDI. On the latter po

recommended:

, , mon
to establish WEU as the caucus in which the Eurc{iape_Tf: ??r:eﬂily
political will required to make ESDI a political o [:“-It(; Ho build
is to be achieved and expressed, and take concre L:i pEurcnpean
up WEU in stages as the defence component of the

Union.

6. NATO Enlarges

In the US, early support for NATO enlargement wasoslézsel;iec?lrslsz
8rowing anti-Russian mood. Originally, the Pentagon was (t’pp - would be
New commitments - some involving land-locked CO-L": rlf‘;ed command
difficult to implement and would weaken the ex'ﬁ,nﬂglm egr'(ml of Richard
structure. The State Department was diwdgd. With the EUSI ;renry e
Holbrooke at State, the protagonists won their case. Deputyti e Wh(ite b
Talbott was believed to be reluctant. In the end, as aiway\s' f“;: lish descent
decided and President Clinton used it to attract bt .\ -?. as ee;:h‘in
during his re-election campaign. His final COH.'II‘I"lItI‘I‘lel"IT (':ﬁnglé (Lth:: T
Detroit on 23 October 1996, when he mentnone_d A first new melfnbers
NATO’s 50th anniversary) as the date for »\felcor'nmg 2,?7 I\I\ils 1ppr0a_ching
from Central Europe. As the Madrid summit 3 e K cci tche Americar;
where the first batch of new entrants should be determined,
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debate hotted up, with respected experts and politicians like George
Kennan, Michael Mandelbaum and Senator Joseph Biden weighing in
against enlargement. The most persuasive argument was sketched out earlier
by Senator Sam Nunn, encapsulating the basic dilemma in two questions:*’

Are we really going to be able to convince the Fastern Europeans
that we are protecting them from their historical threats, while we
convince the Russians that NATO's enlargement has nothing to
do with Russia as a potential military threat?

Are we really going to be able to convince Ukraine and the Baltic
countries that they are somehow more secure when NATO
expands eastward, but draws protective lines short of their borders

and places them in what Russians are bound to perceive as a
buffer zone?

When NATO created the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACQ),
| predicted - wrongly in the end - that this would militate against enlarge-
ment, because it would become too difficult to choose among the NACC
members. The "Study on NATO Enlargement" released on 28 September
1995 provided the rationale. The peacetime stationing of other Allies’ forces
on their territory “should neither be a condition for membership nor be
foreclosed as an option" and "there is no a priori requirement for the
stationing of nuclear weapons on the territory of new members", but new
member states were expected to support the concept of deterrence and the
essential role nuclear weapons play in the Alliance’s strategy of war
prevention. The enlargement of NATO was described as a process parallel
with, and complementary to, that of the European Union. Nevertheless,
each organisation would proceed autonomously, according to its respective
internal dynamics and processes. "This means that they are unlikely to
proceed at precisely the same pace." So far, so good. The part of the
rhetoric surrounding the debate which | found irritating was the slogan that
no new dividing lines should be created. Clearly, there would be a division
between the "ins" and the "outs" and Russia would perceive enlargement
as American power moving up to its Western borders. That feeling would
be difficult to dispel, especially as Russia increasingly felt itself isolated and
without allies in a difficult world. It would not be easy to take the Russians
out of their new "encirclement" complex, to which they would see added
a Versailler Diktat in their present state of weakness. This was the back-
ground against which Yeltsin and his managers talked about a "Cold Peace"
setting in. NATO enlargement encouraged the wrong debate in Moscow,
putting security on top of the agenda, while economic reform should have
priority. Pushing enlargement as a major issue of Western foreign policy,
once agair. boosted the importance of geopolitics in Russian thinking. As a
result, the political élite and the security establishment were firmly united
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in their opposition to NATO'’s expansion. This debate also ran the rn:j,k OI
devaluing the proposed charter for relations between NATO and RleSla, if
it was seen as a means of buying acquiescence in enlqrgemem. In the
negotiations with NATO, Moscow raised two denmr“nc_is. which the'West was
unwilling to grant: a legally binding treaty, formalising the special role of
Russia, instead of the political nature of the charter proposed by NATQ; and
the creation of a directorate in OSCE including Russia. The 1atte'r point was
a modification of Kozyrev’s earlier proposal of a Europea:} Security Council,
operating as the executive of the OSCE, but maintaining the consensus
principle. Apparently, this change was induced by the examplg.of the
Contact Group for Bosnia, which had given Russia new visibility ‘and
respectability. Meeting these demands even partially would havt.e ralse.d
questions about the future role of NATO as well as \-vhiather the price pi’!ld
for NATO enlargement was not going to be too high.” Yet, the stakes for
reaching some accommodation were high. For the US, the futurg of START
I, the ratification of which was held up in the Duma. For NATO in general,
maintaining elements of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; the
Treaty was concluded on the basis of rough parity between NATO and _Fhe
Warsaw Pact, but a new conceptual framework would be difficult to find
between an isolated Russia and an expanding NATO.

After lengthy negotiations in which Secretary-General Sglana was
personally involved - in itself a unique development in NATO history - the
"Founding Act" on mutual relations, cooperation and security betwee_n the
Russian Federation and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation was §|gl1ed
in Paris on 27 May 1997, well before the Madrid summit would decide on
new members. Although Russia is unlikely ever to fully accept NATO
enlargement, it had realised the impossibility of preventing it and took what
was available: a promise of an enduring partnership; a Permanent met
Council for consultation coordination and "to the maximum extent Pos&ble
where appropriate for joint decisions and joint action™; a reiteration that
NATO members have "no intention, no plan and no reason to deploy
nuclear weapons on the territory of new members, nor any need to change
any aspect of NATO’s nuclear posture or nuclear policy - and do not forfesee
any future need to do so"; no nuclear weapons storage sites on the territory
of the new members; a shared objective of concluding an adaptation
agreement to the CFE Treaty, aimed at a significant lowering in the total
amount of Treaty-Limited Equipment; and a statement that NATO_ would
“carry out its collective defence and other missions by ensuring the
necessary inter-operability, integration and capability for remforcgment
rather than by additional permanent stationing of substantial combat forces.
Accordingly, it will have to rely on adequate infrastructure commensurate
with the above tasks". Reinforcements may take place when necessary rgl'
defence against aggressions and missions in support of peace. IRussm will
exercise similar restraint in its conventional force deployments in Europe.
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NATO-Russia summit in Paris on 27 May 1997. From left to right (first row):
President Demirel of Turkey; US President Clinton; President Yeltsin of Russia;
President Chirac of France; NATO Secretary-General Solana; German Chancellor
Kohl. (Photo: NATO)

Apart from its peculiar title of "Founding Act", the document was
straightforward and a reasonable success for both sides. Assuming frequent
meetings of the Joint Council, it will change life in NATO headquarters with
dozens of Russian diplomats and officers roaming through the building.
Obviously, it will depend on the implementation whether relations with
Russia have really been put on a new basis, sufficient to make Russia
permanently acquiesce in the enlargement process. Clearly, Russia gained
in obtaining an accommodation with immediate effect, while enlargement
would not be implemented before April 1999 at the earliest. At first, there
was a real fear that the usefulness of the new relationship would be
seriously affected by Russian resentment. That seems less likely now.
Equally, the risk of NATO conceding too much has been avoided. The only
doubts remain on what NATO could do inside the new member countries.
Some integrated command structures will be possible, but the extent of the
"adequate infrastructure" remains unclear.

The highlight of the Madrid summit was the decision to open talks for
accession with Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary. Pressure from a
majority of European members to include Romania and Slovenia was cut
short by President Clinton a few weeks before the meeting, when he
declared that the first batch of new members should be limited to the three
countries. It was a clear case of American leadership, another version of
Roma locuta, causa finita. From the start, European enthusiasm had been
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muted, most politicians counting on a much slower process. The only
outspoken partisan of enlargement was the German Minister of Defence,
Volker Riihe, ever since taking position in his Alastair Buchan Lecture at the
lISS in London in 1992. As a positive decision was approaching, most
Europeans saw no reason to oppose it: if the US was prepared to extend its
commitments, why shouldn’t Europe? But why exclude Romania, which
possessed substantial military capabilities and has just seen truly democratic
elections? The argument that new entrants should not only be consumers of
security, but should also be able to contribute positively, obviously took
second place to the wish to present enlargement as a process, not limited
1o a single group. With more countries in the first batch those remaining
outside would be less confident of ever coming in. As it went, the nine
unsuccessful applicants got the assurance that the Alliance expected to
extend further invitations in coming years and that no European democratic
country would be excluded from consideration. How serious this promise
will be in reality will depend on the ratification debates in member
Countries, but also on the development of the new relationship with Russia.
If, indeed, the Founding Act produces the expected results and Moscow
learns to appreciate its merits, the psychological reaction against NATO
EXpansion might soften.

The North Atlantic Cooperation Council and the Partnership for Peace
Were brought within a flexible framework governed by the Euro-Atlantic
Pc‘lrtnership Council, meeting in different formats: in plenary to address
Political and security-related issues of common concern; in a limited format
of Open-ended groups to focus on functional matters, or, on an ad hoc basis,
On‘aDDYOpriate regional matters; in another limited format between the
A |_|ance and groups of Partners participating in a peace support operation
OF in the Planning and Review Process; in an individual format between the
Alliance and one Partner.
¥ LLIIE(‘St _but not 1§ast, a Challter on a distinctive partnqship behyeen NATO

YKraine was signed. It did not fully match the earlier Founding Act with

LlSSIEtI. The Charter listed a full range of consultations on scientific subjects,
Ut did not create a Permanent Joint Council. Instead, there would be
ATO-Ukraine meetings at the level of the North Atlantic Council or with
apprC}IDriate committees at intervals to be mutually agreed, and a NATO-

faine Commission would meet at least twice a year.

mconfjelgrettably, progress on the internal reform of the Alliance remained
; rastiCPItIete. In December 1..997 the numbelr o.f NATO COITIITIE!I.‘IdS was
over iﬁlli y reduced to one third, but the continuing controversy with Pgns
th th; U_rl{?Pean ;or111n;1|1cler of AFSOUTH prevented Fraltnce from retlurmng
Uro-A;{m lFary &ndg of the AHlance..On ES_E?I the Madrid Declaration on
a\’ﬂ”ablamlc Security and Coope.r;?t‘lon reaffirmed full .support by malung
€ NATO assets and capabilities for WEU operations and continued:
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With this in mind, the Alliance is building ESDI, grounded on
solid military principles and supported by appropriate military
planning and permitting the creation of militarily coherent and
effective forces capable of operating under the political control
and strategic direction of the WEU.

At the beginning of 1998 further enlargement remained uncertain.
Nothing has been done to firm up the possibility of a second batch being
decided in 1999. In fact, the entire question of whether there would be a
new round was ambiguous. Under those circumstances Partnership for
Peace was likely to acquire a renewed significance, because there the
ominous questions of "ins" and "outs" do not play a role.
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Chapter Thirteen
Defence Equipment Cooperation

European cooperation in the field of defence equipment has not been
a success story. The European Defence Community envisaged an armaments
agency with far-reaching powers. The Standing Armaments Committee of
WEU remained strictly intergovernmental. In February 1958, the French,
ltalian and German governments informed NATO and WEU of their
decision to set up a three-power steering committee to select types of
weapons for which they were prepared to undertake joint study, research
and production. France would provide a technical testing centre for the new
organisation and a missile training centre for the Alliance. A few months
later, they offered a list of projects to all their NATO and WEU partners
which included the development of a 30-tonne tank, standardisation of
tactical vehicles, development of tactical support aircraft, anti-tank guided
weapons, joint production of the US Hawk surface-to-air guided missile and
cooperation in its further development, development of weapons against
very low-flying targets and of a ballistic missile capable of carrying a nuclear
warhead with a range of some 2,800 km. Some projects came to fruition,
such as the Jaguar and Transall aircraft and the Roland missile, but the
proposed organisation did not take off.

A more systematic approach was attempted in 1968 with the establish-
ment of the Eurogroup. This initiative of Denis Healey, then UK Secretary
of State for Defence, had a double purpose: to show to the US that the
European defence effort was more substantial than they gave us credit for,
and to promote inter-European cooperation on defence production. Until
1975, armaments cooperation was handled by the EURONAD subgroup,
consisting of national armaments directors. France refused to join because
it regarded the Eurogroup as affiliated too closely with NATO. Yet,
equipment cooperation without France made little sense. In 1975, the
German and Netherlands Ministers of Defence, Leber and Vredeling,
managed to draw France into the Independent European Programme Group
(IEPG) and in 1976 FURONAD was suspended. The high hopes for the
IEPG were not realised either. The Dutch tried to create a systematic
approach based on making replacement schedules compatible in terms of
timing and requirements. In practice, however, some five concrete projects
were selected, only one of which was successful. The tripartite mine-hunter
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built by Belgium, France and the Netherlands in identical configuration
came to fruition, but the initiative had already been taken before the start
of IEPG. Another activity concentrated on the two-way street between the
US and Europe, leading to a series of bilateral memoranda of understanding
to facilitate access to the US market. The most tangible result of IEPG was
the creation of the EUCLID programme for pre-competitive research,
Comparable to EUREKA in the civilian field.

In the run-up to Maastricht interest in promoting defence production
On a European scale also increased. The meeting of the European Council
In Rome on 14-15 December 1990 identified economic and technological
COoperation in the armaments field and coordination of arms export policy
dmong the issues in the security and defence field to which the IGC should
Bive particular attention. In its section on the operational role of WEU, the
WEU Declaration of Maastricht included "enhanced cooperation in the field
of armaments with the aim of creating a European armaments agency" in the
PrQI)Osais which would be examined further. This proposal was part of the
JoInt initiative launched by President Mitterrand and Chancellor Kohl on 4
October 1991,

The two countries followed it up by a joint statement at the NADs
Meeting, Proposing incorporation of the IEPG into WEU. They were
convinced that enhanced armaments cooperation could not be achieved by
a proliferation of bodies. As WEU would be the focal point for creating a
Uropean security and defence identity, of which armaments would be an
"tegral part, the best way to avoid duplication would be to make IEPG the
arn.‘naments body of WEU. The offer of associate membership to the NATO
;)ro:es not belonging to the EU had paved the way. The joint s.tlatemgnt
X Posed the creation of a working group at WEU to examine the financial,
¢gal and Organisational requirements. Reactions were generally favourable.
ingfr;:?-y stated that it had g_ilready responded posiltive[y to the WEU
and ;;?" to become‘an associate member. However, it expected aIII rights

B Ng so far enjoyed in the IEPG to be maintained, S0 th_at it couI‘d
I ‘i a fully-fledged member of the armaments part of WtU‘. .En this
etweg Ioln they felt that the proposed working group should be a joint one
and Ob‘n EPG and WEU, which seem‘ed reasonable. Turke.y was negative,
e th}f?ed to the 1deq of _IEPG serving under WEU. Their main concern
Slahdarad Llfll_membershlp of IEPG but not of WEU \«{ould cause a F!puble
made it o 'I”"'Pteﬂ‘lmna‘tlon. WIjen | heard ab.out this Turkish position, |
DreSél]teij Pointto explain to Ithen' ambassa@qr in Lopdon mat the proposal
the i« d\;ﬂlque opportunity for fgl[.partlmpatlo.n in an ‘|mportant part pf
coly 1hee EU On!_y through building on thfanr associate membersi.*np
Was not Y participate in .the process of Europgan integrationin a way which
along Witi?ljien to them in the IEuropean Union. U[t:mate]y.r, Turkey went
tershar 'f[;e merger, but continued to seek fl.J“ membership of WEU. Tl1e
thi decis‘g eclaratlon‘of 19 June 1992 contained a paragraph welcoming
'on of IEPG ministers at Oslo on 6 March to analyse the future role
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of IEPG in the new European security structure. WEU and IEPG experts
should carry out an initial examination of the role and functions of a
possible European Armaments Agency. That sounded very cautious, but
nevertheless the merger soon gathered momentum.

At their meeting in Bonn on 4 December 1992, Defence Ministers of
the thirteen nations agreed to transfer the IEPG functions to WEU, in
accordance with six basic principles:

a.  All IEPG members should be entitled to participate fully, and with the
same rights and responsibilities, in any armaments cooperation forum.

b.  There should be no duplication in this field.

¢. The IEPG should continue to operate until any replacement forum was
operational.

d.  Any armaments cooperation should take over, as a starting point, the
agreed policies of the IEPG and maintain existing links with NATO.

e.  Armaments cooperation activities in Europe should be managed by the
National Armaments Directors of all current IEPG members, who will
be accountable to the Defence Ministers of those member govern-
ments.

f. The existing basic structure of the IEPG should, initially, be incorpor-
ated into any armaments cooperation structure and the existing linkage
between IEPG and EDIG should be maintained. EDIG was the
European Defence Industries Group founded in 1990 to serve as
channel of communication between the industry and IEPG.

These principles very much gave the impression that the merger with
WEU would be only in name and for the rest everything would remain as
it was. An additional problem was that the IEPG chair would be taken over
by Denmark which, being only an observer at WEU, had a domestic
political problem in emphasising its role. This was most evident in the
question of relocating the IEPG to Brussels. The IEPG had established a
small secretariat, consisting of five officers, in Lisbon, in order to demon-
strate interest in the members with less-developed defence industries. Its
functions were largely administrative, except for a study on national
production capabilities. Clearly, it would not make sense to concentrate
most of the meetings in Brussels and leave the secretariatin Lisbon. Portugal
indicated its willingness to agree to the transfer, but Denmark was less keen.
Although the Danes cooperated in the decision to move the secretariat to
Brussels, taken by Ministers in Rome on 19 May 1993," they preferred to
keep it separate from the WEU Secretariat. In discussions with me, much
was made of legal problems. Copenhagen seemed to think that if WEU
concluded agreements, they would bind only the full members. The issue
came to a head during the NADs meeting of 27 October 1993, which we
hosted at WEU. It was the very first meeting in our new Council chamber.
After the opening, | took the floor and explained that | could see no legal
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problems whatsoever in including the armaments section in the WEUISecreu
tariat. With a simple amendment to the Staff Rules it would be possible to
recruit personnel from all 13 WEAG member countries to the ar‘mament_s_
section. The Belgian delegation confirmed this and went a step further: if
this did not happen, the armaments personnel would ngt be granted
International status. Denmark admitted that incorporation into the_ WEU
Secretariat would be the most natural solution, but requested. for the
forebearance of its partners in asking for a move limited to co-location onlyj.
Denmark was particularly negative on a possible role of the WEQ Council
In WEAG matters. The discussion took up the whole morning and rinal.ly the
Danish General, Frandsen, was prepared to go along, if the cleci:aior‘n did not
include the words collocation or integration. A Dutch suggestion was
accepted to say simply that an armaments secretariat would be establishf.:d
Within the WEU framework. At lunch the timetable was agreed: start in
Brussels on 1 April 1994 and wind up in Lisbon by the end of that month.
The size of the section was reduced to two officers (grade A4 and A2/A3)
and one secretary. Frandsen made a final point: the section should remain
S€parate in the establishment plan and not come under the Political Director
of WEU,

On 22 November 1993, Ministers agreed to establish an Armaments
Secretariat within WEU. Its terms of reference stated that it would be
established as a section of the WEU Secretariat-General and work under the
authority of the NADs. It would assist the WEAG chair on behalf of the

ADs in the execution of armaments cooperation and the implementation
OF agreed policies. That would be the situation on paper, but as soon as the
officers were recruited we would house them on the same corridor as the
Political Division, because it was important to include them fully in our
dClivities, During the remainder of my term, | had regular contacts with
them, Nevertheless, the coherence between armaments cooperation and the
Other activities of WEU remained a point of concern. )
Another area to be integrated in WEU were the remaining activities of
Urogroup following the consensus among ministers that WEU would
® the best vehicle for their continuation. These were divided among a
Number of groups, reporting to a ministerial session the day before the
Meetings of NATO'’s Defence Planning Committee. In my experience,
'aving chaired the Eurogroup for a year and a half when | was Defence_

INister, the most interesting part of the work was the dinner on the eve of
the DPC, limited to ministers and permanent representatives, to compare
Notes op the agenda of the following day. An important activity was the
Publicity effort i the US and Canada with speaking tours and occasionally
4 Seminar on Capitol Hill. This merited being preserved, although we had
an ever|asti ng problem in getting the opinion-makers interested in attending.
.Late'" the name was changed to Transatlantic Forum, tasked with providing
mformation to public opinion in North America, organising a European
SeMinar and an annual conference in Washington. For the five subgroups

the E
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we had to make up our mind - together with France, which had not joined
the Eurogroup - whether to draw them into WEU or to ask NATO to absorb
them. The latter was the case for EUROMED and EUROTRAIN, but WEU
had an interest in EUROCOM, EUROLOG (later changed into the Western
European Logistics Group - WELG) and EUROLONGTERM. The long-term
planning especially seemed important to me, as it would potentially provide
the underpinning for both our operational capabilities and our armaments
cooperation. However, this would require a higher level of participation and
an arrangement for feeding their conclusions into other activities of WEU.
A peculiarity of some military cooperation was evident here: the participants
were quite enthusiastic about their work, but nobody was made aware of
the results. In my experience this was the case with FINABEL, a meeting of
Army Chiefs of Staff, but EUROLONGTERM was not far behind.

Ministers increasingly devoted attention to the WEAG in the declar-
ations issued after their meetings. At Noordwijk in November 1994, they
agreed to establish a Research Cell to support the EUCLID programme. They
accepted a German proposal to set up an informal group of experts of the
EU and WEU to study the options for a European Armaments Policy, but
reached a negative conclusion on a European Armaments Agency:
conditions did not currently exist for the creation of an agency conducting
the full range of procurement activities on behalf of member states. They
were positive, however, about a Franco-German initiative to create a new
armaments cooperation structure as a subsidiary body under the Brussels
Treaty. Ministers Léotard and Riihe were prepared to put their bilateral
cooperation within the WEU framework and suggested that their colleagues
do likewise. The scope of this initiative would remain unclear for some
considerable time. It would take till 12 November 1996 before the Joint
Armaments Cooperation Structure was signed by France, Germany, Italy and
the UK, to be known under its French acronym OCCAR.

