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rious organisations in the evolving context
om the Cold War to the new international
ecurity environment, and part personal
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The author covers actions in the Gulf, the
Yugoslav crisis, Central Africa and Albania
and the genesis of the Treaties of Maastricht
and Amsterdam. He gives the arguments of
the major players for acting or - quite often -
not acting. On the personal side, Dr van
Eekelen describes what he set out to do in
WEU, pointing out where he succeeded and
where he failed.

He tells how he stood at the Berlin Wall a few
days after it fell, how Ministers Genscher and
Van den Broek fell out with each other and
how he fought for early intervention in
Yugoslavia to stop the process of escalation.

A