In 1995 in Madrid, Ministers endorsed a strengthening of the dialogue
between WEAG and the operational users, so that armaments cooperation
could more closely rely on common military requirements. The Secretary-
General recommended giving EUROLONGTERM a role in this area, under
responsibility of the Chiefs of Staff. Work on a Charter and a general
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for a European Armaments Agency
had not been completed and "substantial difficulties remain to be solved"

The Birmingham Declaration had little to say on armaments cooperl-
ation but the Ostend Declaration of 19 November 1996 was quite
substantial again. A new WEU subsidiary body called the Western European
Armaments Organisation (WEAO) with a Charter and a MOU was created-
The EUCLID Research Cell would move to Step 2 with effect from 1 April
1997 with the legal capacity to place contracts. This Research Cell would
initially be the executive body of the WEAO, as a precursor to the European
Armaments Agency. Its first contracts were placed with a Thomson-CSF,
DASA and GEC-Marconi consortium for developing modern radar technol-
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ogy. Ministers also signed the Memorandum of Understanding for Ti-.iALES
(Technology Arrangements for Laboratories for Defence Eur(_)p?an Science)
which provided for implementing government-funded joint |.‘esecu'ch
programmes and information exchanges. The results would be ‘1\-'al|ab_|e to
support technology developments in key areas of interest to del‘ence
agencies and industries with the aim of enhancing European defence
technology and improving the commonality and interoperability between
equipment operated by their defence forces. Ministers cllebaleci the
harmonisation of operational requirements in a comprehensive manner.
Their declaration stated that it included the relationship between WEAG and
EUROLONGTERM, the European defence technological and industrial base,
the evaluation and monitoring of key technologies for European technologi-
cal independence, contacts with the EU on matters of mutual interest, the
role of WEAG in armaments activities and a European armaments partner-
ship. This was the first time a signal had been given to underline the crucial
importance of maintaining a defence industrial base in Europe. My own
'0pe had been that the IGC would also take this up as a vital interest for
the European Union. The Westendorp Report made a reference, but in the
Negotiations it did not figure prominently, if at all. The other significant
'Mmplication of the comprehensive approach would be its reach beyond the
cOmpetence of the armaments directors. To be successful it would have to
€ put in a wider political context, which was available in WEU from the
ime the IEPG was absorbed, but never fully used.

The Ostend Declaration noted the increase in the number of EUCLID
Implement; ng Agreements signed and the significant reductions in delays in
the EuCLID procedure. A new procedure had been added - EUROFINDER -

y Owing industry itself to make proposals for research and technology
Projects for inclusion in the EUCLID programme.
D he Franco-German common concept on security and defence of
fieelfjeg;ber 1996 contained directives for the co_operation and _poli_cy in~ t_he
armaments They aimed at a common investment policy in testing
i:g]{e;?luation centres and in technology in general, and at th.e (ie'velo.»p—
a European armaments policy. The latter should create a European
Maments market and the conditions for a European choice in production
;Qrc;Cgfuiéition of armaments. Tllis was considered essg:wlial f0|: the eir!*rlted
as |0;1 i Uropean states, but did_not renounce I‘IIOH-ELIIODEQI? (.0:11th}?10|1
Ureig,f) Jals It observed the principle of reciprocity _| n alihox-wngiaclceba‘ to
i Grdwltlofclucers. A subgroup was created for progmn‘!n_nng anc_ p_anmns
Not C|é1 o) Ormul‘ate common requirements forI' lh.e two dII‘I‘.Ied fq:ces. It was
ar how this work would relate to a similar mandate given to the

hi 5
GXtI:fij of Defence Staff. Conversely, it seemed odd that these directives
n

tran ed to the organisation of territorial defence, the coordination of air
sPort Capabilities, rescue capabilities and special forces, all of which
elongeaq ¢

o the operational domain.
S Mentioned in Section 5 of the preceding chapter, the Treaty of
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Amsterdam provided only a weak reference to cooperation in the field of
armaments in the context of a progressive framing of common defence
policy. That came as a severe disappointment to the European defence
industry, but also to the European Commission which, in May 1996, had
issued a communication on the challenges facing the European defence-
related industry, "a contribution for action at European level". Not to be
deterred, Commissioner Bangemann in September 1997 addressed a further
communication to the Council and the European Parliament entitled "The
Aerospace Industry Faced with the Global Challenge". He drew the con-
clusion that in many sectors it would only be possible for one entity to
remain viable in Europe.

This would apply in particular to the production of airframes where,
according to many commentators there would probably only be room for
one major civil-military producer. But such a suggestion would not
necessarily give rise to competition problems as long as there was a fully
functioning global market with strong foreign competitors. The message was
clear, even though the example went too far. It should have been limited to
air frames for civilian and military transport aircraft, fighters being an area
of its own with close links to missile and other high tech areas and therefore
a specific field of consolidation. Nevertheless, the plea for European
transnational restructuring was most opportune and was rapidly followed on
12 November 1997 by the adoption of a strategy document by the
European Commission developed by Bangemann and Van den Broek. The
Council was requested to adopt a draft "common position" with intra-
community transfers, public procurement and common customs duties as
priority areas. The accompanying action plan embodied a short timescale,
with the first set of measures to be undertaken in 1998. It also included the
rationalisation of standards, a review of the dual-use regulation, drafting a
white paper on EU armaments exports and a benchmarking exercise in the
field of defence industries. The document quoted figures showing that the
EU countries imported six times more defence-related goods from the US
than they exported. The dispersed nature of European industry was
demonstrated by the fact that the eight major European defence companies
in 1996 had a turnover of $60 billion, whereas the three top US firms had
sales of $90 billion. Overcoming previous acrimonious debates about the
competence of the Commission in this field France, Germany and the UK
took up the challenge and addressed an appeal to their aerospace and
defence electronics industries to present within three months plans for a far-
reaching clustering of their activities.” In the meantime, the aerospace
industries of the three countries have agreed a set of ten principles for their
cooperation, which made clear that a restructuring is not only an industrial
matter. Governments, too, have a role to play in terms of regulations,
channelling research money and the privatisation of industry.

After Ostend most of the momentum in WEU came from OCCAR,
which in principle was open to others on condition that they participate
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significantly in a cooperative programme. The group aimed at doing away
with arrangements of juste retour in a single programme but equalising work'
shares on a multi-project basis. In so doing it could become the nucleus of
an armaments agency going beyond the research phase pursued by EUCLID
and WEAO. To be effective, it should be taken upstream to shape common
requirements. But strong headwinds developed, particularly from the smaller
countries which would not be able to participate sufficiently in OCCAR
Programmes. The Netherlands wanted to join the four of OCCAR with its
wheeled armoured reconnaissance vehicle developed in cooperation with
Germany. Some compromise would be required if OCCAR was to obtain
legal personality necessary to conclude contracts, which would only be
Possible by being declared a subsidiary body of WEU, like WEAO. The
egal picture was obscured by comments by a French expert, Mr. Henri
Adam, questioning the ability of WEU to grant legal personality to a
Subsicliary body which contained additional members not being High
Contracti ng Parties to the WEU treaty. He was right that the arrangement
was without precedent, but the transformation of the IEPG into the WEAG
could only have been effected on the basis of equal rights of all 13
Members. They have been included in the WEAO by an exchange of letters
Ormalising the consensus of the 10 full members of WEU. In any case, at
their Mmeeting at Erfurt on 18 November 1997 ministers were not impressed
and asked for 4 master plan and a timetable to guide further steps aiming at
a_EUTOI‘Jean armaments agency as a means to better coordinate European
e'fofts- They also agreed modalities for Austria, Finland and Sweden to
Participate in all WEAG meetings and to open up possibilities for interested
SSOciate Partners to join the panels and subgroups on a case-by-case basis.
eir Communique stated that all important organisational means for the
effective functioning of WEAG were in place. The text showed a greater
?2”3? of urgency, including the need for timely i_ndi.cations on common
m([l::lrel‘nents to industry, [_)ut one COItlld not help feeling 1'I1alt the compre-
- ;T_‘?Iapprpach needed‘ for .the 5urywai of the European cietgnce msiustry
COHSOII‘(] |€llckmg‘ In my view it reqL‘nredl a much more determined effort at
tOWirdl ation across b(‘ererS_, redn"echng the flow of‘ researc'h money
e i Cooperative projects (including demonstrator projects which dp not
Cessarily lead to series production), the removal of obstacles to intra-
n:-glf:tl:;ean COlnp.e‘titi(?n and above all strict observance of agreed require-'
the Usa[;]d- specifications. Ideally, Europe should develop the qulvaletjt of
the oo eier*ise Advanced Research Projects Agenc_y (DARPA),. ?\’hlch g%l.tdes
ODefuci]|ULnLe Iresear;h—developmen_t-cienpnstyahon of majar projects.
DOWErfuiy- the increasing number_ot lTIU“IIjIEitIOI‘IcI]l units will become a
2 "Joint | ||1Fe.|1t|ve for standardisation of Ehelr equlpn*fent Th_e app.rova_l of
In19 § Ogistic Stlpport Concept for WEU" was a.st.ep in thg right direction.
"infore, Care will have to be taken that the new initiatives in EU and WEU

comn ¢ €ach other and do not lead to unnecessary bickering about
Mpetences,
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Notes

83. In Rome, Ministers also approved the new name: Western European Armaments
Group (WEAG).

84. Commission document ip 97/983 of 12 November 1997 and statements issued
in the three capitals on 9 December 1997.
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Chapter Fourteen .
The Future Scope of European Security

In 1998, the United States is tri umphant. It is the only superpower left,
its €conomy is buoyant and its President has confidently embarked on a sec-
ond term with a new zeal for foreign affairs. Although the country might still

€ reluctant to assume new commitments, it is a far cry from the introverted
Altitude of four or five years ago. At the beginning of the Clinton administra-
tion, the emphasis on economic problems had pushed foreign affairs to the
ackground. Even as perceptive a member of the White House staff as
Jennone Walker had publicly contemplated a total US military withdrawal
'Om Europe. In 1993, a RAND study suggested the formation of four task
forces, led by European pilot nations, with the UK forces as a mobile
feserve, Equally, Secretary of State Christopher seemed masterful in dodging
New obligations. Today, the risk lies more in the US getting so far ahead of
the other powers, both technologically and militarily, that their allies can no
onger keep up to the degree that combined operations become difficult to
€Xecute. Unilateral action might become more appealing if others are
Unable to contribute much more than as being lukewarm partners. On the
9“"9r hand, multinational cooperation will remain an important argument
n o tining political support in Congress, as shown by the operations in
~Uwait and Haiti. There, relatively small contributions by others were
'Mportant in forging US domestic consensus. For the Europeans, multination-
al Operations are necessary for risk-sharing and avoiding individual
FXPOsure; for the US it avoids go-it-alone decisions and enables it to show
®adership, either in NATO or in ad hoc coalitions.
e S a concomitant of the triumphant mqod, the \.\ford "!(eald&rship"
'ed to the political lexicon. But leadership for what? Earlier, the US
Nationg| interest had been defined in very narrow terms, which was not
com.pa”ble with an ambition to continue to lead the Western world. US
"esidential Decision Directive 25 of 5 May 1994 on multilateral peace

) ; e : -
jfl:eratlons had reflected American disillusionment with UN peacekeeping

€ the traumatic experience in Somalia. It made US participation
COI‘Idition

al upon clear objectives, the means to accomplish the mission,
Criteria for ending the operation and, in the case of traditional
ri??keeping’ the consent of the parties to the conflict and a cease-fire.

Cism of PDD 25 pointed out that understandable anxiety to fix an end-

"ealistjc
pe
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point to an operation and to limit casualties could actually encourage local
leaders to be obstinate, knowing that they could outlast an embattled
peacekeeping force.” In addition, it was all very well to insist that both US
and UN involvement in peacekeeping must be selective and more effective,
but would it be possible to give clearer substantive indications on when US
participation might be forthcoming? A renewed definition of interests was
called for and, before the 1996 presidential elections, a group chaired by
Robert Ellsworth, General Andrew Goodpaster and Rita Hauser took up the
challenge.” They came up with vital interests ("blue chips"), extremely
important interests ("red chips), important interests ("white chips") and less

important or secondary interests ("translucent chips"). US vital interests were
seen as:

1. Prevent, deter and reduce the threat of nuclear, biological and
chemical (NBC) weapons attacks on the United States.

2. Prevent the emergence of a hostile hegemony in Europe or Asia.

3. Prevent the emergence of a hostile major power on US borders or in
control of the seas.

4. Prevent catastrophic collapse of major global systems: trade, financial

markets, supply of energy, and environmental.
5. Ensure the survival of US allies.

Among the 11 red chips figured as item 8
military-related and other strategic technologie
computers). Instrumentally, these extre
promote strong US-European and US-)

If these conclusions are taken
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European studies, notably the Fre
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ajor-General (ret.) | yc Stainier distinguished:

1. Vital interests: survival.

2. Essential interests, consisting of two main types:

a. The collective security, peace and stability of Furope
b. Economic interests.

3. General interests, such as val
order.

as a whole;

ues and a just and stable international
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The estimated casualties.

The reaction to the crisis in the media and public opinion.

The attitude of the great powers and the international community.
The likely duration of the operation.

The chances of success.

The estimated cost.

0. Links with parallel political action.

— 0O ®NO v

The Netherlands governmenttook the definition of criteria for participa-
tion in peace support operations a step further.” It did not want to
formulate an exhaustive list of criteria which, if all were not met, could
unduly lead to a negative decision, but rather points which had to be taken
into consideration in the process of decision-making. These points were:

1. The dispatch of Netherlands military personnel takes place on the basis
of Netherlands interests and/or the promotion of international law and
order,

2. 1t should be in accordance with international law and preferably be
based on a mandate from an international organisation.

3. Factors of importance should be solidarity, credibility and a fair
distribution of responsibilities, risks and burdens.

A multinational approach is to be preferred.

5. The despatch is not an automatic process but requires a case-by-case
Political decision of the government.

6. Political objectives should be translated into clear military instructions.

7. These political and military objectives should be reasonably attainable.

8. Burden-sharing in the implementation of international operations is
desirable,

9. Overstretch of the armed forces has to be avoided.

10. Netherlands units will have to operate within a clear command
structure of an international organisation.

. The risks incurred by the personnel involved have to be assessed
Carefully and their equipment, armament and mobility will have to be
adequate for the task.

12, ules of engagement need to be formulated unambiguously.

13. The financing of the national participation has to be guaranteed.

14. EVEFY pledge for participation has to be limited in time.

th In discussing them with Parliament they were condensed into basically

ree

. -€ Criteria: the specific Netherlands interest in joining the operation, its
Military feasibility and widespread support by public opinion.

All these points form a usefu! checklist when determining whether a
co‘j‘”"&’ should join a multinational operation. They do not touch upon the
9ject of the intervention, which in any case will be the-determining factor
"N the politicyl decision to participate. Neither do they deal with the difficult
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question how quickly an operation should be started. The application of
military force should not always be regarded as a measure of last resort. Nor
do the criteria differentiate between peacekeeping and peace-enforcement.
As we have seen, only a minority of conflicts are ripe for a peacekeeping
treatment. They do not particularly require the use of the military, but
soldiers can do these tasks better than anybody else. If the parties agree, the
problem of legitimacy does not occur and a UN mandate would not be
essential except, of course, when the operation is run and financed from
New York. For peace-enforcement, with its stronger possibility of casualties,
international consensus behind the intervention needs to be much stronger
and over time will require a definition of the security interests of the
European Union as such. Also the requirements for intelligence, communi-
cations and joint operations including air forces will be greater, which in
practice can be met only by the involvement of some of the larger countries.
The dividing line between peacekeeping and peace-enforcement will not be
as clear as governments committing troops would like. The conflict might
flare up again or escalate and peacekeepers might be difficult to extricate,
both militarily and politically. Nevertheless, some operations will start as
peace-enforcement from the outset, raising issues which presumably have
been clarified already in a peacekeeping situation. These refer to the
recognisable identity of the parties to the conflict, their equipment, the
existence of a clear frontline and the possibility of establishing lines of
communications with the parties, either at central or regional level.
Enforcement action will require a wide spectrum of military capabilities,
including logistics, comparable to combat operations.

During the Cold War, peacekeeping, with the agreement of the parties,
was all that could be expected from the United Nations. We owe the
concept to Lester Pearson, who thought of it as freezing a situation in order
to allow a political settlement to emerge. But without a follow-up it would
also leave the bad elements in place. The UN could act against aggression
in Korea because the Soviet seat on the Security Council was not occupied.
It took some enforcement action in the Congo, particularly directed against
the mercenaries in Katanga, because there was agreement between the
permanent members of the Council on this post-colonial issue. It would take
till the flagrant Iraqi aggression against Kuwait before the Council passed a
resolution enabling another US-led coalition to expel the invader. During
the Cold War that would have been difficult, as shown by the passive
attitude of the UN during the Iran-lraq war. Peacekeeping was also
predicated on the assumption that the parties to the conflict had an interest
in ending it and that, at best, neutral mediation would be necessary to arrive
at a mutually acceptable settlement. Pressure, if exerted, took the form of
diplomatic moves and economic sanctions. Militarily, peacekeeping was a
decentralised and static operation with little role for the force commander.
Recent experience in former Yugoslavia and Rwanda .indicates that the
international community will increasingly have to impose settlements,
1)

v
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enforce ceasefires and protect civilians in safe areas or relief convoys
despatched to keep them alive. Its task will not be to engage in large-scale
fighting, but to act internationally in the same way as the policeman acts
nationally: his presence alone is normally sufficient to maintain the peace,
but if necessary to enforce the law or separate those fighting he is able to
act decisively and effectively. His appearance on the scene might bring the
Parties to their senses and stop the violence. This raises the question of the
i‘538itimacy and justification of coercion in an international context.

1. Justified Coercion?®

In the aftermath of the Kuwait crisis, the plight of the Kurdish
Population in the mountains of northern Iraq prompted the creation of "safe
havens" and started the debate on the legitimacy of humanitarian interven-
tion. The concept was initiated by the French human rights specialist and
politician, Bernard Kouchner, to allow non-governmental organisations to
conduct relief operations, if necessary against the wish of the government
exercising sovereignty over the area concerned. It led to an interesting
debate on the relationship between the principle in Article 2(7) of the UN
Charter, preventing the UN from intervening in matters which are essentially
Within the domestic jurisdiction of any state, and the duties imposed on all
Members to promote human rights and fundamental freedoms in Articles 55
and 56, especially in situations of mass murder and genocide. That debate
has not been concluded and the matter remains fraught with difficulties. The
Value of NGOs lies particularly in their non-political nature and their
'Mpartiality. Consequently, they prefer to work without being associated
With pressure being put on one of the parties. Conversely, the nominal
Bovernment js likely to consider the relief offered as support for the enemy
Or a rebel movement. As a result, some international protection for the
NGO might be necessary.

The legal base for the safe havens in northern Iraq rested on Security

ouncil Resolution 688 which, however, did not provide explicitly for
Military enforcement action. The argument is not that important, because the
éstern powers could also have derived legitimacy from the fact that Iraq
ad been branded a threat to peace and security, which overrides the
Prohibition of domestic interference.” When intervention was authorised
'N Somalia, the state had ceased to function, making the argument for
WMmanitarian intervention quite strong. The Bosnian case was the most
COmplex. As we have discussed in Chapter 7, the UNPROFOR mandate in
osrjiei started out as a humanitarian relief operation, but gradually acquired
2 wider scope. In fact, it could be argued that humanitarian aid without
?hgascetive political action would clmly prolong violence and suffering, feeding
who would be the next victims.
COncSn t’he human rights side the international commu nit}f hf“ made some
Ptual progress. In the European context, the Helsinki process was
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instrumental in making human rights a legitimate subject of diplomatic
discussions, which the Soviets always disputed prior to the Final Act of
1975. The Moscow Document of the CSCE Human Dimension Conference
in 1991 took this a step further by emphasising:

... that the commitments undertaken in the field of the Human
Dimension of the CSCE are matters of direct and legitimate
concern to all participating states and do not exclusively belong
to the internal affairs of the state concerned.

This statement was repeated in paragraph 8 of the Helsinki Summit
Declaration of 1992. A similar provision was included in June 1993 in the
Declaration of the Vienna World Conference on Human Rights attended by
171 countries.

Of necessity, the decision to intervene will have to be selective and
responses will not always be consistent. Richard N. Haass saw three

purposes of direct military involvement in the internal affairs of another
state:

- Humanitarian: providing protection and other basic needs, often
through the establishment of safe havens (which he intended to keep
people alive until the political situation changed, but not to change
that situation directly);

- Nation-building: recasting the institutions of the society; and

- Peacemaking: which, contrary to the Agenda for Peace, was defined as
tilting the military balance in favour of one or another contender.

In his view, three factors ought to shape the decision to act: the actual
or potential scale of the problem, the existence of any non-humanitarian
interests, and the availability of military options that provide relief at
acceptable cost and that promise better results at no greater cost than
alternative measures. Haass also made the valuable point that direct military
intervention is virtually irrelevant when it comes to affecting the course of
internal politics once they reach revolution.”'

The European Parliament took up the problem of non-intervention at
the request of the Socialist group after the US action in Panama in 1990.
The Bertens Report of 1994™ concluded that the use of force to protect
human rights might be justified, subject to the following conditions:

- An exceptional and extreme case of human rights violation in a state
where those in power cannot be persuaded by means other than
military.

- The UN system was not able (in time) to react effectively.

- All other possible and reasonable means have been exhausted.

. Protection of human rights is the primary purpose and motives of
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political or economic self-interest do not play a role.

= The intervention remains limited to its specific purposes and has only
minimal effects for the authority of the state concerned.

= The use of force is proportional and temporary.

- The intervention is reported to the UN and not condemned by it.

- It does not result in greater loss of life or suffering than it is intended
to prevent.

Experts on international law and the United Nations might have some
difficulty with these criteria. They obviously left more room for evaluation
and assessment than is desirable in a legal system. Nevertheless, they
represented the most far-reaching attempt to define and constrain humanitar-
ian intervention.

In attempting to define justifiable coercive acts by states, Ernst B. Haas
distinguishes between enabling and substantive criteria.”” According to his
enabling criteria, coercive measures must be multilaterally authorised and
Pass the test of probable effectiveness. If there is a good chance that the
Measures will be abused, they should not be authorised. As to substantive
Criteria, the following situations would permit multilateral coercive action
In order to preserve or restore peace:

1. To prevent and punish aggression by one state against another.

2. Inacivil war, to reimpose peace terms on one party that has reneged,

) Provided the terms originally resulted from UN peacemaking.

3. Toact against violations of international agreements banning the pos-
session or manufacture of, or trade in, weapons of mass destruction.

4. To enforce agreements banning or limiting trade in conventional arms,
including trade in dual-use goods and forbidden technology.

5. To prevent an event certified by experts as an immediate impending
ecological catastrophe.

5. To prevent genocide.

7. To protect an established democratic polity from anti-democratic,
armed challenges, but not to protect a dubious or fictitious one.

8. 7o prevent and alleviate famine and mass epidemics.

I It has been pointed out™ that the substantive criteria may clash with

te;feicsgalljlingb criteri0|1' of efficienlcy. _Yet, i.n today’'s world the issue of_

QEItil1gyw1l?S ecome of glr('eat practical importance: wh_at are the (‘:l‘lances of

M at type of coalition together for what purpose? Equally important,

n:za:LlltruaTtions mentionecl_above could alsg lend themselves to othm:

es of a non-coercive nature, including the whole spectrum of
Preventive action. Among the eight situations listed, clearly number 7 will
€ the most difficult to measure. There are degrees of democratisation.

ho"'e‘theless, In Haiti, the UN was prepared to restore democracy, even
ugh it had never taken hold previously.

297



DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

This list demonstrates the changed nature of security, which no longer
exclusively focuses on its traditional core element, the defence of sover-
eignty and territorial integrity. New elements come to the fore in an
interdependentworld, such as arms proliferation, environmental degradation
and, above all, human rights. Preference given, both in Africa and in
Europe, to the inviolability of borders over self-determination, made the
position of minorities a crucial issue and started a new debate over
collective and individual rights. The instruments available to protect the new
spectrum of interests also have increased, thereby enlarging the spectrum of
measures that traditionally would have been considered to constitute
intervention. Some of them are not dramatically new. In the past, acts that
the more powerful states regarded as belonging to the normal arsenal of
foreign policy would also have been censured as intervention or undue
pressure by the weaker ones. Today, the difference lies in the multilateralisa-
tion of many of the interests pursued because of the realisation that they
transcend the responsibilities and capabilities of individual countries.

The instruments available to the international community can be
classified along a range of declining intensity of response.””

1.  Collective defence against aggression committed either against a
member of an alliance or a third country. In the former case, alliance
commitments and plans are activated; in the latter, the assistance will
have to be organised on an ad hoc basis.

2. Collective or individual action legitimated by an enabling resolution of
the UN Security Council. This might include collective military
intervention in intra-state conflicts.

3. Deploying peacekeeping forces under the auspices of the UN, a
regional organisation or an ad hoc arrangement. An example of the
third category is the M.F.O. in Sinai.

4. Preventive deployment in areas of instability.

5. Sanctions authorised by the UN, OSCE or the European Union such as
an economic blockade, arms embargo, suspension of membership and
various selective measures of isolation in international relations.

6. Resolutions by the Security Council, OSCE or any regional organisation
asking for a fact-finding mission and/or offering mediation and concili-
ation. A newcomer in this category is the mission of preventive
diplomacy of the OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities.

7. A UN General Assembly resolution condemning a particular govern-
ment or promoting a desired outcome. In a European context, the
declarations under the Common Foreign and Security Policy apply, as
well as the ministerial communiqués of NATO and WEU and the
resolutions of the European Parliament, Council of Europe and WEU
Assembly.

8. Extending recognition to a party in an intra-state conflict.

9. Ad hoc ministerial meeting at the UN, NATO, EU or WEU to deal with
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an emerging crisis.

10. Offering parties positive incentives to conform to a proposed outcome
of a conflict.

11. No collective response, but leaving scope for national actions or
declarations.

With all these options, several aspects should be kept in mind. In
practical politics it is not so much a question of which norms apply, as who
will enforce them. It is the art of diplomacy to find sufficient common
interest to organise a joint action. In order to be successful in future, much
more discussion, planning and consultation will be needed within and
between the existing international organisations. Having decided upon a
common action, it will be equally important to manage it well, applying
Proper procedures to allow the multitude of decisions to be taken in time.
The second point concerns the danger of the intervention remaining
ineffective. We can never be certain of a positive result of the use of military
Power in bringing the social forces towards a political settlement. This
Uncertainty will always induce opposition to undertaking the operation from
the start. Interestingly enough, however, in the present environment the
idealists have become the hawks, willing to use force, while the self-styled
Realpolitiker are the doves. Although probably never completely without
effect, the failures in Somalia and Bosnia detract from the credibility of
EXisting institutions and lead to initiatives to bypass them. In the former
Y“goslavia fear of being attacked by the Serbs imprisoned the West in self-
'Mposed limitations. The emergence of a Contact Group for Bosnia might
have been a necessary expedient at a time of impasse, but in the end cannot

Ut weaken the international organisations involved in managing the crisis.
Much more important is the question what type of forces are needed to fulfil
these missions and how they should be equipped and trained. Their
additiong| tasks are not oriented towards winning a war and often require

elicate judgment and restraint. One area which in particular will require
urther development concerns the rules of international humanitarian law.
The International Committee of the Red Cross has drafted guidelines for UN
forces, emphasising the distinction between civilians and combatant,
Methods of warfare, the treatment of detained persons and civilians, and the
Protection of the wounded as well as relief personnel, but so far met with
ult Unsatisfactory response in New York.

2. European Security Interests

Of all the regions in the world, Europe has developed the highest
€Bree of institutionalised security cooperation. Too many organisations with
Etama”}’ overlapping terms of reference are active in this field. If one could
art all over from scratch, nobody would think of designing the present
Patchwork. Yet, no single organisation can handle the entire European
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security process. Each of the existing organisations has something to
contribute. The problem is not that each can claim a certain specificity, but
rather their tendency to focus on organisational and procedural matters.
How to deal with each other became more important than the substantial
problems requiring multinational action.

Since 1989, the perception of security interests has changed consider-
ably. Collective defence no longer being the overriding priority, it became
more difficult to formulate national and Alliance-wide defence needs. The
challenge contained in NATO's force proposals to do more than originally
intended lost much of its rationale in a no-threat environment. At first, the
answer seemed to be an emphasis on reconstitution, i.e. building up US
forces, but also mobilising European forces, rapidly enough to deal with
renewed aggressive Soviet intentions. After all, the Soviet Union remained
the largest military power in Europe with a vast nuclear arsenal and its
federal structure was in a persistent crisis. In Central Europe we were facing
uncertain political developments, more specifically in the Balkans. In a
paper presented in June 1990, | wrote that the worst of all possible
scenarios - the "Balkanisation" of Central Europe and the "Lebanonisation”
of the USSR - could not be excluded yet.” But reconstitution lost much
credibility when warning time of a re-emerging Soviet threat became longer
and longer and was counted in terms of years, while previously it had been
a matter of days or even hours. Moreover, reconstitution needed fewer
standing forces than most wanted to maintain in Germany and the US force
presence in Europe went down, first to 195,000 under President Bush and
later to 100,000 under President Clinton.

In the absence of a clear enemy NATO no longer talked in terms of
threat but about risks and instabilities in the new security environment.
Quite true, but how to quantify the military requirements to deal with these
instabilities? Modern society does not have a complete answer to the new
problems of terrorism, drugs, organised crime and religious fundamentalism
but, clearly, these instabilities do not require a primarily military response.
The same applies to ecological disasters, like the meltdown of the Cher-
nobyl nuclear reactor. Behind those horrors looms the possibility of a
combination of them. Drugs trafficking and organised crime are already
coming hand in hand. Terrorists possessing weapons of mass destruction are
on the horizon as we have witnessed after poisonous gas was used in the
Tokyo subway.

Military measures could play a role in ethnic and religious conflicts,
which preoccupy us most in the Balkans, and in the worldwide threat of the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. In every case the use of
military capabilities will not aim at military solutions, but at supporting
political objectives which make it possible to restore peace. Again, their
deterrent role will be first and foremost, but to be credible the actual use of
force should not be shunned. Earlier in this chapter, | have compared this
task in intra-state conflicts with the function of the international policeman
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to prevent a relapse into violence through his presence, bu! made credil.}le
by his ability to use force if necessary. This is not a plea for more pO!_IEE
operations on the model of Mostar, useful as they might be under specific
circumstances, but a conclusion drawn from the experienc_e of recent
operations. In many cases proper military units, trained on the tj.ill range of
their profession, will be needed to deter and deal with the risk ot escalation.
But it is quite clear that close coordination between the civilian and the
military side of the operation has become a priority item.

The international community has not yet fully adjusted to the new
Situation. The use of the military is not seen in the Clausewitzian sense of
the continuation of diplomacy by other means. Now no longer as war, but
in a conditioned enforcement mode. No longer to defeat an enemy, but to
restore international order. Gustav Daniker, the Swiss expert on strategy, has
described the new role of the Guardian Soldier as protecting militarily, but
being capable of aid and rescue operations with the same energy and
Competence as combat missions. His definition of protection encompasses
all the law enforcement functions below the threshold of war with which
the police are unable to cope.’” In future, soldiers will have to operate in
4 new environment: front lines will be unclear, the distinction between
combatants and non-combatants will be fuzzy, the belligerents may be guite
Young and poorly organised and hostage-taking becomes a hazard difficult
to cope with. France and the UK have practised that role in their colonial
€mpires and determined its scope unilaterally. Most other countries have no
history of intervention. To them, the role of the military was the defence of
their independence and territorial integrity, first individually, later collective-
ly. The UN system was based on an uneasy compromise between respect
for national sovereignty and responsibility for peace and security given to
@ Security Council dependent upon consensus among its permanent
Members. During the Cold War peacekeeping with the agreement of the
Parties concerned, and subject to weak mandates, was the only feasible
activity. Many neutral countries excelled in its implementation, which
'volved lightly armed infantry units with logistic and transport support.
Only recently, attention focused on requirements for embargo and
enforcement action. NATO had a tendency to think in terms of large, Corps-
scale Operations, while WEU - apart from naval embargoes - dealt with very
Small actions, involving less than 300 personnel on the Danube, less than
200 police in Mostar. In the past NATO was effective by posing as a heavy-
Weight boxer and never had to strike a blow. In future we need more of a
Judo expert setting off balance a culprit with proportional force. More
altention will have to be devoted to the rapid despatch of battalion-size
Units with a lean support structure. Present multinational operations are too
EXpensive,

With the continuation of the NATO operation in Bosnia, SFOR having
Succeeded IFOR, the Alliance was safe for another year and a half. There

Will be a need for a continued presence also after the middle of 1998 to
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maintain order, and hopefully the US can be persuaded once again to stay,
at a further reduced level of participation. The crucial question then will be
what level of American involvement will be sufficient to maintain SFOR as
a NATO operation, or whether it will have to be turned into a European-led
action. Clearly, some European countries would be reluctant to do so and
would be tempted to pull out as well. The old saying of not changing horses
in mid-stream seems particularly appropriate in Bosnia. Changing the NATO
label on SFOR could only undermine its credibility, even if the number of

forces would not be substantially diminished.

Units of the Netherlands airmobile brigade at Jayce, Bosnia. (Photo: AVD-KM, Peter
van Bastelaar)

Of course, Bosnia is not the only story. Albania barely survived as a
state in March 1997, and all political forces clamoured for an international
presence. In spite of all rhetoric in NATO and WEU about the new mission
of peacekeeping, neither organisation was able to organise a multinational
force and it was left to Italy to lead a coalition of the willing. Other parts of
the former Yugoslavia might turn critical, too, especially Kosovo and
Macedonia in its wake. The OSCE has played an important mediating role
in Albania and could again have a stabilising role in Kosovo. In Macedonia,
UNPREDEP will continue to be invaluable in its role of preventive
deployment, unique in UN history. Ultimately, confidence-building and
arms control will have to be spread over the entire Balkans to promote
stability in an historically unstable region. For the European Union, the
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south-eastern part of our continent will remain an important security interest,
which will continue to necessitate force deployments of some kind to
function as a stabiliser or an international policeman.

There are other security interests on our periphery, but these are less

likely to require the deployment of ground forces. A possible exception
could be a European contribution to the supervision of a demilitarised zone
on the Golan Heights in the context of an arrangement between Israel and
Syria. Such a role would alleviate the burden on the US, but would be
envisaged by Israel only if proposed as an addition to an American
presence. Further implosion of the situation in Algeria could lead to
problems on its borders with Morocco and Tunisia, not least because of
streams of refugees. So far, the situation has been judged too delicate for
any serious contingency planning in a multilateral framework.
_ Turning East, our main geopolitical interest lies in maintaining an
Independent Ukraine, able to emerge from its economic depression. Should
Ukraine drift again under the influence of Moscow, the new democracies
of Central Europe would be more entitled to stress their security concerns
flhan‘ they are today. The new NATO-Ukraine Charter has recognised that
an independent, democratic and stable Ukraine is one of the key factors for
€nsuring stability in Central and Eastern Europe, and the continent as a
Whole" but, obviously, the realisation of that objective will take much more
than the security dimension alone. Ukrainian viability will depend upon a
CO'"fCeﬂed effort of economic support and reform, in which the European
Union should play a major role.

3. Conclusions

Western leaders are most forthright and
venturesome in symbolic acts, declaratory policy
and the drafting of architectural plans.™

At the time of finishing the manuscript of this book, more than eight
Years have elapsed since | took office as Secretary-General of WEU. How
does the record look? The organisation acquired a higher profile. Most
beople in the security community have become familiar with it. The

ecretlariat grew in numbers, but remains small in comparison to other

Oganisations. The Institute for Security Studies, the Satellite Centre and the
{Firwing Cell were created. The notion of Forces Answerable to WEU
Wals EU) was developed and tested in exercises. During the Kuwait crisis
i Farrled. out most of the embargo operations and in the Yugoslav crisis
OragaFn participated in the embargo, which turned into a blockade, and
ad%ﬂi!‘ll;ed the control on the Danl.llbe and the police contingent of the EU
relatIimSt:a'tlon' of Mostari Operatllon Sharp (_juard was a novelty in the
il (_)n.s 1ip with NATO, in ha_cceptmg unity of command under NATO, but
Joint NATO-WEU political supervision. It did not act in Somalia or
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Rwanda and came very late into Albania, with a team to provide advice to
the local police. Conceptually, the role and place of WEU was largely
defined at Maastricht, but its implementation remained inadequate.
Amsterdam brought WEU somewhat closer to the EU and mentioned a
merger as a future possibility. In practice, however, the EU requested WEU
only twice to take some action: in Mostar and - without response - during
the crisis in the Great Lakes region in 1996. Amsterdam also maintained the
reference to "defence implications”, while in fact WEU has not dealt with
collective defence at all, and concentrated on crisis management outside the
area covered by the guarantees of the Brussels and Washington Treaties.
Given that the Petersberg missions were transferred to the EU Treaty, it
would have been better to describe WEU as the military, or even oper-
ational dimension of European integration.

The political side was the most innovative, prompted by the fact that,
in Tom King's words, the future was not what it used to be. In 1989 WEU
looked like a hard core of EC members willing to deepen their cooperation
in the field of defence. The original seven members also were the countries
willing to assume nuclear responsibilities. After Maastricht observers and
associate members were brought in, thus gathering all members of the EU
and all European Allies around the table of the Permanent Council., In 1994,
half its meetings were opened to the associate partners, inviting those
countries which had signed - or were about to sign - a Europe Agreement
with the EU. Differentiated membership has been criticised as a dispersed
effort, but was an appropriate response to the actual state of European
affairs. Security through participation was the best way to give early
substance to the promise of future membership. The new democracies of
Central Europe have reacted well to this new opportunity, by doing much
to resolve differences with their neighbours and by participation in the
Bosnian and Albanian operations. As a result, the differences between full
members, observers and associates are being blurred. Many things are being
done at 28, including the discussion on relations with Russia and Ukraine
and the development of an exercise policy. Ability and willingness to join
in an operation will matter most. Increasing numbers with up to 55
ministers around the table made open discussion impossible, but that
problem is shared by all European organisations.

Frustration abounded by the-lack of will of the member countries to
live up to their words. | am not one of those who bandy about the lack of
political will as the main cause for the absence of effective European action.
Political will does not exist in a vacuum, but has to rest on a common
appreciation of national interests. In itself it was not surprising that in the
post-Cold War situation perceptions of new threats started to diverge. But
the inconsistency of national positions in differentinternational organisations
was indefensible. Repeatedly, countries advocated in the EU or in WEU to
have recourse to the UN or OSCE, but subsequently made it impossible for

these organisations to adopt the relevant measures. The same happened in
L3
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the relationship between WEU and NATO. The anomalies were too marked
to be ascribed to bureaucratic errors or sloppy execution of instructions.
From the beginning of my term, | stressed the complementary levels on
which European defence and security should be buttressed: thle UN, tl.w.
OSCE, NATO and EU/WEU. It looked like a neat co_nceptual tr'a|":1<?w0|k,
with each body having its competence clearly d(—\tine(! ancll willing to
cooperate with the others towards common goals. In prac:ltlcle, little c_fn*ne of‘
it. The larger institutions were reluctant to delegate missions to SI'IIf‘l”(’,I'
bodies, because they preferred to do them on their own and ‘tt‘c’lt:etil loss of
influence over their implementation. The UN wanted to maintain its hold
over peacekeeping and did not envisage shared operations involving bi}.le
helmets. Peace enforcement was a different matter. There, the Secur!ly
Council virtually abandoned its primary responsibility for peace and security
and had to leave enforcement action to a US-led coalition in the Km_x-'(ut
Crisis and to NATO in Bosnia. It had to content itself with an "enab!_mg"
resolution calling upon member states to use all necessary means to achieve
a stated objective, thus providing legitimacy for t':‘ﬁe countries \vllllmg tg act
to organise themselves. In any event, for enforcement action l'I'IICT:O-
Management from New York would not be feasible. The way the SGCLIII'It}’
Council works, defi ning its aims and strategy with each successive
resolution, is not appropriate for the conduct of operations witij (T‘qmbat’
forces. Those will require a clear objective from the outset, the definition of
€onstraints which are not constantly altered and the flexibility to respond to
changes in the actual situation in the field. Today, most countries are almost
Paralysed by the need for legitimacy and insist on mandates even whe{re
they would not seem indispensable. In former Yugoslavia Article 51, with
its inherent right of self-defence, either individually or collectively could
have been invoked after the constituent republics had been recognised. In
Other cases the enabling resolutions with their authorisation of "all necessary
Means" could have been the basis for much more prompt and decisive
intervention. In practice, many countries took refuge behind their devotion
0 mandates from the international community as a whole, in order to avoid
'aving to act forcefully. Someday this question of mandates for regional
Peace operations will have to be resolved. If we have to rely on either
€onsensus in OSCE or a veto-bound UN Security Council all our efforts will
'®main dependent upon fair weather in East-West relations. In the case of
the Dayton Agreement, the UNSC was not involved at all and only gave its
essing when everything was finished. In similar fashion, the OSCE
€ndorsed the monitor mission of the European Community in former
Ugoslavia and took note with appreciation of the WEU blockade on the
anube. This made certain that Russia would not obstruct the missions, but
‘.did Notamount to an OSCE request to other organisations. On the contrary,
"' noted actions offered and organised by others, thereby providing added
"eSpectability as well as a framework in which all OSCE member states
could be kept informed. Moreover, Western willingness to provide such
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information was closely connected with their wish to have Russia do the
same in operations on CIS territory.

In 1992, the Western countries were thinking in terms of the UN and
the OSCE requesting NATO or WEU to undertake missions on their behalf.
In previous chapters we have demonstrated the inadequacy of the "interlock-
ing organisations" concept. Mutually reinforcing institutions was a more
realistic aim, but even that remained largely rhetoric. As the enlargement
processes continue, both in NATO and the EU, and NACC has been
succeeded by the European-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), the
relationship with the OSCE will again be tested. Apart from some of the
mini-states in the OSCE, the membership will be almost identical, but the
EAPC is under the auspices of NATO, while the OSCE is not. Politically, the
OSCE is the only organisation in which the US and Russia have equal status,
but that is also the reason why Washington will always give preference to
structures linked with NATO and keep the OSCE on a short leash. Its
interest in the OSCE lies in its possibility to monitor developments in the
area of the former Soviet Union. Consequently, NATO and particularly the
US will have a preference to conduct peace operations in the context of the
EAPC. Some have even suggested that the successor to SFOR could come
under the EAPC as the body providing the mandate. At the 1997 OSCE
meeting in Copenhagen, the Netherlands proposed the same for Nagorno-
Karabakh.

These suggestions come at a time when the OSCE has raised its
effectiveness. It has done better than the critics of the consensus-principles
expected. Consensus-minus-one has been formalised for instances of grave
human rights violations. Yugoslavia was suspended from membership for
that reason, and Serbia will now have to apply again, just as the other
successor states have done. More important, because of their wider
application, are the non-consensual measures developed under the authority
of the Chairman-in-Office. Several OSCE missions - including those of
Gonzalez to Belgrade and of Vranitzky to Albania - have been decided by
the Chairman, albeit after consultation with major players functioning as
"Friends of the Chairman-in-Office". In this way, an informal executive
committee has taken shape. The other point concerns the distinction
between crisis prevention, for which the OSCE is best suited, and crisis
management, which is usually attributed to NATO or WEU. The difference
is not as clear as sometimes assumed, for crisis management is not only a
question of military measures, and the presence of a mission for fact-finding,
conciliation or negotiation can have a positive effect in preventing escalation
and finding the basis for a political settlement.

Institutionally, the future of the OSCE is ambiguous. A visitor to its
Vienna offices is confronted by requirements for more personnel and
finance. The international secretariat gradually has increased in size, but
remains modest. Further strengthening met with US objections. Admittedly,

Washington was also instrumental in giving the OSCE the task of organising

",
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the Bosnia-Herzegovina elections, but it made sure that a US diplomat
would be in charge. On the parliamentary side, the duplication bet\x"een
NATO, the OSCE and the Council of Europe has become the most obvious
and the case for merging the three assemblies could already be made today.

By declaring itself a regional organisation under the UN, lhe'QSCE
established its position under the UN Charter, but also lost its ability Fo
decide enforcement action without the authority of the UN Security Council.
Not that the likelihood of OSCE enforcement was very high. A regi()l‘m\
organisation essentially based on the consensus principle has less capacity
of decision than the Security Council. In 1992 the German Planning Sta!l
was studying whether the old Soviet idea of a European Security ‘Coun.cﬂ
could be turned to our own advantage, possibly with a Court of Justice
added to it, but in the West nobody else showed sympathy for the idea.
There was no meritin a European body - acting either with consensus or a
veto arrangement - giving Russia another opportunity to stall action. Under
those circumstances the Kinkel-Kooijmans initiative of "OSCE First" was
more realistic. During the consultations every organisation would be holding
during an emerging crisis, the chances of organising an OSCE action could
be rapidly ascertained. If unpromising, other alternatives could be exploreld‘
The ambitious project of a security model for the 21st century did not go far
during the Lisbon summit of December 1996. To all practical purposes, the
declaration equated the model with the present network of existing
Organisations and their mutual linkages. In future we will face the dilemma
that the UN would like to make more use of regional organi:;dtions,'but
collective defence organisations should not move under Chapter VIl of the
UN Charter. The basis for their cooperation with the UN rests on Article 48
in Chapter VII.

The Dayton Agreement has tasked the OSCE with organising elections
in Bosnia. As a result, the new emphasis on elections has caused a certain
Myopia in Vienna when discussing Bosnia. Elections were important as a
starting point of democratic processes and should not be equated with
fespect for human rights, but if they confirm the ethnic cleansing and
harden ethnic divides they do not make living together any easier. The
Sreatest hope of improvement of the situation rested in new leaders coming
forward to replace the mediocre and parochial leadership of the war.

A Platform for Co-operative Security was created to define modalities
Or cooperation between the OSCE and other security organisations. The
Lisbon Declaration reaffirmed some important points: the inherent right of
Gvery participating state to be free to choose or change its security
arrangements, including treaties of alliance; no State, organisation or
8rouping can have any superior responsibility for maintaining peace and
Stability or regard any part of the OSCE region as its sphere of influence;
and "we shall ensure that the presence of foreign troops on the territory of
4 participating state is in conformity with international law, the freely
®Xpressed consent of the host state, or a relevant decision of the UN
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Security Council." Based on the ten Helsinki principles of 1975, a Code of
Conduct on politico-military aspects of security has been adopted in 1994.
It grew out of a French project to draft a pan-European security treaty which
was rejected by a large majority of NATO members and downsized to a
politically binding code. The final outcome has been criticised for not
offering a systematic listing of the security rights and duties of participating
states in the post-Cold War era and, when doing so for a limited number of
cases, for formulating them "in extremely cautious language accentuated by
crippling caveats".”” The regular ministerial conference in Copenhagen in
December 1997 was not a great success. Moscow wanted to retreat from
the principle of freedom to join alliances and Washington objected to a
clause about peacekeeping operations. The Danish presidency managed to
salvage the objective of a new comprehensive document, but there was no
agreement on its name - Document or Charter -, the timetable for agreeing
itand its binding character. All this leads to the conclusion that principles
and prevention will continue to be the main focus for OSCE, which includes
the High Commissioner for National Minorities and some ad hoc missions,
but no major peacekeeping operations. If that is so, the process of codifying

values should be accompanied by some early-warning procedures for
situations where these values are threatened.

NATO

In the early 1990s, many doubted whether, to use Sir John Goulden’s
words, the Alliance was capable of making the heroic adaptations that were
necessary to adjust to the tectonic changes of that period.'® Today it is
busier than ever, with new issues, enlargement, Bosnia, internal reform and
its relationships with Russia and with the European Security and Defence
Identity. After the fall of the Berlin Wall, much has been said about making
NATO more political. That seemed appropriate under circumstances which
made the multinational layer-cake defence system in Germany superfluous.
But one of the paradoxes of history since 1989 has been that the debate in
NATO has become more military instead of more political, both on the
issue of enlargement and on internal reforms. During the years of deterrence
NATO never fired a shot in anger, but in the new Europe the military
profession has become more dangerous. Peace support operations are highly
political in nature, but the forces involved have a clear military function as
well. The Alliance still has to provide a clear answer to the question of what
its purpose will be in a changed European environment. The Bosnian crisis
has left it off the hook for a while. IFOR and SFOR were efficient oper-
ations, which encountered fewer problems than anticipated, because they
were implemented decisively. Both operations had wide participation from
third countries and NATO membership was not a condition for joining.
Should SFOR be discontinued in the middle of 1998, the debate about
purpose and direction of the Alliance will start all over again and it will take
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little perspicacity to see that the Emperor is scantily clad. In spite of all
rhetoric, peacekeeping in the traditional sense is not for NAT_O and certm_nly
not for the US. Peace enforcement might be, but then again the question
arises in what scenarios the US would be prepared to join. All ‘this
reinforces my persistent argument that much more attention should be given
to European inputs into NATO consultations in a way acceptable to the _US.
As Washington does not like a European caucus inside N.-\TQ, there is a
niche for WEU. Some have thought of a direct link between EU/CFSP and
NATO, but that seems less logical as long as WEU has not been absorbed
into the European Union. It would imply another inter-institutional linkage,
which for the EU would be even more difficult than for WEU. Moreover,
the five member states of the EU with observer status in WEU wgyld not b‘e
keen on such an arrangement. As long as NATO and the EU differ in lheu-
European membership, WEU will have a role to "lubricate" their relation-
ship, o Simultaneously, the EU should develop closer relations with lhe'
United States, but then directly and not through the narrower avenue of
NATO. The Transatlantic Declaration of 1990 did not amount to much, but
the new Transatlantic Agenda agreed in Madrid in December 1995 together
With a Joint EU-US Action Plan was more substantial. No new institutional
structures were added except a EU-US Senior Level Group of high officials
10 prepare the half-yearly summit meetings. The Agenda was comprehensive
and ranged from the promotion of peace, stability, democracy and
development to global challenges, the promotion of world trade and bridge-
bLlilding across the Atlantic.

The question is not whether NATO should be maintained. Today,
Cverybody sees the value of the Alliance in drawing the US into coilective
defence and, whenever it is willing, into peace operations. No, the problem

ies in the high profile of NATO and the enhanced influence of a renewed
American activism in foreign policy. Some suspected Washi ngton of pushing
NATO enlargement in order to remain ahead of the EU and enhance its
Ieildership in Central Europe. President Clinton certainly surprised most
European Allies when he accelerated enlargement by giving it a precise
limetable. His push obviously was well received in the candidate countries,
Who wanted to join as many Western organisations as possible and saw
earli@ropportunities in NATO than in the European Union. Enlargement was
a clear case of US leadership overcoming reluctant European Allies. It was
9 Success, also in managing the new relationship with Russia and Ukraine,

Ut primarily in terms of institution-building.
As national parliaments are expected to start the ratification process of
rotocols with the three new members in 1998, questions will be asked
about the nature of the commitments, the cost and the European contribu-
tion. All three could have an erosive effect on the posture of the Alliance.
In each parliament questions will be asked as to what should be done in the
Gvent that the independence or democratic form of government of new
Members were threatened. Two answers are possible. The first is that we
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live in a no-threat, no-enemy situation, so that the Article V commitment is
unlikely to be activated. Then the next question will be why, under those
circumstances, NATO enlargement is so urgent that it cannot wait for EU
enlargement and for further development of the Partnership for Peace
cooperation with all participants. Talk about the need for stability or the
existence of a power vacuum does not match fully the no-threat argument.
While NATO emphasises its new role in its contacts with Russia, the truth
is that the Central European countries are primarily interested in its old role
of collective defence and deterrence. Even the present members are
ambiguous on this score. In Berlin in 1996, the "newness" of NATO was the
main reason why the drafting took so long. While Spain championed the
new missions to make its full participation in the command structures
politically defensible at home, the US did not want to create the impression
of a great transformation doing away with all the achievements of the past.

The second possible, but devastating, answer would be that Article V
does not mean what we thought it meant, i.e. a fully-fledged security
guarantee. During the Cold War, most of us did not doubt American
willingness to follow-up the deterrent role of its nuclear weapons with
actual war-fighting, provided the Europeans shared a reasonable part of the
burden. Today, security no longer is as indivisible as during the Cold War,
when literally we had to stand together or hang separately. When there no
longer is a massive threat involving everybody, and potential conflicts are
likely to be of a regional nature, responses in Allied capitals are prone to
vary. This is another reason to engage in solidarity-building through
European integration in order to restore the element of indivisibility in our
security policy.

Calculations of the cost of NATO enlargement seemed highly
exaggerated. To me, they were never a valid argument against expansion.
The only tangible requirement would be a connection to the NATO-wide
communication system and some of the military networks, a link-up with
the air ‘defence system and some infrastructural works to show that
membership means more than paper guarantees only. These projects could
be spread over time and adjusted to the speed of national modernisation
programmes, which themselves will not be financed out of the NATO
budget. Few European countries are keen on making large financial
contributions. Another variant of the contribution issue might be a new
burden-sharing debate on worldwide responsibilities. Several European
countries are sensitive to the need of showing solidarity on issues close to
the heart of the Americans. For that reasons, they participated in the Haiti
operation and in maritime patrols against drugs trafficking. Yet, European
actions under American leadership in other continents do not seem
probable and NATO should not develop that ambition.

The crucial question of which organisation does what and when, has
not been clarified much. A favourite catchword in my speeches was the

,, notion of a new "transatlantic bargain" to define the respective roles of the
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US and Europe within the Alliance. We should talk about func[iqns rather
than figures, because the numbers game was a slippery slope \\-'hld‘l could
only take us downward. Agreement on functions, not necessarily in treaty
form, would introduce a new element of obligation in the defence planning
Process. The US should focus on the multiplier effect el‘nbodie(.i in their
contribution of capabilities which the Europeans would not have for a long
time to come. For Europe it should mean the ability and willingness to use
their multinational formations for the new missions. | made the point most
strongly at Wehrkunde in February 1993 and was encouraged to heal: Les
Aspin talk at dinner about a new covenant. | had taken the expression from
a book by Harlan Cleveland in 1970, who was the US Permanent Represen-
tative to NATO when | was in the Netherlands delegation. To him the
bargain meant a permanent process of negotiation across the Atlantic. _To me
in 1992 it was an attempt to keep NATO relevant under changed circum-
stances by redefining responsibilities in as concrete a manner as pos::lblg.
Staniey R. Sloan, probably the most perceptive expert on NATO mat_ters in
the US, argued in the same vein, more recently in the NATO Review of
March 1996. For both of us, the bargain dealt with European security, not
With burden-sharing on a world scale, as later advocated by RAND and,
More specifically on the greater Middle East, by Blackwill and Stiirmer in
Allies Divided."” The latter study warned that, despite shared vital
Interests in the region, on virtually every issue the US and the EU held
different views. Over time, this could be damaging to both sides and
Undermine the transatlantic relationship so much that the West would be
Unable to cooperate in other regions as well. In the same book Richard L.
Kugler called for eight European divisions for Middle Eastern cqtntir1gel1§i85,
Ut Frangois Heisbourg concluded that at best four might be torthcpmmg
e warning was appropriate, but the solution not easy. To accusatlons. of
iCkering and policy paralysis the Europeans reply that the US are reaping
a dif‘proponionatae share of international prestige and are unduly influenced
Y domestic policy considerations. N _
The issue of a new bargain was overtaken by the more activist turn in
us foreign policy, but may surge again. Seen from Europe, US .objecli\«*(_es
éMain ambiguous: the US seems to be willing to continue its role in
Uropean security, but it should not cost too much. On Capitol Hill money
1as become a determining factor, even if it follows directly from US-led
Policies |ike NATO enlargement. Yet, Washington does not like to leave
"esponsibilities solely to others and, as far as its military presence is
COncerned, prefers to maintain a combat capability in Europe. On our side
We welcome this and fully accept the importance of US involvement in
e"efything related to Russia’s role in European security. A major difference,
Owever, will remain in the fact that the US has a global strategic view of
the world, while the CFSP does not, at least not yet. This is most evident in
1€ approaches towards the strategic interest in a secular Turkey between

the Arap world, Russia and the CIS, and Europe at a time in which new
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sources of oil and gas are becoming available.

When WEU was still in London, we received NATO'’s Assistant
Secretary-General for Political Affairs, Von Moltke, in September 1992 to
discuss the interface between NATO and WEU. His main concern was the
nature of WEU inputs into NATO consultations: would it be contributions
to an ongoing discussion or final positions? My paper on the role of WEU
had emphasised the need for flexible positions and a willingness to listen
to good arguments from the other Allies. Yet, this was going to be a
constantly recurring preoccupation. On substance, Von Moltke was very
forthcoming and envisaged a clear division of labour in Bosnia, with NATO
concentrating on controlling the heavy weapons and WEU on convoy
protection. Coordination of separate actions in the field seemed easier than
the tricky problem of caucusing, which was never resolved satisfactorily.

In March 1993, | attended an interesting seminar on European-
American relations organised by CEPS and the US Missions in Brussels.
Alexander Vershbow, then Deputy PermRep to NATO, agreed that outside
Article V the readiness of member countries to get involved would vary. He
found it healthy if different options were developed, following which
consultations should establish who would be in the best position to act. He
saw no need for a prior decision by NATO that it would not mount an
operation itself. Jim Dobbins attempted a division of labour: when the US
would be fully engaged there should be joint decisions, and consultation in
cases where there was less insistence on NATO being the key forum. There
should be some element of certainty in the various scenarios and he wanted
to encourage WEU to act below a certain threshold. RAND president James
Thomson with his customary directness criticised the Europeans for talking
little about real defence issues: they dropped more communiqués than
bombs. In my own view the case for a NATO command would be weaker
if the US was only available for quick, decisive actions than in cases of a
sustained substantive participation. In any case, we should avoid a situation
in which every crisis presented a choice between inaction and large-scale
military intervention.

Our brainstorming did not affect the American objection to a European
caucus within NATO; it wanted to participate from the outset in consulta-
tions, which might sooner or later involve the deployment of American
forces. Pushed on this issue in 1997, Ambassador Hunter admitted the
possibility of two centres of decision-making, NATO and EU/WEU, but did
not explain how these should interrelate.' Some arrangements were
created when WEU came to Brussels, but these concerned the desire for
openness and transparency and were not designed to harmonise views or
to coordinate actions. The country holding the WEU presidency informed
the North Atlantic Council about our activities. There was a liaison group
headed by the two Political Directors. With Operation Sharp Guard, Joint
NATO-WEU Council meetings were held regularly, but their proceedings
were of a formal nature. Equally, the US took a formal approach in talking

312

THE FUTURE SCOPE OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

about a right to be asked first to participate in an operation, with a
corresponding right of first refusal. That was not the issue, howelver. All
Europeans would be happy with American participation. The question was
how to ascertain rapidly who would be prepared to join. As analysed by
Vershbow, the most likely situation in an emerging crisis would be that all
relevant organisations would consult on the action to be taken. In thg course
of these consultations, the countries able and willing to commit forces
would be identified and, as a result, the organisation most suitable to take
responsibility would become apparent. In the NATO-WEU context, the
choice would be determined by US willingness to participate. Consequently,_
the decision-making process should not be retarded by formal requests of
Oone organisation to the other. ‘ .
The US will have to make up its mind as to what kind of Europehll
wants. My own view has always been that American intere_st_irj .Europ.e will
be sustained only if Europe assumes larger re5p0:15|b||_|t|es. If not,
Washington will not only have difficulty in maintaining its military presence
in Europe (although 100,000 troops seems a bearable comm'ilmen.r}, but also
drift to dealing directly with Russia when it emerges from its present
Muddle. During the Kuwait crisis, President Bush talked m‘uch about
Partnerships with Europe and Japan. Today, leadership has again won the
Upper hand over partnership. Many Europeans are quite happy \th|1 that
|Eader5hip, which lets them off the hook in terms of military operations but,
after the NATO summit in Madrid, also for early decisions on EU enlarge-
ment.,
As matters now stand the ESDI does not exist in any pra_ctical ternjs_. It
Is supposed to be developed within NATO, but is prevented from acquiring
4 political dimension and therefore relegated to a command arrangement.
Deputy SACEUR will take over the command of European-led operations,
albeit under the authority of the WEU Council, but it remains unclear how
he will compose his staff when acting as a CJTF commander. NATO assets
Will be made available, but only after a formal decision of the NATO
Council. The problem of Turkey has been resolved by agreeing to the
Participation of all European Allies, if they were so to choose, in \f\‘*’EU~|ed
OPerations using NATO assets and capabilities, as well as in planning and
Preparing for such operations. But without a political component ESDI will
Not be much more than an operational gimmick, born out of NATO's rib,
Utwith little backing of a common European position. Ruggie was right in
SignaHing the dilemma: if ESDI remains permanently subordinate to NATO
and the EU s obliged to accommodate differential zones of security while
help’lng to protect new members, the EU’s own evolution would be severely
truncated, 10+ But if the EU were to activate its collective defence commit-
ment through WEU it would compete with and threaten to undermine the
transatlantic security ties. One of the points of this book has been to bridge
that dilemma, at least for the foreseeable future. We want to keep the US
'Nvolved in European security and to maintain the collective defence
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commitments, even if they are less urgent than during the Cold War. But the
priority of WEU as an organisation is not to mount a collective defence
capability. On the contrary, collective defence will be conducted through
NATO and WEU will focus on operations underpinning the political
objectives of the CFSP. Here lies the problem of using NATO assets. If the
US - or other non-WEU members of the Alliance - disagree with those
objectives, there will be no operation. Will that be a sufficient basis for the
Europeans to avoid building up a greater capacity to act? In any case, it is
difficult to imagine the possibility of a US veto being part of a permanent
solution for ESDI.

To what extent the CJTF concept will work remains to be seen. An
exercise - Allied Effort 1997 - was held in the training grounds of Miinster-
lager in November 1997 and a NATO-WEU exercise is planned for the year
2000. Originally, CJTF was focused on both flexibility within NATO and
operations led by WEU or an ad hoc coalition. Today, it centres much more
on internal NATO reform. Outside the Alliance it will be used only in
contingencies in which the US does not want to participate substantially and
which are too big for existing European capabilities for action. For the
Danube and Mostar operations WEU could manage with its own resources
and, as European multinational formations take shape, their capacity for
crisis management will also increase. Of course, WEU will not have real-
time intelligence or strategic lift capabilities comparable to those of the US
but, again, these will not be indispensable in all potential missions. If they
are deemed necessary, NATO procedures will have to be sufficiently flexible
to make their availability probable, Complete certainty cannot be
demanded, because actual deployment for crisis management will always
be subject to national political decisions, both in NATO and in WEU.
Nevertheless, joint planning will have to be sufficiently realistic to warrant
a reasonable expectation that the assets concerned will be forthcoming. If
not, the pressure for duplication of headquarters and communication
arrangements and the creation of additional Europe
again.

The building blocks for peace operations have taken shape. The
formation of multinational forces has been one of the most important
changes over the past seven years. Multinationality always was a guiding
element of NATO strategy, but the level of national contributions was at the
Army Corps level. Lowering it met with considerable resistance, because it
would reduce military efficiency. Countries wanted to maintain their corps’,
because at lower levels there would be no opportunity to practice the
strategy of warfare. For this reason, it was important to have multinationality
in the corps headquarters. For actual operations, however, national
contributions seldom reached the size of a division, More often nations sent
battalions, which had to be shaped into ad hoc arrangements. Some forces,
like UNPREDEP in Macedonia, are composed of even smaller formations.
In SFOR some battalion-size units take in small detachments from non-

an resources will mount
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NATO countries. NATQO's Strategic Concept of December 1991 distin-
guished defence forces in main defence forces, reaction forces and rapid
deployment forces. It also packed the requirements of the post-Cold War
period into the need for flexibility and mobility, which was conceptually
justified, but did not provide a quantifiable yardstick for force planning.
Other ways have to be developed to introduce objective requirements and
a fresh way of showing commitment. One avenue of approach could_ hel to
build more multinational forces, which would provide a new underpinning
for lasting participation. Once a country had accepted a role in such‘a
formation, it would be obliged to devote sufficient resources to its
implementation, thus re-introducing a stable element in national planning.
My pleas for more multinationality at lower levels have been answered.
Today, we have a plethora of multinational units, in NATO the ARRC, the
Multinational Division Central Europe, the UK-Netherlands Amphibious
Force, all the Army Corps’ in Germany except the one in the eastern part,
the combined Belgian-Netherlands navy command, and in WEU the
Eurocorps, EUROFOR, EUROMARFOR, the Spanish-Italian Amphibious
Force and several cooperative arrangements such as between the French and
UK air forces. The number has grown so rapidly that some coordination is
called for and on the WEU side a better link between the Council and the
various FAWEU. Nevertheless, the concept has caught on. The next step
Will be the inclusion of units of the Central European partners. Multina-
tionality is bound to get prominence in the revision of NATO's Strategic
Concept, which has become necessary after the new relationship with
Russia was established. All future interventions will be in a multinational
context, but national planning has not yet been adjusted to this new reality
and the need for complementarity and specialisation. In that review, the task
of the Main Defence Forces will have to be more flexibly defined, as
otherwise their availability for crisis management operations would be
unduly limited. In the present strategic environment the assignment of forces
10 a single task no longer seems warranted. This will pose a problem to
Countries with conscript armies, which will not be available for force
Projection outside the defence of their own territory and independence. A
Partial remedy might be found in stressing the voluntary element for
assignment of conscripts to forces earmarked for peace operations. Draft
Periods having been reduced, however, their availability for sophisticated
OPerations might be insufficient. Therefore, some professionalisation of rapid
feaction forces seems inescapable.

Summing up the NATO perspective, we first have to admit the
Continued vitality of the organisation, with a well-oiled bureaucracy and
”"ilitary structure, clear standard operating procedures and rules of
ehgagement and sufficient continuity in leadership through an influential
SECretary-General working in close cooperation with the US as the main
Buarantor of collective defence. For the US, the Alliance remains the main
vehicle of dealing with Europe. The opposite is also true. NATO provides
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a means of influencing US policy for the Europeans, but in the end
American leadership will prevail. NATO developed as a community of
values, although during the Cold War collective defence took priority over
other aspects. Today, everybody professes to share these values, which
presents a problem when deciding future membership. My own preference
would be for overlapping membership for future members of NATO and the
European Union. This might be difficult for the Baltic countries, unless
Russia manages to overcome its gut reactions against NATO enlargement.
Further enlargement beyond the present associate partners of WEU will be
difficult. If everybody joins, including one day even Russia, nobody would
get any protection, to quote Kissinger. NATO might then develop into an
institution for cooperative security, very much like the OSCE and without
a collective defence dimension. That might be the trend of the no-threat, no-
enemy era in Europe, but would not be compatible with maintaining an
integrated military command system, always regarded as the mainstay of
NATO. The original members of the Alliance would not be happy to see the
collective defence insurance slipping away, even if it has less prominence
after the ending of the Cold War. Washington so far has refused to say that
Russia would never be able to join NATO, which might be attributed to the
old wisdom of never saying never in politics. Saying so would antagonise
Moscow unnecessarily, but if the option remained, the Europeans would
have to take the European Security and Defence Identity more seriously than
they are actually doing. The chances are that a positive development of US-
Russian relations will gradually lead to a slackening of the ties binding the
NATO Allies together, giving them less substance and more of a formal
character.

Peacekeeping alone will not sustain the viability of NATO. Nor will
collective security or cooperative measures be a substitute for Alliance
commitment and solidarity. Ambitious goals abound, but without serious
thinking of what they might entail and no strenuous efforts to reach them.
If we divide international organisations into action organisations and
framework organisations, a reformed NATO might be able to perform both
functions separately. If successful, it would square the circle of the US
wanting both to exert leadership and to see the Europeans assume larger
responsibilities, while the Europeans in their drive towards Union cannot
forever exclude defence and security from their process of integration. Anne
Deighton was right in saying that the great security conundrums of the Cold
War remain much the same, paradoxical as it may seem: what will keep the
US in Europe and on what terms will it stay?'®

During my term, WEU came close to discussing items on the NATO
agenda. At various times, Germany, France and the UK expressed
themselves in favour, but the only concrete example (apart from some
Inputs on arms control in 1990) were the preparation of the 1994 NATO
summit and the WEU paper on CJTF of June 1994. The UK lost interest after

the NATO summit. The only WEU activity it pushed was the evacuation
i,

n
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mission for African contingencies. Gradually, in the course of the Intergov-
ernmental Conference, London championed an autonomous WEU, but
never wanted to use it for crisis management. France was favourable, but
adopted a formalistic attitude wanting final approved positions, not fle?\'ible
inputs in a process of ongoing consultations. When France, under President
Chirac, contemplated a return to the NATO command structure, the
emphasis on WEU positions slackened. French attitudes becamt? increasingly
enigmatic. On the one hand, Paris continued to clamour for European
positions; on the other, they seemed to prefer bilateral dealings with the US
which often optimised their influence. Step-by-step, Germany enhanced its
ability to participate in operations outside the NATO area, culminating in
the presence of the Franco-German brigade in Sarajevo, but Bonn never
pushed for European stands in NATO. It seemed quite content with the
treatment of ESDI as a command problem.

e

Chancellor Kohl and Defence Minister Rithe with German forces in Bosnia in 1997,
thought impossible four years earlier. (Photo: Reuter)

WEU and the EU

The saddest story concerns the link between WEU and CFSP. Contrary
to our hopes at Maastricht, the European Union did not develop the habit
of regarding WEU as its military or even operational dimension. | was
invited only once to attend a General Affairs Council, when it discussed
Yugoslavia. As far as | know, my successor has never attended. In terms of
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security the CFSP was a complete failure. There have been only two
requests to WEU: one concerning the police action in Mostar and the other
to give advice on possible measures in the second Rw
former went well, but had nothing to do with de
ations; the latter was not answered before a ch
spot removed the urgency of the request.
Merger of WEU with the EU should be the logical consequence of the
perspectives created at Maastricht, both of a European defence policy and
of a CFSP asserting Europe’s identity on the international scene. Yet, from
the outset it was unlikely to happen at the 1996-1997 IGC. The difficulties
underlying the Maastricht compromise were still bedeviling close cooper-
ation between EU and WEU. | had always argued that WEU should
recognise that the decisions and orientations of the European Council are
of direct application to WEU. Decisions taken unanimously in the European
Council by definition carried the approval of the full members of WEU and
it would be odd to require a parallel circuit for agreement on political
objectives. Here, the British suggestion of back-to-back meetings of the
European Council and of Heads of State and Government of the WEU
countries made little sense. In proposing it, London lost some of its reputed
pragmatism and came up with an institutional gimmick to codify separation
instead of cooperation. WEU summits could serve a purpose if observer
countries had frustrated a decision by the European Council, which was
regarded as vitally important by the full members of WEU. So far, WEU
operations have been approved by the WEU Council, meeting at the level
of Foreign and Defence Ministers, and it is not immediately evident that
they should be moved to a higher level. Were this warranted, a back-to-back
format would be most unattractive, for it would demonstrate a dramatic split
in the political appreciation of the EU members. Admittedly, the British
proposal would bring in the heads of government of the ass
and presumably also of the associate partners of WEU, which would enable
Turkey to be present and to play a role at the highest level. From the EU
side, however, such a large side-show would detract from the primary
purpose of the European Council to allow for informal and thorough
discussion on the future orientation of European policies and to decide on
thorny issues which could not be resolved at lower levels. Moreover, the
contingency of disagreement in the European Council could be met by
inserting a flexibility clause or regulating constructive abstention along the
lines agreed in Amsterdam for the CFSP, which would not permit a small
minority to block the majority in its wish to deepen their cooperation or to
take specific action on a certain issue. This would be very important for
future crisis management, which in all probability will not include all
members - of the EU nor of WEU - in the deployment of forces. Since the
mine-clearance operation of 198 7, WEU has accepted a separation between
the definition of the political objective by consensus and its implementation.
No country would be obliged to participate in a military operation; the

anda crisis. The
fence or military oper-
ange in the situation on the

ociate members
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degree of its involvement would be a matter UI_ 5(?\fteir¢|g?11 d(:&:;ﬁ«:h
Consequently, planning for |‘nultinaltm.ml operations will m,\-t-j l{;ln\.\;hen
with the possibility of national contributions not being madehm 'a: a 3 e ol
the envisaged crisis actually erupts. This presents l).o.th a drawbac I;\f‘l\ ,[-,0
advantage. The downside obviously concerns the ml!lt:}:‘}* commanc I( r, x 0
remains uncertain about the forces ultimately becoming ava'llable to ]mj' ‘ u;
has to include both fiexibility and redundancy in his planning. Tijne p-OH“T;
aspect is that the need for unanimity for crim mfmagenu-‘nt opemllo_ns Icmr <
be scaled down. If we talk about defence it seems quite 1og.|ca th—\
decisions should be taken collectively and unanimously. But if \\jc’! a-'lﬁ
dealing with peace support operations, and i! itis clom‘.timi :‘Ito.c_ounny‘ “.! !
be obliged to contribute forces against its wish, there is no r_e.as?mj to‘ m:«}m}
on Llllal-’limil\.’. In the end, only the willing and able \\'1”.pc’lltl('.l.pdlt-‘.- |‘n the
operation and they should not be obstructed by countries ?vhlch ;ue _m;t
considering any contribution to the operation. Ther_e.ls no reason to deman
more unanimity for the deployment of forces in crisis management than for
other decisions‘ in the CFSP, if the possibility exists to opt out. , _
On the practical side, the separate Ci!'(‘tli.ts of the EU_ and_ W ELJ: 11;):
planning, consultation, decision-making and.|mp|emenmt|0n r.‘l'u}%l_lcll (T
brought more closely together. In the Treaty of Amsterdam t-i.TH ;?nn(é;p FE)
Creating an analytical and planning unit has bocn.ag‘reed, meh (oulf ma t:
use of the resources in the Commission, Council Secretariat and WEU. Its
value would increase, if it could present options on its own account, ngl
subject to the agreement of the Presidency of the (‘iay‘ 'l'hf-} head Gft the u‘n_;t
could also preside over the Political Committee of the CFSP, thu,s‘ glvu;);j |I'
More continuity. Ultimately this person, whether called Mr or er_s CF? ol
not, could also act as Secretary-General of WEU, and through tl1|§ pguonal
union bring WEU into the orbit of the CFSP. This. might not be as Iar-tetc(i;gd
as it seems, particularly after the Petersberg missions have bee_n 1nclud(_‘. ‘u}
the new Treaty on European Union. In that case, much of the politica
Consultations would be transferred to the CFSP‘and WEU fvould ‘befcon?e
largely an executive body. The composition of the planning unit is ‘bll.“
under discussion. According to the treaty it could start work bergle
fatification, but currently the debate seems to be bacl\: at square one, asking
fundamental questions about the precise functions of the High Representa-
tive, whether he will be responsible for CFSP across the board or only on
the basis of specific mandates, whether the new unit will _only work for h.ll"l"l
or for the Council in general and, finally, whether he will have executive
tasks, which was not explicitly foreseen in the texts of Amsterdam. The EU
Council secretariat was thinking of a relatively small unit with some twenty
People divided over three sections, rapid reaction, |ong—range planning in
Cooperation with the various institutes, and short-term policy papers,‘all
Coming under a director-general linked to the High Represent_au_ve.
Personnel should be recruited from the Council CFSP unit, the Commtsspn
and WEU. For WEU the liaison function with its Planning Cell, Satellite
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Centre and Institute of Security Studies seems the most important, for
detaching people from its tiny secretariat for a substantial period would be
of questionable value. The new unit should develop synergies and not
become another separate body. Apart from these questions more thought
should be given to the instrument of Special Representatives for specific
issues, which was used for Bosnia, the Middle East and Cyprus and would
merit better support from Brussels.

The proposal to transfer the Petersberg missions to the EU was made
by Finland and Sweden in the course of the Intergovernmental Conference.
It had considerable merit, provided it covered all the missions, including
peace enforcement. Without the latter, it would be meaningless. After the
experience in Bosnia, no country would engage in modern peacekeeping
without some element-of enforcement action being envisaged as a possible
implication. For traditional peacekeeping, i.e. with the consent of the parties
to the conflict, European forces are too sophisticated. Politically, their role
would be passive and uninteresting. The inclusion of the Petersberg
missions in the Amsterdam Treaty removed an important area of differenti-
ation, enabling all fifteen EU members to cooperate on an equal basis. The
experience of the former neutrals in peacekeeping operations of the UN
could be fully exploited. It also was a step in the right direction of
developing a common defence policy. The former neutrals should have
some time to adjust, which they are doing fairly rapidly. In Austria the
discussion about NATO membership has started. In Finland a note to
Parliament said that the country could not be neutral in the event of threats
or aggression against EU member states.'” The old problem of the
applicability of the guidelines from the European Council no longer exists
and in case of disagreement at 15 WEU could still decide autonomously to
take action. Only two hitches remain: the automatic defence assistance
clause and the relationship with NATO. Dropping Article V
would be a retrograde step, losing the perspective of solidarity. It should be
retained, either as a separate protocol signed by the current 10 full members

of WEU and open to other present and future members of the EU, or by
simply continuing the present WEU Treaty. As long as after 1998 nobody
gives notice of one year of the intention to leave, the Modified Brussels
Treaty will continue to run even after the expiry of the 50 years for which
it was concluded. :

Not surprisingly, at first the Scandinavian propos
UK, which wanted to maintain the status
omous WEU. One of their arguments was that the US would be less ready
to make NATO assets available to a CFSP-initiated operation than to WEU.
This would be an extension of the line of thinking that WEU could only
have NATO countries as full members, for otherwise the US might be
brought into conflicts without having been involved in the political
consultations from the outset. |f true, it would not hold water, for as early
as 1993 Washington was thinking of making assets available, not only to

altogether

al was rejected by the
quo with a separate and auton-
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WEU, but also to an ad hoc coalition including nm}-NATO l'ul‘i‘embers._Tl}ui
problem of the link with NATO could be more serious, hu'l if n|105t G:T t;;
political functions of WEU are taken over by the CFSP (whfch t‘*‘n.an \\og
also have to include meetings of defence ministers, when dISCLIb:-In'% pealcri
support operations) the representative in ‘N.ﬂ\TQ of tllu? country hOICJ;I?ght 1:{
EU presidency could perform the same functions of Ini(.)l’l‘HaIIOl: \\‘u’c ,|(d
present are performed by the WEU presiden?y. Spe;ml arla_ngenl‘lcci.:{‘;li wol d
be necessary only during periods when the EU presmiqncy is he bl\, a n?|1
NATO country and recently these have been made in a tq'neta el to!r ‘Ine|
synchronisation of the two presidencies. The }-‘VEU Planmng Cel \\0};5
continue working as before, including keeping its contacts with the NA. -
military authorities. The only institution \.v_hich would Igse |jnuci|1 of 1|1.H'
purpose would be the WEU Assembly. Today, they sttll_fl:(e_‘t;ie _c:n \'_1
parliamentary body, based on a treaty, competent to dleLIb:-s-. ‘eiu_‘lc\&_
matters, but that status would dwindle when the bread-and-butter issues ot
WEU are transferred to the CFSP. As a transitional measure, some accommo-
dation with the European Parliament might be possib_le. ‘Tl'fe reports of the
WEU Assembly are of high quality and provide useful |‘nI‘0rmat|0|t|_and.a
basis for discussion on many politico-military subjects. This expernbe will
have to be maintained. As early as 1989 the European Parliament has
discussed the improvement of links with the WEU .i\sse_mbly. Some L?rgued
that the WEU parliamentarians could be selectc.c! from th_e Eu:op.‘ean_
Parliament, others wanted to add an equal number of Eu ro-parl_lamenla:@ns
to the WEU Assembly. In practice, the EP developed the habit of sendlng_
a delegation to the plenary sessions of their WEU col‘lgagues. Theﬂle\fe.!‘ of
interest of the WEU parliamentarians in politico-military matters vc_irled
considerably, because by treaty they also covered the Assembly (_Ji the
Council of Europe. On a personal basis, | have suggested to qsk t!‘.e
Parliamentarians and their alternates to make a choice: one opting Tor
Strasbourg, the other for Paris. This could be dong l;y the assenjbhes
themselves, but the parliamentarians preferred to wait for changes in the
treaties. .

The incorporation of the Petersberg missions into the Treaty on
European Union might also provide an answer for those fu.ture r!'ulembelr‘s of
the EU which are not, or not yet, members of NATO. Their position differs
from that of the present WEU observers who, for various reasons, do not
Wish to become full members. Denmark has obtained a permanent opt-out
from European defence cooperation, which it wants to pursue _only in the
NATO framework. The others maintain a stance of neutrality or non-
alignment, difficult as it might be to explain to outsiders. The clearest DO.ll(,jy
among the former neutrals is that of Sweden, which does not want to join
Military alliances. The new democracies of Central Europe wquld wish to
join Western security institutions as soon as possible and \e\«tl[h as many
Security guarantees as possible. As explained earlier, our main avenue ‘of
approach should be to forge security through participation. Partnership for
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Peace provided excellent and concrete programmes for cooperation. WEU
moved ahead of NATO and the EU, by opening its regular Council meetings
at permanent and ministerial level to the associate partners. When entering
the Union, they will become part of the process of broad solidarity-building.
That solidarity should include an element of security. For that reason, | have
advocated the inclusion of a solidarity clause, following the example of
NATO’s foreign ministers in 1991, stating that the independence and
democratic form of government of the countries in Central Europe was of
direct and material concern to the Alliance as a whole. The OSCE meeting
in Budapest on 6 December 1994 gave some sort of security commitment
in Article 5 of the Code of Conduct on Politico-Military Aspects of Security,
on which the participating states declared:

They are determined to act in solidarity if OSCE norms and
commitments are violated and to facilitate concerted responses to
security challenges that they may face as a result. They will
consult promptly in conformity with their OSCE responsibilities,
with a participating State seeking assistance in realising its
individual or collective self-defence. They will consider jointly the

nature of the threat and actions that may be required in defence
of their common values.

Wording similar to the NATO formula should have been included in
the Union treaty, both for its present and future members. That would not
have been a formal security guarantee, but would have come close to it and
expressed the needs of our times. As things went in Amsterdam, Article J.1
sub 2 only stipulated that the Member States shall work together to enhance
and develop their mutual political solidarity.

Having said that, the question remains whether ultimately the new EU
members can be denied full membership of WEU as long as they have not
been able to join NATO. Today, this seems common wisdom in all three
organisations, but | doubt whether it will be tenable in the longer run. |
accept that today it is anathema to US policy. The considerations of the
Bartholomew Telegram might have mellowed, but still prevail in their
essentials. The US wants to remain involved in European security deliber-
ations from their outset and to avoid being confronted with the mess
Europeans have managed to create on several occasions in the course of this
century. This applies in particular where Russia is concerned. Yet, most
people realise that NATO enlargement is unlikely to cover everybody who
wishes to enter. Madrid created new expectations of a second wave of
entrants with the announcement of a review in
hopes will be remains to be seen. Particularly for the Baltic the political and
military problems are considerable. This has led the European Strategy
Group to develop the concept of a European security space extending
beyond NATO and the European Union.'? |t applied the metaphor of the
,"\

1999. How realistic these
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concentric circles used by Jacques Delors in descﬁbing the r.elatlhons of the
EU with the outside world, to the area of security. Its mam' a||11I\\*asbt|0
provide those who may never become part of the EU/WEU core w n;iit; 1‘;e
positions within a wider framework of mutual astﬂuran_qc.lTl*ne thuO}\\:[S
considered the possibility of al)and(ming_ihe p_ractlce of joint N: i
membership for some future members of the l;urope.m‘] L_Im‘on.' .a:he ‘]:._n.e
made the point most explicitly and arg}ied t!lat the \.’(—‘I}_’ ‘|d&.a ?t :1 h,[gth;ve
military action by European members of NATO never aro.ait? and would he
been contrary to their NATO commitment. He continued:

But the present circumstances of dramatically redgcedﬂand multi-
faceted threats restore the WEU military r:apablllt}*, since maf*n_y_
contingencies could be handled by WI:U‘ alone,.n‘*n pértu.ular if
the build-up of a Common European Detence Pollcyf and‘?om-
mon European Defence, as envisaged in l'he I\aiilastrwht 'Ilea'_ly:,l
were actively pursued and if present objections of some countries
to the idea of a merger of the EU and WEU could be O\’@.I’CO‘I‘H&I‘%:
Membership of a revitalised WEU without NATO me.n‘lbershlp is
now an available option that makes military and political sense.

The problem will become most acute \\ihen the EU. enlarges \.'\.’I]th
countries which are not or not yet members of NATO, Wi‘IICIh may be ;twe
case for Baltic countries fairly soon. Kaiser was right i:} saying that \’\“EU
renounced its own military option when the dangtar of Soviet aggres_w?n
required a full NATO commitment to collective de:ience ba.cked up l? t 13
American nuclear posture. In 1954 Article IV was nlxserted in the M(_J ;Tlt
Brussels Treaty to make clear that WEU would be gw_ded by the_ adw{_g ror:‘n
the NATO military authorities. This was meant for collective ci(.ergna.,
because at the time no other type of military npel‘latlons was envisaged.
Today, that is still valid, perhaps even more so th_an in thfe past. Flﬁ?r_wce and
Spain are leaving no doubt that collective deten‘ce will be calrled- _F)_Ut
through NATO. Nobody contemplates dealing ?wihl a resurgent F.{L.J:s:aliﬁlm
expansionism without American involvement. 1'1ISKOI'IC'{I||}_’ and polltlsa. Y,
it would be odd if the collective defence commitment of an organisation
Which in reality only deals with peace operatiops would become an
obstacle to its enlargement. To solve this problem in a way gcceptable to
Washington, three options are conceivable. First, adnjut_tmg new EU
members to WEU, but suspending Article V till they have ]0|T1ecl NA‘TO_ as
well. Second, a redefinition of the WEU-NATO relationship cpnnrmmg
Article 1V softhat WEU will not engage in collective defence without the
advice of’NATO. Third, inclusion of the Petersberg missions in the Treaty
on European Union and leaving the automatic military assistance clause to
a separate protocol for those members which also belong to NATO.' A_s w‘e
have seen, the Amsterdam Treaty has incorporated the Petersberg missions,
thereby taking the first half of the third option. For the time being, that
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might be sufficient and allow the Baltic region to adjust to the implications
of the various enlargement processes. The present situation might be too
anomalous to lend itself to neat architectural solutions. But conceptually |
saw no problem in WEU speaking in NATO also on behalf of countries
which would not be full members of the Alliance. | contested the argument
that WEU could not be the European pillar of NATO if part of the pillar was
not part of NATO. If that situation arose it would be because NATO could
not absorb all future members of the EU, and flexible arrangements would
be called for.

The peculiar mix of national positions in northern Europe received
surprisingly little attention during the enlargement debate. Should the
military dimension receive priority and be advanced through NATO before
the process of solidarity on the broad front of EU activities has taken shape?
In other words, should the security element continue to be separated from
political and economic integration, entailing divided loyalties for European
citizens, who would find it difficult to see why security guarantees are given
to Poland or the Czech Republic, while Finland or Sweden are in no hurry
to seek them? Some Europeans might even welcome NATO enlargement for
diminishing the pressure for admission to the EU, even though Union
membership is the only way to promote real stability in Central Europe. It
is regrettable that the enlargement processes of NATO and the EU have not
been coordinated more closely, for if they go well the Baltic Sea will
become a Mare Nostrum for European integration.

What Future for WEU at Fifty?

Since its inception WEU has been a reserve organisation, available to
perform functions which nobody else was willing to assume. When
European integration firmed up its political finality and included the security
aspects in its intergovernmental cooperation, WEU was 4 logical choice for
a transitional mechanism. During the Cold War a separate security identity
made little sense, hence the peculiar differentiation in the 1980s between
political and economic aspects of security, which were covéred by the
European Political Cooperation, and the military aspects which were left to
NATO. The clearest niche for WEU was in the 1987-1992 period, when
NATO was still precluded from operating out-of-area and Europe could not
escape assuming larger responsibilities, first in ensuring free passage through
international waters, later in the Kuwait crisis. That changed when NATO
concluded it had to play a role in Yugoslavia or risk irrelevance in the new
security environment and Manfred Wérner was able to declare the out-of-
area impediment "out of date".'"® During the 1990s it became crowded
in the area of peacekeeping and, consequently, the ambition of a European
Security and Defence Identity became more difficult to substantiate. At the
moment, it looks swamped by NATO. By making ESDI primarily a

command arrangement without a clear political component, NATO with its
",
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experienced military structure obviously carries the advantage. Nevertl1e[e:“~s,
a fully-fledged European Union will be incomplete without a security
dimension. The Hague Platform of 1987 already stated this obvious truth.
Without it the EU will not be able to develop a policy enabling the Union
to act when necessary. The French more than others have grasped the
necessity of possessing some power if one is to be respected. Dur?ng the
Gulf crisis it became clear that member countries were hiding behmd_ the
excuse of insufficient capabilities in order to avoid involvement. Therefore,
it was important to make WEU more operational, using NATO ass‘ets
whenever necessary. Implementation of the Petersberg decisions concerning
FAWEU, the Planning Cell and the three missions would have pl"ovided
sufficient operational means. Instead, the further refinemer?t of th{lﬁse
Capabilities was constantly on the agenda, while the chances of ever using
them diminished. All security organisations had a tendency, to quote the
Economist, to perfect their fire engines without ever riding them out to quell
a fire.

WEU suffered from two directions. Some of its critics argued that it
never had amounted to anything substantial, others that it was going to
duplicate NATO. The notion of double-hatting seemed to be the answer.
Member nations possessed sufficient assets, but they should be organised
politically and militarily to be rapidly available in a crisis to the organisation
best placed to carry out the action. A cause of disappointment was the
unwillingness of the member countries to use WEU as a forum to coordir1ate
contributions to operations carried out by other organisations. Somalia was
a case where countries preferred to deal directly with the UN: if WEU had
been used, the German logistic unit could have been deployed properly
instead of having to wait for an Asian brigade which never appeared.
Similarly, the initiatives by the Netherlands and Denmark to improve
Standby arrangements for the UN would be more efficient if channellfed
through WEU. An ideal way of cooperation between the various security
Organisations would be for NATO and WEU not to wait for requests from
the UN or the OSCE (which anyway are unlikely to be forthcoming), but to
indicate early on in a crisis which role or contribution they could envisage
for themselves. In this way, the crucial question of who will do what could
be clarified sooner. So far, we have talked too much about the things we
could not do, while not doing what we would be able to do.

Different metaphors have been used to describe the role of WEU, most
often that of a bridge between NATO and the European Union. While using
it myself | also found it wanti ng, because conceptually WEU was part of the
European riverside. Recently, the French Foreign Minister in the outgoing
Juppé government used another structural comparison: a hinge between the
Alliance and the EU. From the former it should attract its full operational
dimension, from the latter its political legitimacy."" That legitimacy has
been enhanced by the Treaty of Amsterdam recognising the competence of
the European Council to issue guidelines which would also bind WEU.
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Before Amsterdam, | had mentioned the possibility of a fourth pillar in the
structure of the EU, next to the CFSP and also under the authority of the
European Council. It would not be possible to simply merge WEU with the
CFSP. Since 1984, the presence of defence ministers and the evolution of
a joint politico-military structure had been a major value added by WEU,
which would require institutional changes in the way the CFSP would deal
with security issues. The second reason was the differentiated membership
of the WEU Council. Presumably, the associate partners will join the EU
sooner or later, but for the associate members - Iceland, Norway and Turkey
- that is less evident. Step-by-step they have improved their status in WEU
as we made the offer of full participation a reality. The more the EU shows
flexibility in involving them in the CFSP and WEU, the less these countries
will pose a problem in the Alliance when the European identity is discussed.
Whether a fourth pillar or not, the WEU Council will maintain a role in
requesting assets from NATO and transforming the political decisions of the
EU/CFSP into a military operation.

In the final analysis, the success of the ESDI will depend on the reform
of NATO. Without fuller acceptance by the Alliance the European security
dimension will not be able to develop. The opposite is true as well. Without
a proper ESDI the Alliance will not amount to much either. The first time
a reference was made to the European identity was in the WEU communi-
qué of the Brussels meeting of 23 April 1990. Prior to that, the emphasis
was on a better European contribution to NATO. During the two Gulf crises
there was no question of a go-it-alone European action, but of a constructive
participation in a common endeavour led by the Americans. Yugoslavia was
different, because there was no agreement on the political objectives to be
achieved, culminating in US withdrawal from enforcing the arms embargo
in November 1994. Let us hope that will be an exception. | still hope that
on most crises Europe and America think alike and agreement on political
objectives should be possible. The difference will rest in the willingness to
make an effort to realise them. Since the NATO summit of 1994, the US
propensity to consider separate European operations has declined. Equally,
their latent distrust of European behaviour did not diminish, although it was
directed more at the EU for its Eurobabble than at WEU. The experience
with immutable European positions as shown during the Uruguay Round
lingered on. How serious it would be in foreign policy issues where
cooperation is more important than competition is a matter of dispute. First,
Europe will be limited in its actions by its lowest common denominator,
which seems to preclude any rash adventures. Second, the Berlin Declar-
ation will remain the guideline for all Allies, and the more Atlanticist among
the Europeans will make certain that this will be preserved. Third, the
argument that through the EU the neutral countries could assert their views
and have an impact on NATO is disingenuous, for in matters of peace
operations our common goal is to draw them in. On collective defence
matters they do not wish and will not have any influence. WEU will have
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to reflect this limitation when making inputs into the NATO defer1ce
planning process even if maximum transparency is applied. Over tlm‘e the_
former neutral countries will have to accept the common defence policy of
the EU. By then, their rejection of NATO might have r‘l‘nelloxx-'ec.l,‘but il.l the
meantime it would be useful for everybody to have them participate in as
many activities as possible. That is also the aim of the Partnership for Pe.ace.
On substance the agenda of WEU has changed considerably._Less of the
conceptual discussions which | enjoyed so much. Hardly anything on arms
control, which in 1989 seemed a fertile ground for European fdeqs. The
emphasis shifted to countering the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, which was handled well by NATO with an important role given
to France. The debate on nuclear weapons in Europe was already finiftl‘uing
when | came to WEU and only figured marginally in the narrative of this_
book. Our priority was the conventional side and the availability of
multinational forces equipped and trained for the new missions in the
changing European security environment.

Among the member countries, editorial comment on WEU has been
Most negative in the Netherlands and the UK. Dutch newspapers compa‘red
WEU to a paper tiger or a body with milk teeth. In line with the sceptical
journalism in fashion in my country, my efforts were described with some
ironic compassion transforming the acronym of WEU to read Willem’s Eigen
Unie in Dutch (Willem’s Own Union). In the UK the press was inevitably
influenced by the largely negative attitude of the establishment, sometimes
€ven embarrassing to Whitehall. During the British presidency of WEU, i.h
May 1996 the Commons Defence Committee dismissed WEU as insignifi-
cant: there was almost nothing WEU did that could not better be done by
NATO. The Committee rightly recognised that WEU’s most useful role was
1o provide a structure within which Europeans can conduct peacekeeping
or humanitarian operations when the US is not interested, but felt that much
'emained to be done if it was to be a bridge between the EU and NATO.
In any case, the new missions should preferably be performed under a new
Name. Jane’s International Defence Review took their criticism a step further
In an editorial "Let The WEU Die In Peace", which advocated terminating
the organisation in 1998. Curiously enough, the steps taken by France and
Germany to establish a common procurement agency and the Eurocorps
Were seen as the potential beginning of an effective common defence
Structure,''?

This book did not intend to scrutinise the growing volume of scholarly
analysis of WEU and its activities.""" | found an American partisan in John
Gerard Ruggie, whose article "Consolidating the European Pillar: The Key
to NATO’s Future" stressed that eastward expansion should be more of a
European-led process.'? At this place | only take issue with a conceptual
Point made by Simon Duke in his essay "The Second Death (or the Second
Coming) of the WEU".'" He saw some striking similarities between the
Current attempts to breathe life in the CFSP and its defence component, and
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the 1950-1954 debate on the European Defence Community. He is
probably right in questioning the will of the Europeans to make a common
defence in both instances. Equally, after the ending of the Cold War, the
larger powers tended to fall back on traditional policies, and even to resume
pre-World War Il attitudes. But that is not the point of the course of
European integration. In 1950-1954 an attempt was made to make a
quantum leap in organising a common defence as one of the catalysts of
integration. It was discriminating against Germany and as such could not
have lasted. But it was also strongly pushed by the US, particularly by John
Foster Dulles as Secretary of State. In spite of the fact that the Berlin
communiqué of NATO of 1996 mentioned WEU 29 times, today the US are
at best lukewarm about a European defence identity, because they fear
European inflexibility and perhaps even irresponsible policies over which
Washington will have little control. Yet, the process of integration has
scored amazing successes, despite the criticism of daily events. Monetary
union is bound to give it another push, well beyond the significance of the
creation of the internal market, which it completes, but surpasses by
entering the field of harmonisation of economic policy. Sooner or later, a
common foreign and security policy will have to be developed. Even today,
the network of policies towards Central and Eastern Europe is the most
important contribution to stability in that historically volatile region. The
economic weight of the EU is bound to have an impact on the political side
as well, even more 50 as in a no-threat environment economic factors grow
in relative importance.

What does this mean for the future of WEU? My joking remark that |
was the only Secretary-General envisaging the merger of his organisation
with another (although probably under my successor) is unlikely to
materialise soon. The President of the WEU Assembly, Lluis de Puig, has
called for a summit meeting of WEU heads of government in March 1998,
on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the organisation. The summit
should specify the new role the governments intend to assign to WEU and
the resources needed to carry it out effectively.”¥ That date was probably
too early, for by then the ratification process of the Amsterdam Treaty would
not have been completed. In any case, his call went unheeded and at Erfurt
ministers requested the Permanent Council to organise a conference
focusing on "the perspectives for WEU's future development in the light of
its historic role in overcoming conflict potential in post-war Europe". This
book might help to clarify some of the outstanding issues. The wording of
Amsterdam gives little hope for much progress during the next few years,
not even for improvement of day-to-day practical contacts, but perhaps the
atmosphere of cooperation will be better. | cannot but agree with Philip
Gordon that WEU has become more capable, but is unlikely to come out
of NATO’s shadow.'' Therefore, no illusions should be harboured of
Europe already possessing a security system of its own, with the US only in
a supporting role. What is lacking is not the capability, at least not for the
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likely contingencies over the next decade. Europe misses 1I1e.ablllny to
identify common interests in a sufficiently clear and rapid uwlnpn to
underprin combined operations. The General Affairs Council rarely gives a
signal what overall collective role they are willing to back up with enectnie_‘
action. Most of its statements remain of the declaratory kind and lht.a're. is
little strategic vision. WEU, like the CFSP, does not possess the initmtlng
element which the European Commission provides under the Tf'eaty of
Rome. That does not mean that the procedures of the first pillar with Ihth-‘.lr
emphasis on legal implications are appropriate to I'0|:L_’ign al_‘nd ::e.!f"_ulrlty
policy. Intergovernmental cooperation can only function if there is sut‘nClenl
agreement between the larger countries to provide (tollective leadership. But
one may be forgiven for questioning the effectiveness of the cumbersomp
}Jrocedu‘res established in the Treaty of Amsterdam. Today, we may be a bit
closer to consensus than during the years immediately preceding Amster-
dam. On substance, there is more agreement on foreign policy and tll‘n_e UK
has shed its European paranoia. Conversely, at Amsterdam the traditional
Franco-German engine was not in the lead and the two drivers may not be
looking in the same direction. Nevertheless, France deserves credllt for
making large, and often the largest, contributions to peace operations.
Unfortunately, a French return into the integrated military structure pr NA’TO
has receded into the background, taking the constructive realisation of an
ESDI with it into the shadows. Even if French participation had the objecti\fe
of a fundamental change in the organisation, it remains the missi‘ng link in
the adaptation of the Alliance and we should hope for a clarification of
French policy. At present it has lost influence on both fronts. German}f step-
by-step has liberated itself from its presumed constitutional handcuffs and
Is assuming a larger role. Conceptually and practically, Bonn has been able
o maintain its balancing act between European and Atlanticist pulls and to
continue its attempts to strengthen all international organisations simulta-
neously. Whether it will be able to continue this position will depend on
Moderation of the US in transatlantic relations in general and on the
Possibility of realising the objectives of monetary union in relative harmony
with France. To me it came as a disappointment that Genscher, who had
stood at the cradle of revitalisation in 1984, subsequently took little interest
In WEU. To be fair, many countries have changed their views in the course
of the last eight years. And many advocated policies - like formulating
Common European views on items on the NATO agenda - which they did
implement. ‘

I'am not as alarmed by the reduction of defence budgets as some of
My colleagues. It is true that only France and the UK maintain a percentage
of about 3 per cent of GDP for defence. Germany has fallen below 2 per
cent, as have Belgium and Italy. Still the Europeans have many more
soldiers under arms than the US does. My concern is more about the way
the remaining money will be spent. Shall we have effective, all-round
Capabilities for European intervention or continue to focus on the defence
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of borders which are no longer threatened? Priorities will have to be
governed by the new reality that the high-probability crises of the future do
not need large forces, only the low-probability ones do. There is very little
coordination of the approach to the new missions and of what they will
require in terms of personnel and equipment. Only France has quantified
its long-term plan for intervention forces, envisaging 30,000 men for a major
operation by the year 2015 and an additional 5,000 for a secondary
mission. The participation of WEU in the NATO planning cycle is a positive
development, provided WEU is capable of setting targets and does not
content itself with collecting data of forces made available by member
countries. The essence of planning is the determination where scarce assets
should go. In an integrated framework this should be adjusted to what one
intends to do together with others. Equally, the generic planning undertaken
by the Planning Cell of WEU has introduced a new dimension into NATO
planning which so far had been primarily concerned with specific oper-
ations. Nevertheless, ESDI cannot survive on generic planning alone.

As analysed before, the niche for WEU did not expand, probably even
diminish. Nevertheless, a series of contingencies remains, where NATO, or
more particularly the US, might be reluctant to become engaged:'"”
humanitarian missions which do not require massive forces nor high-tech
capabilities or rapid evacuation, but also peace operations of a protracted
nature where the emerging concept of limitation of American involvement
is likely to put a heavier burden on others.'” WEU also has acquired
considerable experience in naval mine-clearance and embargo enforcement
operations. Finally, there might be missions in which the US would be wise
to abstain, especially on the territory of the former Soviet Union. Those will
also be the most delicate, for the US will want to remain in close touch with
everything involving Russia. Yet, the NATO label would be anathema to
Moscow.

The European Union will require a minimum of autonomy when it
comes to strategic analysis, and for issues concerning predominantly
European interests also a capability for decision-making and action.
Institutionally, effective crisis management will depend on the ability to
monitor the situation closely, to respond immediately to new developments
and to remain in constant touch with the other international actors. The
CFSP machinery has not yet been geared to this need for continuity.
Politically, the missions of the future have become "missions of choice",
which require the underpinning of common interests. Decisions will have
to be taken in full transparency with regard to the other members of the
Alliance, but Europe has to be able to determine its own course and destiny.
European integration has always been characterised by some ambiguity
about its final shape and form. Nevertheless, great progress has been
achieved. Part of it was the result of the formulation of goals which took
clearer shape only as time progressed. In that respect, the process of
integration has been both top-down and bottom-up and is likely to continue
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that way. Ultimately, the will to act will depend on the degree of solidari‘ty
developing in the European Union. That is also the reason \yhy \-'\*’E_U. will
have to become part of the structure of the Union, which is providing a
solid basis for that solidarity on a broad front of activities. Many pr_oblems
in the world require close cooperation between Europe and Amlenca, but
the Atlantic Alliance will not be able to match the sense of commitment the
European Union is striving for.
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The Modified Brussels Treaty (23 October 1954)

Treaty of Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective
Self-Defence, signed at Brussels on March 17, 1948, as amended by
the "Protocol modifying and completing the Brussels Treaty"

[The High Contracting Parties]
Resolved:

To reaffirm their faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth

of the human person and in the other ideals proclaimed in the Charter of
the United Nations;

To fortify and preserve the principles of democracy, personal freedom and
political liberty, the constitutional traditions and the rule of law, which are
their common heritage;

To strengthen with these aims in view, the economic, social and cultural ties
by which they are already united;

To co-operate loyally and to co-ordinate their efforts to create in Western
Europe a firm basis for European economic recovery;

To afford assistance to each other, in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations, in maintaining international peace and security and in
resisting any policy of aggression;

To promote the unity and to encourage the progressive integration of
Europe;

To associate progressively in the pursuance of these aims other States
inspired by the same ideals and animated by the like determination;

Desiring for these purposes to conclude a treaty for collaboration in
economic, social and cultural matters and for collective self-defence;

Have agreed as follows:

Article |

Convinced of the close community of their interests and of the necessity of
uniting in order to promote the economic recovery of Europe, the High
Contracting Parties will so organise and co-ordinate their economic activities
as to produce the best possible results, by the elimination of conflict in their
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economic policies, the co-ordination of production and the development of
commercial exchanges.

The co-operation provided for in the preceding paragraph, which will be
effected throughout the Council referred to in Article VIII, as well as through
other bodies, shall not involve any duplication of, or prejudice to, the work
of other economic organisations in which the High Contracting Parties are
or may be represented but shall on the contrary assist the work of those
organisations.

Article 11

The High Contracting Parties will make every effort in common, both by
direct consultation and in specialised agencies, to promote the attainment
of a higher standard of living by their peoples and to develop on correspon-
ding lines the social and other related services of their countries.

The High Contracting Parties will consult with the object of achieving the
earliest possible application of recommendations of immediate practical
interest, relating to social matters, adopted with their approval in the
specialised agencies.

They will endeavour to conclude as soon as possible conventions with each
other in the sphere of social security.

Article 111

The High Contracting Parties will make every effort in common to lead their
peoples towards a better understanding of the principles which form the
basis of their common civilisation and to promote cultural exchanges by
conventions between themselves or by other means.

Article IV

In the execution of the Treaty, the High Contracting Parties and any Organs
established by Them under the Treaty shall work in close co-operation with
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation.

Recogﬁising the undesirability of duplicating the military staffs of NATO, the
Council and its Agency will rely on the appropriate military authorities of
NATO for information and advice on military matters.

Article V

If any of the High Contracting Parties should be the object of an armed
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attack in Europe, the other High Contracting Parties will, in accordance with
the provisions of Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, afford the
Party so attacked all the military and other aid and assistance in their power.

Article VI

All measures taken as a result of the preceding Article shall be immediately
reported to the Security Council. They shall be terminated as soon as the
Security Council has taken the measures necessary 10 maintain or restore
international peace and security.

The present Treaty does not prejudice in any way the obligations of the
High Contracting Parties under the provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations. It shall not be interpreted as affecting in any way the authority and
responsibility of the Security Council under the Charter to take at any time
such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore interna-
tional peace and security.

Article VII

The High Contracting Parties declare, each so far as he is concerned, that
none of the international engagements now in force between him and any
other of the High Contracting Parties or any third State is in conflict with the
provisions of the present Treaty.

None of the High Contracting Parties will conclude any alliance or
participate in any coalition directed against any other of the High Contract-
ing Parties.

Article VIII

1. For the purposes of strengthening peace and security and of promoting
unity and of encouraging the progressive integration of Europe and
closer co-operation between Them and with other European
organisations, the High Contracting Parties to the Brussels Treaty shall
create a Council to consider matters concerning the execution of this
Treaty and of its Protocols and their Annexes.

2. This Council shall be known as the 'Council of Western European
Union’: it shall be so organised as to be able to exercise its functions
continuously; it shall set up such subsidiary bodies as may be
considered necessary; in particular it shall establish immediately an
Agency for the Control of Armaments whose functions are defined in
Protocol No. IV.
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3. Atthe request of any of the High Contracting Parties the Council shall
be immediately convened in order to permit Them to consult with
regard to any situation which may constitute a threat to peace, in
whatever area this threat should arise, or a danger to economic
stability.

4. The Council shall decide by unanimous vote questions for which no
other voting procedure has been or may be agreed. In the cases
provided for in Protocols II, 11l and IV it will follow the various voting
procedures, unanimity, two-thirds majority, simple majority, laid down
therein. It will decide by simple majority questions submitted to it by
the Agency for the Control of Armaments.

Article IX

The Council of Western European Union shall make an annual report on its
activities and in particular concerning the control of armaments to an
Assembly composed of representatives of the Brussels Treaty Powers to the
Consultative Assembly of the Council of Europe.

Article X

In pursuance of their determination to settle disputes only by peaceful
means, the High Contracting Parties will apply to disputes between
themselves the following provisions:

The High Contracting Parties will, while the present Treaty remains in force,
settle all disputes falling within the scope of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the
Statute of the International Court of Justice, by referring them to the Court,
subject only, in the case of each of them, to any reservation already made
by that Party when accepting this clause for compulsory jurisdiction to the
extent that that Party may maintain the reservation.

In addition, the High Contracting Parties will submit to conciliation all
disputes outside the scope of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute of the
International Court of Justice.

In the case of a mixed dispute involving both questions for which concili-
ation is appropriate and other questions for which judicial settlement is
appropriate, any Party to the dispute shall have the right to insist that the
judicial settlement of the legal questions shall precede conciliation.

The preceding provisions of this Article in no way affect the application of

relevant provisions or agreements prescribing some other method of pacific
settlement.

ANNEXES
Article XI

The High Contracting Parties may, by agreement, invite any other State to
accede to the present Treaty on conditions to be agreed between them and
the State so invited.

Any State so invited may become a Party to the Treaty by depositing an
instrument of accession with the Belgian government.

The Belgian government will inform each of the High Contracting Parties of
the deposit of each instrument of accession.

Article XlI

The present Treaty shall be ratified and the instruments of ratification shall
be deposited as soon as possible with the Belgian government.

It shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of the last instrument of
ratification and shall thereafter remain in force for fifty years. '

After the expiry of the period of fifty years, each of the High Contracting
Parties shall have the right to cease to be a party thereto provided that he
shall have previously given one year’s notice of denunciation to the Belgian
government.

The Belgian government shall inform the Governments of the other High

Contracting Parties of the deposit of each instrument of ratification and of
each notice of denunciation.
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The Bartholomew Telegram (20 February 1991)

General US Approach to Developing a European Security Identity

In Secretary Baker’s interventions at the December 1990 NAC, he set out
Washington’s approach and concerns on developing a European security
identity within the Alliance. We support such an identity, provided it
strengthens the Atlantic Alliance.

As the Secretary noted at the NAC "the United States has long supported a
strengthened European role within the Alliance. So we welcome the
prospect of sustaining the transatlantic partnership on security affairs with
a more confident and united Europe - a partnership consonant with the
North Atlantic Treaty. We know that the common values that bind us offer
greater cohesion than any external threat. Indeed, | believe a stronger
European identity within the Alliance is all the more important given the
changing security agenda. We would be especially interested in how a
European defense identity might help meet those challenges ... upon which
NATO traditionally has not acted. In this respect, we have noted with
particular interest suggestions that the WEU - an organisation that has twice
responded to threats in the Gulf region - might form the basis of such an
identity."

This process of developing a European security identity is particularly
complex given the larger context of evolving public attitudes; in particular,
the US public’s views of burden-sharing in the Gulf and European views of
the dramatically changed security environment and the IGC on EPU. In light
of rapidly changing circumstances we all need to be particularly careful to
avoid taking positions or making decisions that have unintended conse-
quences. Given the changing situation in the Soviet Union, the US role in
the Gulf and the debate over responsibility-sharing, and US-EC economic
tensions, this is not a time for Europeans to be sending a message however
unintended to the US public suggesting that they want to reduce or
marginalize the US role in Europe. We know that this is not the intention
of our European allies, but we want to stress the danger that positions which
seem to emphasise European over transatlantic solidarity or institutional
changes which diminish the centrality of the Alliance could pose for
American opinion on and support for the transatlantic partnership.

While we understand that the logic behind political integration leads toward
a union that ultimately encompasses security affairs, we believe that the
primary yardstick against which proposals and institutional innovations need
to be measured is whether they actually enhance Alliance defensive
capabilities and make Europe more secure. Effectiveness in defense and
security terms must continue to be the test by which suggestions for cha nge
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are judged. We must work to maintain the transatlantic security ties we all
agree are in our mutual interest. We can speak with the frankness engen-
dered by forty years of our Alliance relationship. In our view, efforts to
construct a European pillar by redefining and limiting NATO's role, by
weakening its structure, or by creating a monolithic bloc of certain members
would be misguided. We would hope such efforts would be resisted firmly.

NATO’s Core Functions

On February 15 NAC PermReps had an extensive and constructive
exchange on what should constitute the core security functions of NATO for
the future. That discussion registered a sense of general agreement among
many of the Allied PermReps on basic tasks which NATO must continue to
perform, keying off relevant articles of the Washington Treaty. Those
functions that would continue to be the sole province of NATO would
include:

- to deter and defend against any threat of aggression against the territory of
any NATO member state from the Soviet Union.

- to deter and defend against any threat of aggression against the territory of
any NATO member state from countries other than the Soviet Union.

- to preserve the strategic balance within Europe, with special reference to
the military power of the Soviet Union.

- to serve, as provided for in Article IV of the North Atlantic Treaty, as a
trans-atlantic forum for Allied consultations on any issues that affect their
vital interests, including possible developing challenges to members
security, and for appropriate coordination of their efforts at arms procure-
ment and arms control.

Other core security functions which the PermReps discussed included those
for which the Alliance would make an essential but not necessarily
exclusive contribution; these would involve areas and issues in which other
Institutions, such as the EC, CSCE and the WEU, would also have important
roles to play:

- to create a security environment in which no country would be able to
intimidate or coerce any European nation or to impose hegemony through
the threat or use of force.

- to assist in promoting a stable security environment in Europe based on the
growth of democratic institutions and commitment to the peaceful resolution
of disputes.
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As Ambassador Taft noted at the February 15 discussion, consensus among
the members of the Alliance on these core security functions can be a
valuable instrument - providing a necessary conceptual foundation for more
effective consideration not only of how NATO can best be organized to
perform these tasks in light of changing circumstances but also of how
NATO and other institutions, such as a more coherent European security
identity, will be able to relate to each other in the most constructive
manner. For that reason, we would hope that allies would bring to their
discussions of a European Security/Defense Identity within the WEU and
IGC this sense of emerging agreement on Alliance core security functions
as reflected in their PermReps’ February 15 comments.

The Relationship between the WEU and EC

The WEU's relationship with NATO is being discussed in the NATO strategy
review. A parallel discussion on the WEU’s relationship with the EC is
taking place in the IGC on EPU as part of the effort to develop a Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). These questions have serious implica-
tions for US policy and our relationship to NATO.

- We have an important stake in the ideas in the February 4 Franco-German
proposal submitted to the EC’s IGC regarding ties between the WEU and
EC. In particular, we are concerned over the proposals that the WEU should
be subordinated to the European Council, thereby developing a European

security component - solely within the EC - that could lead to NATO's
marginalization.

- In that the EC is clearly not "within the Alliance", subordinating the WEU
to it would accentuate the separation and independence of the European
pillar from the Alliance. We do not see how this could help but weaken the
integrity of our common transatlantic security and defense which has proved
successful and, in our view, will remain crucial.

- The EC, especially as it evolves, clearly has decision-making capacity. To
the degree it becomes involved in matters of NATO's responsibility,
avoidance of bloc positions may become impossible.

- Such an arrangement could give non-NATO members - initially only
Ireland but potentially others - a voice in NATO Councils via the WEU.

- The reverse would also tend to be the case - that NATO would assume an
implicit or indirect security commitment through EC influence over the
WEU for states which, while not NATO members, were part of the
"European Union" and might call upon WEU forces.
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- We have no objection in principle to the concept that the WEU should
have some relationship to the EC. We feel, however that defense and
security dimensions of European union should not extend beyond those
states that have undertaken mutual defense commitments within the Atlantic
Alliance.

- Furthermore, whatever European security identity is developed should
provide a place for all European allies who wish to participate.

Role of the WEU in Developing a European Security Identity

In discussions at NATO, some have suggested that the WEU - as thhe
European security identity - might assume distinct functions in Europe which
would duplicate NATO's functions.

. ey P 7 AE
- First, we believe the search for military roles and missions for the WEU
should not compete with NATO's roles and missions.

* We see this in discussions over whether Article V would be invoked
against threats to NATO territory from, for example Maghreb countries. We
believe it is essential to avoid introducing ambiguity about whether NATO
in its entirety would stand behind a threatened member.

" We see it in the notion of independent European military action in Eastern
Europe. We believe it would be a mistake to introduce the percep?ion that
the US might take less interest than WEU members in the security of Eastern
Europe.

- We understand the political problems of developing a "European D{-’:f{:‘I.‘ISE
Identity" which has o apparent European role, but we believe the SQ'LINO.I‘I
must not come at the expense of NATO. The further one goes in this
direction (even if only in words, let alone actions), the more one accentu-
ates the separateness of Europe and America in security and defense.

- We feel it is not productive to stress the separateness of US and European
security. This divisive tendency could undermine forty years of effort in
building and maintaining Alliance solidarity.

- The objective of a European pillar should not be to relieve NATO of its
responsibilities in this area, nor carve out new defense missions in Europe.

- Some are making the dangerous suggestion that the NATO defense
Commitment is a sequential, building block process - i.e. national, European,
then transatlantic. This implies the US role is simply a counterbalance to the
Soviets. This view will produce an atrophied US connection to European
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security - an unsustainable position. This will also imply that the US has no
say in crisis decision-making and conflicts that might later involve US forces.

- Another version of this concept - the suggestion that NATO would provide
for the security of Western Europe, while Western Europeans undertook
military actions in Eastern Europe outside the NATO context - strikes us as
unrealistic in practice, corrosive to the concept of Alliance solidarity in
theory, and a potentially dangerous signal to the USSR.

- It is difficult to imagine military operations a European pillar would
become involved with that the US would not also consider of central
importance.

- "Out-of-area” is another matter. The existing NATO integrated military
structure offers advantages for efficient out-of-area employment. Nonethe-
less, the defensive posture of the Alliance and Charter interpretation have
inhibited this functioning optimally in meeting non-European challenges.

- We accept that outside Europe there can be a distinct and obvious role for
the WEU and a different basis for transatlantic collaboration based on
NATO-WEU linkage. This can be one of the most important lessons to be
learned from the Gulf crisis.

- In this regard, while we would not want to introduce doubts about the
applicability of NATO obligation in the face of any threat to any allies, we
can see some possibility of WEU leadership vis-a-vis the political and
security problems of North Africa even though it is contiguous to NATO
territory.

Command Structure Changes

The issue of changes to NATO's integrated command structure is being
discussed in a preliminary way in NATO’s Military Committee. Some have
put forward the suggestion that, in light of the new circumstances, NATO
command structures should be loosened as a step toward developing a
European security identity.

- We are prepared, in the context of decisions on NATO strategy and force
structure, to see command arrangements streamlined and to see Europeans

assume responsibilities commensurate with their defense commitments to
the Alliance.

- We do not accept the proposition put forward by some that a reduced
threat environment justifies a looser Alliance military structure.
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Maastricht Declarations (10 Decembfer 1991)

Declarations Issued on the Occasion of the 46th European Council
Meeting and Annexed to the Treaty on European Union on 7
February 1992

l Declaration

by Belgium, Germany, Spain, France, ltaly, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Portugal and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern lreland,
which are members of the Western European Union and also members of
the European Union on

THE ROLE OF THE WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION AND ITS RELATIONS
WITH THE EUROPEAN UNION AND WITH THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE

Introduction

1. WEU members agree on the need to develop a genuine European
security and defence identity and a greater European responsibility on
defence matters. This identity will be pursued through a gradua!
process involving successive phases. WEU will form an integral part of
the process of the development of the European Union and will
enhance its contribution to solidarity within the Atlantic Alliance. WEU
Member States agree to strengthen the role of WEU, in the longer term
perspective of a common defence policy within the European Union
which might in time lead to a common defence, compatible with that
of the Atlantic Alliance.

2. WEU will be developed as the defence component of the European
Union and as a means to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic
Alliance. To this end, it will formulate common European defence
policy and carry forward its concrete implementation through the
further development of its own operational role.

WEU Member States take note of Article J.4 relating to the common
foreign and security policy of the Treaty on European Union which
reads as follows:

1. The common foreign and security policy shall include all questions
related to the security of the Union, including the eventual framing of
a common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common
defence.
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2. The Union requests the Western European Union (WEU), which is
an integral part of the development of the Union, to elaborate and
implement decisions and actions of the Union which have defence
implications. The Council shall, in agreement with the institutions of
the WEU, adopt the necessary practical arrangements.

3. Issues having defence implications dealt with under this Article shall
not be subject to the procedures set out in Article J.3

4. The policy of the Union in accordance with this Article shall not
prejudice the specific character of the security and defence policy of
certain Member States and shall respect the obligations of certain
Member States under the North Atlantic Treaty and be compatible with
the common security and defence policy established within that
framework.

5. The provisions of this Article shall not prevent the development of
closer cooperation between two or more Member States on a bilateral
level, in the framework of the WEU and the Atlantic Alliance, provided

such cooperation does not run counter to or impede that provided for
in this Title.

6. With a view to furthering the objective of this Treaty, and having in
view the date of 1998 in the context of Article XII of the Brussels
Treaty, the provisions of this Article may be revised as provided for in
Article N(2) on the basis of a report to be presented in 1996 by the
Council to the European Council, which shall include an evaluation of
the progress made and the experience gained until then.’

A - WEU’s relations with European Union

3.

The objective is to build up WEU in stages as the defence component
of the European Union. To this end, WEU is prepared, at the request
of the European Union, to elaborate and implement decisions and
actions of the Union which have defence implications.

To this end, WEU will take the following measures to develop a close
working relationship with the Union:

as appropriate, synchronisation of the dates and venues of meetings
and harmonisation of working methods;

establishment of close cooperation between the Council and Secre-
tariat-General of WEU on the one hand, and the Council of the Union
and General Secretariat of the Council on the other;
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consideration of the harmonisation of the sequence and duration of the
respective Presidencies;

arranging for appropriate modalities so as to ensure ti*!a[ the Commis-
sion of the European Communities is regularly mrormgd and, as
appropriate, consulted on WEU activities in accordance .Wlth th.e roft?
of the Commission in the common foreign and security policy as
defined in the Treaty on European Union;

encouragement of closer cooperation between the Parliamentary
Assembly of WEU and the European Parliament.

The WEU Council shall, in agreement with the competent bodies of
the European Union, adopt the necessary practical arrangements.

B - WEU'’s relations with the Atlantic Alliance

4,

The objective is to develop WEU as a means to stt'e{1gtl1e|1 Fl1e
European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance. Accordingly WEU is prepared
to develop further the close working links between WEU ;nd.the
Alliance and to strengthen the role, responsibilities and contributions
of WEU Member States in the Alliance. This will be undertaken on the
basis of the necessary transparency and complementarity betwegn the
emerging European security and defence identity and'the Alllancg.
WEU will act in conformity with the positions adopted in the Atlantic
Alliance.

WEU Member States will intensify their coordination on Alliance hissues'
which represent an important common interest with lh_e aim of
introducing joint positions agreed in WEU into the process of consulta-
tion in the Alliance which will remain the essential forum for COI'IS_Lll.tElv
tion among its members and the venue for agreen_‘nent_ on policies
bearing on the security and defence commitments of allies under the

North Atlantic Treaty.

Where necessary, dates and venues of meetings will be synchronised
and working methods harmonised.

Close cooperation will be established between the Secretariats-General
of WEU and NATO.

C - Operational role of WEU

5.

WEU'’s operational role will be strengthened by examining ar!d
defining appropriate missions, structures and means, covering in
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particular;
= WEU planning cell;

- closer military cooperation complementary to the Alliance in particular
in the field of logistics, transport, training and strategic surveillance;

- meetings of WEU Chiefs of Defence Staff;
- military units answerable to WEU.
Other proposals will be examined further, including:

- enhanced cooperation in the field of armaments with the aim of
creating a European armaments agency;

- development of the WEU Institute into a European Security and
Defence Academy.

Arrangements aimed at giving WEU a stronger operational role will be
fully compatible with the military dispositions necessary to ensure the
collective defence of all allies.

D - Other measures

6. As a consequence of the measures set out above, and in order to
facilitate the strengthening of WEU's role, the seat of the WEU Council
and Secretariat will be transferred to Brussels.

7. Representation on the WEU Council must be such that the Council is
able to exercise its functions continuously in accordance with Article
VIII of the modified Brussels Treaty. Member States may draw on a
double-hatting formula, to be worked out, consisting of their represen-
tatives to the Alliance and to the European Union.

8. WEU notes that, in accordance with the provisions of Article J.4(6)
concerning the common foreign and security policy of the Treaty on
European Union, the Union will decide to review the provisions of this
Article with a view to furthering the objective to be set by it in
accordance with the procedure defined. The WEU will re-examine the
present provisions in 1996. The re-examination will take account of the

progress and experience acquired and will extend to relations between
WEU and the Atlantic Alliance.
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II.  Declaration

by Belgium, Germany, Spain, France, ltaly, Luxembourg, the Netherlaljd;,
Portuqél and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Irelan
which are members of the Western European Union

"The Member States of WEU welcome the developn‘ugnt qf the European
security and defence identity. They are clot.ermim:d, taking into acnou.nF l:ui
role of WEU as the defence component of the European Q|110|1 and as the
means to strengthen the European pillar of the Atlantic Alliance, to pu._lht.the
relationship between WEU and the other Europeat} Stat'e_s on a new b{l::»lt-« tlor
the sake of stability and security in Europe. In this spirit, they propose the

following:

States which are members of the European Union are invited to a’ccec.le to
WEU on conditions to be agreed in accordance _with :\T'll(ﬁ!t‘ Xl 'ot the
modified Brussels Treaty, or to become observers ot 1hey_f s0 wish. SII]"ILIHE\;
neously, other European Member States of NATQ are invited I(?“b&'?(?omt;
associate members of WEU in a way which will give them the possibility of
participating fully in the activities of WEU.

The Member States of WEU assume that treaties and agrgements correspon-‘
ding with the above proposals will be concluded before 31 December

1992
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Annex IV
Declaration to the Final Act on the Establishment of a
Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit, Treaty of
Amsterdam (17 June 1997), SN/541/97 (C 42) CAB EN 13

The Conference agrees that:

1. A policy planning and early warning Unit, shall be established in the
General Secretariat of the Council under the responsibility of its
Secretary-General. Appropriate cooperation shall be established with
the Commission in order to ensure full coherence with the Union’s
external economic and development policies.

2. The tasks of the Unit shall include the following:

(@) monitoring and analysing developments in areas relevant to the
GFESP:

(b) providing assessments of the Union’s foreign and security policy
interests and identifying areas where the CFSP could focus in future;

() providing timely assessments and early warning of events or
situations which may have significant repercussions for the Union’s
foreign and security policy, including potential political crises;

(d) producing, at the request of either the Council or the Presidency or
on its own initiative, argued policy options papers to be presented
under the responsibility of the Presidency as a contribution to policy
formulation in the Council, and which may contain analyses, recom-
mendations and strategies for the CFSP. ,

The Unit shall consist of personnel drawn from the General Secretariat,
the Member States, the Commission and the WEU.

Any Member State or the Commission may make suggestions to the
Unit for work to be undertaken.

Member States and the Commission shall assist the policy planning

process by providing, to the fullest extent possible, relevant informa-
tion, including confidential information.

Annex V
Declaration of Western European Union on the Role of
Western European Union and Its Relations with the
European Union and with the Atlantic Alliance
22 July 1997

(Incorporating the relevant parts of the Treaty of Amsterdam)
Introduction

1. The WEU Member States agreed at Maastricht in 1991 on the need to
develop a genuine European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) and
to assume a greater European responsibility for defence matters. In the
light of the Treaty of Amsterdam, they reaffirm the importance of
continuing and strengthening these efforts. WEU is an integral part of
the development of the European Union (EU) providing the Union with
access to an operational capability, notably in the context of the
Petersberg tasks and is an essential element of the development of the
ESDI within the Atlantic Alliance in accordance with the Paris
Declaration and with the decisions taken by NATO ministers in Berlin.

o]

Today the WEU Council brings together all the Member States of the
European Union and all the European Members of the Atlantic Alliance
in accordance with their respective status. The Council also brings
together those States with the Central and Eastern European States
linked to the European Union by an Association Agreement and that
are applicants for accession to both the European Union and the
Atlantic Alliance. WEU is thus establishing itself as a genuine frame-
work for dialogue and cooperation among Europeans on wider
European security and defence issues.

3. In this context, WEU takes note of Title V of the Treaty of Amsterdam
regarding the EU’s common foreign and security policy, in particular
Articles ].3.1, ).7 and the Protocol to Article J.7, which reads as
follows:

ARTICLE J.3.1
"1. The European Council shall define the principles of and general
guidelines for the common foreign and security policy, including for

matters with defence implications.”

ARTICLE ).7

"1. The common foreign and security policy shall include all questions




DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

relating to the security of the Union, incl uding the progressive framing
of a common defence policy, in accordance with the second
subparagraph, which might lead to a common defence, should the
European Council so decide. It shall in that case recommend to the
Member States the adoption of such a decision in accordance with
their respective constitutional requirements.

The Western European Union (WEU) is an integral part of the
development of the Union providing the Union with access to an
operational capability notably in the context of paragraph 2. It supports
the Union in framing the defence aspects of the common foreign and
security policy as set out in this Article. The Union shall accordingly
foster closer institutional relations with the WEU with a view to the
possibility of the integration of the WEU into the Union, should the
European Council so decide. It shall in that case recommend to the
Member States the adoption of such a decision in accordance with
their respective constitutional requirements.

The policy of the Union in accordance with this Article shall not
prejudice the specific character of the security and defence policy of
certain Member States and shall respect the obligations of certain
Member States, which see their common defence realized in NATO,
under the North Atlantic Treaty and be compatible with the common
security and defence policy established within that framework.

The progressive framing of a common defence policy will be sup-
ported, as Member States consider appropriate, by cooperation
between them in the field of armaments,

Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian and

rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis
management, including peacemaking.

The Union will avail itself of the WEU to elaborate and implement
decisions and actions of the Union which have defence implications.

The competence of the European Council to establish guidelines in
accordance with Article J.3 shall also obtain in respect of the WEU for
those matters for which the Union avails itself of the WEU.

When the Union avails itself of the WEU to elaborate and implement
decisions of the Union on the tasks referred to in paragraph 2 all
Member States of the Union shall be entitled to participate fully in the
tasks in question. The Council, in agreement with the institutions of the
WEU, shall adopt the necessary practical arrangements to allow all
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Member States contributing to the tasks in question tol par‘llcu)ate tll”}
and on an equal footing in planning and decision-taking in the WEU.

Decisions having defence implications dealt with under this paragraph
I R EERT judi icies and obligations referred

shall be taken without prejudice to the policies and oblig: s

to in paragraph 1, third subparagraph.

isi " this Article she elopment of
4. The provisions of this Article shall not prevent the develop

closer cooperation between two or more Member Stalt?s on a bila.t(im!
level in the framework of the WEU and the Atlantic Alliance, p-r?\t{c gc:.
such cooperation does not run counter to or impede that provided tor

in this Title.

With a view to furthering the objectives of this ,-\rtic}e,‘ the pr'{‘stmnb
of this Article will be reviewed in accordance with Article N.

PROTOCOL TO ARTICLE J.7

"The High Contracting Parties,

: , i of Article 1L7(1)
Bearing in mind the need to implement fully the provisions gl Article ).7(1),
second subparagraph, and (3) of the treaty on European Union,

Bearing in mind that the policy of the Union in accorl'dance \;lt'h AI:“:I:“!(;
shall not prejudice the specific character of the SFECLII:II)’ and cfi.e‘n& p =
of certain Member States and shall respect the obligations of certain Mem -{-';I
States, which see their common defence realized in NATO, leder Ihe‘Nj)lt 1
Atlantic Treaty and be compatible with the common security and defence
policy established within that framework,

1 1 1 e 3 Y - r
Have agreed upon the following provision, which is annexed to the Treaty
on European Union.

The European Union shall draw up, together with the W estern TEIUIC;[JE'-I::
Union, arrangements for enhanced cooperation between them, within a yex
from the entry into force of this Protocol.

A. WEU'’S RELATIONS WITH THE EUROPEAN UNION: ACCOMPANYING
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TREATY OF AMSTERDAM

4. In the "Declaration on the Role of the Western European.Umo.n ancli'
its Relations with the European Union and with the Atlfmtlc‘AIh.ar.wie
of 10 December 1991, WEU Member States set as their ob;ect.we to
build up WEU in stages as the defence component of the European
Union’. They today reaffirm this aim as developed by the Treaty of
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Amsterdam.

When the Union avails itself of WEU, WEU will elaborate and

fmplgmgnt decisions and actions of the EU which have defence
implications.

In giaborating and implementing decisions and actions of the EU for
wh‘lch‘the Union avails itself of WEU, WEU will act consistently with
guidelines established by the European Council.

WEU supports the Union in framing the defence aspects of the
Eurppean Union Common Foreign and Security Policy as set out in
Article J.7 of the Treaty of Amsterdam.

WEU confirms that when the European Union avails itself of WEU to
ela‘borate and implement decisions of the Union on the tasks referred
to in Article J.7.2 of the Treaty of Amsterdam, all Member States of the
Union shall be entitled to participate fully in the tasks in question in
accordance with Article J.7.3 of the Treaty of Amsterdam. )

WEQ 'WI” develop the role of the Observers in WEU in line with
provisions contained in Article J.7.3 and will adopt the necessary
practlcal arrangements to allow all Member States of the EU cdntribut—
ing to the tasks undertaken by WEU at the request of the EU to

participate fully and on an equal footing i ' isi
ticip e a g in planning and sion-
taking in the WEU. I ’ decsion

Consistent with the Protocol of Article J.7 of the Treaty of Amsterdam
;NEU shall draw up, together with the European Union, arrangementg
or enhanced cooperation between them. In this regard, a range of

measures, on some of which work is already in hand in WEU, can be
taken forward now, such as: '

- arrangements for improving the coordination of the consultation

and’ciecaspn—n‘lna.kmg processes of the respective Organizations, in
particular in crisis situations;

« hqiding of joint meetings of the relevant bodies of the two Organiz-
ations; (

- harm.onizarion as much as possible of the sequence of the Presi-
denu'es of WEU and the EU, as well as the administrative rules and
practices of the two Organizations:

- close coordination of the work of the staff of the Secretariat-General
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of the WEU and the General Secretariat of the Council of the EU,
including through the exchange and secondment of personnel;

arrangements to allow the relevant bodies of the EU, including its
Policy Planning and Early Warning Unit, to draw on the resources
of WEU’s Planning Cell, Situation Centre and Satellite Centre;

cooperation in the field of armaments, as appropriate, within the
framework of the WEAG, as the European forum for armaments
cooperation, the EU and WEU in the context of rationalization of
the European armaments market and the establishment of a
European Armaments Agency;

- practical arrangements for ensuring cooperation with the European

Commission reflecting its role in the CFSP as defined in the revised
Treaty on European Union;

- improved security arrangements with the European Union.

B. RELATIONS BETWEEN WEU AND NATO IN THE FRAMEWORK OF
THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ESDI WITHIN THE ATLANTIC ALLIANCE

10.

13

The Atlantic Alliance continues to be the basis of collective defence
under the North Atlantic Treaty. It remains the essential forum for
consultation among Allies and the framework in which they agree on
policies bearing on their security and defence commitments under the
Washington Treaty. The Alliance has embarked on a process of
adaptation and reform so that it can more effectively carry out the full
range of its missions. This process is aimed at strengthening and
renewing the transatlantic partnership, including building an ESI within
the Alliance.

WEU is an essential element of the development of the European
Security and Defence Identity within the Atlantic Alliance and will
accordingly continue its efforts to strengthen institutional and practical
cooperation with NATO.

In addition to its support for the common defence enshrined in Article
5 of the Washington Treaty and Article V of the Modified Brussels
Treaty, WEU takes an active role in conflict prevention and crisis
management as provided for in the Petersberg Declaration. In this
context, WEU undertakes to perform its role to the full, respecting the
full transparency and complementarity between the two Organizations.

WEU affirms that this identity will be grounded on sound military
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principles and supported by appropriate military planning and will
permit the creation of militarily coherent and effective forces capable
of operating under the political control and strategic direction of WEU.

To this end, WEU will develop its cooperation with NATO, in
particular in the following fields:

- Mechanisms for consultation between WEU and NATO in the
context of a crisis;

- WEU’s active involvement in the NATO defence planning process;

- Operational links between WEU and NATO for the planning,
preparation and conduct of operations using NATO assets and

capabilities under the political control and strategic direction of
WEU, including:

* military planning, conducted by NATO in coordination with
WEU, and exercises:

* ;o . 2 .
a framework agreement on the transfer, monitoring and return of
NATO assets and capabilities;

* liaison between WEU and NATO in the context of European
command arrangements.

This cooperation will continue to evolve, also taking account of the
adaptation of the Alliance.

C. WEU’S OPERATIONAL ROLE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE ESDI

13.

14.

WEU will develop its role as the European politico-military body for
crisis management, by using the assets and capabilities made available
by WEU nations on a national or multinational basis, and having
recourse, when appropriate, to NATO's assets and capabilities under
arrangements being worked out. In this context, WEU will also support
the UN and OSCE in their crisis management tasks.

WEU will contribute, in the framework of Article J.7 of the Treaty of
Amsterdam, to the progressive framing of a common defence policy
and carry forward its concrete implementation through the further
development of its own operational role.

To this end, WEU will take forward work in the following fields:
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WEU has developed crisis management mechanisms and pro-
cedures which will be updated as WEU gains experience through
exercises and operations. The implementation of Petersberg
missions calls for flexible modes of action geared to the diversity of
crisis situations and making optimum use of the available capabil-
ities including through recourse to a national headquarters, which
might be one provided by a framework nation, or to a multinational
headquarters answerable to WEU or to NATO assets and capabil-
ities.

WEU has already worked out Preliminary Conclusions on the
Formulation of a Common European Defence Policy which is an
initial contribution on the objectives, scope and means of a
common European defence policy.

WEU will continue this work on the basis in particular of the Paris
Declaration and taking account of the relevant elements of the
decisions of WEU and NATO Summits and Ministerial meetings
since Birmingham. It will focus on the following fields:

* definition of principles for the use of armed forces of the WEU
States for WEU Petersberg operations in pursuit of common
European security interests;

* organization of operational means for Petersberg tasks, such as
generic and contingency planning and exercising, preparation and
interoperability of forces, including through participation in the
NATO defence planning process, as appropriate;

* strategic mobility on the basis of current work;

* defence intelligence, through its Planning Cell, Situation Centre
and Satellite Centre.

WEU has adopted many measures to strengthen its operational role
(Planning Cell, Situation Centre, Satellite Centre). The improvement
of the functioning of the military components at WEU Headquarters
and the establishment, under the Council’s authority, of a military
committee will represent a further enhancement of structures which
are important for the successful preparation and conduct of WEU
operations.

With the aim of opening participation in all its operations to
Associate Members and Observer States, WEU will also examine
the necessary modalities to allow Associate Members and Observer
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States to participate fully in accordance with their status in all
operations undertaken by WEU.

WEU recalls that Associate Members take part on the same basis as
full members in operations to which they contribute, as well as
relevant exercises and planning. WEU will also examine the
question of participation of the Observers as fully as possible in
accordance with their status in planning and decision-taking within
WEU in all operations to which they contribute.

WEU will, in consultation where appropriate with the relevant
bodies, examine the possibilities for maximum participation in its
activities by Associate Members and Observer States in accordance
with their status. It will address in particular activities in the fields
of armaments, space and military studies.

WEU will examine how to strengthen the Associate Partner’s
participation in an increasing number of activities.

Annex VI
References to a European ldentity in Official Statements

References to the general idea of a European identity were made in the
reports of the European Political Cooperation of 1970 (Luxembourg), 1973
(Copenhagen) and 1981 (London). The inclusion of the security aspect
appears in the Single European Act of 1986 which stated "that closer
cooperation on questions of European security would contribute in an
essential way to the development of a European identity in external policy
matters".

The WEU Platform on European Security Interests of 27 October 1987,
which said that "the construction of an integrated Europe will remain
incomplete as long as it does not include security and defence" and
declared that "we intend therefore to develop a more cohesive European
defence identity" (paragraphs 2 and 4).

The North Atlantic Council responded on 11 December 1987 and noted
with satisfaction that the WEU ministers in their declaration "underlined a
number of basic principles and that they affirmed a positive identity in the
field of European security within the framework of the Atlantic Alliance,
conducive to the strengthening of the transatlantic partnership and of the
Alliance as a whole" (paragraph 10).

The NATO summit in Brussels of 29-30 May 1989 stated "Growing
European political unity can lead to a reinforced European component of
our common security effort and its efficiency" (paragraph 13).

The joint declaration on relations between the US and the European
Community of 23 November 1990 affirmed that "the European Community
IS acquiring its own identity in economic and monetary matters, in foreign
policy and in the domain of security".

The communiqué of the North Atlantic Council meeting in Brussels on 17-
18 December 1990 declared:

A European security and defence role, reflected in the construc-
tion of a European pillar within the Alliance, will not only serve
the interests of the European states but also help to strengthen
Atlantic solidarity. In this context, and as this process evolves, we
will consider how the political and military structure of the
Alliance must be adapted accordingly (paragraph 5).

In Copenhagen the NAC communiqué of 7 June 1991 contained the
following passages:

o
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We are agreed in parallel with the emergence and development
of a European security and defence role, to enhance the essential
transatlantic link that the Alliance guarantees and fully to maintain
the strategic unity and indivisibility of security of all its members
... (paragraph 2).

Recognising that it is for the European Allies concerned to decide
what arrangements are needed for the expression of a common
European foreign and security policy and defence role, we further
agree that, as the two processes advance, we will develop
practical arrangements to ensure the necessary transparency and
complementarity between the European security and defence
identity as it emerges in the Twelve and WEU, and the Alliance
(paragraph 3).

The Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation, issued by the NATO
summit on 8 November 1991 had a separate section on "European Security

Identity and Defence Role", reaffirming the consensus expressed in
Copenhagen.

The new Strategic Concept of NATO approved at the Rome summit of 7-8
November 1991 reaffirmed that "the development of a European security
identity and defence role, reflected in the strengthening of the European
pillar within the Alliance, will not only serve the interests of the European

states but also reinforce the integrity and effectiveness of the Alliance as a
whole",

The WEU declaration issued at the Maastricht IGC on 10 December 1991
agreed "on the need to develop a genuine European security and defence
identity and a greater European responsibility in defence matters. This
identity will be pursued through a gradual process involving successive
phases" (see Annex Ill). The North Atlantic Council meeting shortly
afterwards in Brussels, on 19 December 1991, welcomed the decisions
taken at Maastricht and reproduced them in detail (paragraphs 11-13) under
the heading "European Security Identity and Defence Role". The title "A
European Security and Defence Identity" appeared in the Final Communiqué
of the NAC issued in Oslo on 4 June 1992.
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Annex VII

Permanent Representatives to WEU 1989-94

Belgium

France

Germany

Greece

Italy

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

UK

Associate Members

Iceland
Nonway
Turkey

(in reverse chronological order)

Jean DE RUYT
Herman DEHENNIN
Jean-Paul VAN BELLINGHEN

Jean-Marie GUEHENNO

Richard DUQUE

Bernard DORIN

Luc DE LA BARRE DE NANTEUIL

Rudiger HARTMANN
Hans VON STEIN
Hermann VON RICHTHOFEN

C. ELIOPOULOS
Adamantios VACALOPOULOS

Fabio MIGLIORINI
G. ATTOLICO
Boris BIANCHERI CHIAPPORI

Roger LINSTER
Edouard MOLITOR
Jean WAGNER

Lambert VEENENDAAL

Adriaan JACOBOVITS DE SZEGED
Joop HOEKMAN

Hans JONKMAN

José FARIA
Antonio VAZ-PEREIRA
Joao HALL THEMIDO

Luis Javier CASANOVA
Felipe DE LA MORENA
José ). PUIG DE LA BELLACASA

Sir John WESTON, KCMG
Jeremy GREENSTOCK
David RATFORD

Sverrir H. GUNNLAUGSSON
Leif MEVIK
Yildirim KESKIN
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Observers

Austria
Denmark
Finland
Ireland

Associate Partners

Bulgaria

Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary

Latvia

Lithuania

Poland
Romania
Slovak Republic
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Erich HOCHLEITNER
Ole BIERRING

Olli MENNANDER
Padraic CRADOCK

Mrs Léa COHEN

Karel LUKAS

Clyde KULL

Gyorgy GRANASZTOI
Juris KANELS

Dalius CEKUOLIS

Pranas KURIS

Andrej KRZECZUNOWICZ
Constantin ENE

Jan LISUCH
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Annex VIII
Secretaries-General of the BTO (Brussels Treaty
Organisation), 1948-1955 and of WEU, 1955-Presen

1948-53 E. STAR BUSMANN Netherlands
1953-55 Dr. M.F. Baron DE SELYS LONGCHAMPS  Belgium
1955-62 L. GOFFIN Belgium
1962-70 Dr. L.M.J.G. IWEINS D'EECKHOUTTE Belgium
1970-74 G. HEISBOURG Luxembourg
1974-77 F.K. VON PLEHWE, Acting SG Germany
1977-85 E.F.T. LONGERSTAEY Belgium
1985-89 A. CAHEN Belgium
1989-94 Dr. W.F. VAN EEKELEN Netherlands
1994-present J. CUTILEIRO Portugal
Annex IX

Members of the WEU Special Working Group

Belgium
Pierre CHAMPENOIS succeeded by Jean DE RUYT

France
Philippe GUELLUY succeeded by Francois BARRY DELONGCHAMPS

Germany
Dr. Rolf HOFSTETTER succeeded by Dr. Klaus KLAIBER

Italy
Fabio MIGLIORINI

Luxembourg
Jean-Jacques WELFRING

Netherlands
Herman SCHAPER succeeded by Frank MAJOOR

Portugal
Dr. Vasco BRAMAO RAMOS

Spain
Carlos MIRANDA succeeded by José CARVAJAL

UK
John GOULDEN succeeded by Paul LEVER and later David LOGAN



Glossary

ACA

ACE
AFCENT
AFSOUTH
ARRC

AWACS
Benelux

CEDP

CFE

CFSP
CHODs
CINCLANT

CINCSOUTH
CIS

CJTF
COMNAVSOUTH

COREPER
COREU

CPG
CSCE

CsT
CWG
DPC
DPQ
DRG
EAPC
EBRD

EC
ECSC
EDC
EDIG
EEC
EMU
EPU
EPC

Armaments Control Agency

Allied Command Europe (NATO)

Allied Forces Central Europe (NATO command)
Allied Forces Southern Europe (NATO command)
Allied Rapid Reaction Corps (NATO, see also
RRC)

Airborne Warning And Control System

Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembourg (customs
union)

Common European Defence Policy

Conventional Forces in Europe (Treaty on)
Common Foreign and Security Policy (EU)

Chiefs Of Defence Staff

Commander-In-Chief, Atlantic (US, see also
USACOM)

Commander-In-Chief, Southern Europe (NATO)
Commonwealth of Independent States (former
Soviet Union)

Combined Joint Task Forces

Commander Naval Forces, Southern Europe
(NATO)

Comité des Representants Permanents (committee
of the EU permanent representatives)
Correspondants Européens (coded telegram net-
work between the EU foreign ministries)
Contingency Planning Group (WEU)

Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(see also OSCE)

Conventional Stability Talks

Council Working Group (WEU)

Defence Planning Committee (NATO)

Defence Planning Questionnaire (NATO)
Defence Representatives Group (WEU)

European Atlantic Partnership Council

European Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment

European Communities

European Coal and Steel Community

European Defence Community

European Defence Industries Group

European Economic Community

Economic and Monetary Union

European Political Union

European Political Cooperation
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ERF

ESA

ESDI

ESG

EU

EUROFOR
EUROMARFOR

EURONAD
FAWEU
FOFA
FRG
GATT
GCC
GDR
ICFY
IEPG
IFOR
IFRI
IGC
11SS
MAPE

MBFR
MC
MilDel(s)
MilRep(s)
MNC
MQOU
NAC
NADs
NACC
NATO
NBC
NGOs
NPG
OAU
OHQ
OSCE

Perm Rep(s)
Pfp

PMWG
PPCG
QMvV

ROE

RRC

European Reaction Force (WEU)

European Space Agency

European Security and Defence Identity

European Strategy Group

European Union

European Rapid Operation Force (WEU)
European Maritime Forces of southern members of
WEU

European National Armaments Directors

Forces Answerable to WEU

Follow-On Forces Attack (US)

Federal Republic of Germany

General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

Gulf Cooperation Council

German Democratic Republic

International Conference on Former Yugoslavia
Independent European Programme Group
Implementation Force in Bosnia

[nstitut Frangais des Relations Internationales, Paris
Intergovernmental Conference (EU)

International Institute for Strategic Studies, London
Multinational Advising Police Elements (WEU for
Albania)

Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions

Military Committee (NATO)

Military Delegate(s) (WEU)

Military Representative(s) (NATO)

Major NATO Commander

Memorandum Of Understanding

North Atlantic Council (NATO)

National Armaments Directors

North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NATO)
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

Nuclear, Biological and Chemical
Non-Governmental Organisations

Nuclear Planning Group (NATO)

Organisation of African Unity

Operation Headquarters

Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe (see also CSCE)

Permanent Representative(s)

Partnership for Peace

Politico-Military Working Group (WEU)
Provisional Planning Coordination Group (NATO)
Qualified Majority Voting

Rules Of Engagement

Rapid Reaction Corps (NATO, see also ARRC)
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RRF

SAC
SACEUR
SACLANT
SED
SFOR
SHAPE
SNF

SPD
STANAVFORMED
START
SWG
TEU
THALES

Two + Four

UAV

UN
UNAMIR
UNHCR
UNIKOM

UNPREDEP
UNPROFOR

UNSC
USACOM
VOPP
WEAG/WEAO

WELG
WEU
WEUCOM

WTO

Rapid Reaction Force in Bosnia

Standing Armaments Committee

Supreme Allied Commander Europe (NATO)
Supreme Allied Command(er) Atlantic (NATO)
Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschland (GDR)
Stabilisation Force in Bosnia

Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe
Short-Range Nuclear Forces

Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschland (FRG)
Standing Naval Force, Mediterranean

Strategic Arms Reductions Talks

Special Working Group (WEU)

Treaty on European Union

Technology Arrangements for Laboratories for
Defence European Science

The two Germanies, France, the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom and the United States (negotiating
on German unification)

Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

United Nations

UN Assistance Mission for Rwanda

UN High Commissioner for Refugees

UN lIrag-Kuwait Observation Mission after the Gulf
War (1991)

UN Preventive Deployment Force in Macedonia
United Nations Protection Force (in former Yugo-
slavia)

United Nations Security Council

United States Atlantic Command

Vance-Owen Peace Plan

Western European Armaments Group/Organisation
(WEU)

Western European Logistics Group

Western European Union

Coded telegram network between the WEU
foreign ministries

Warsaw Treaty Organisation ("Warsaw Pact")
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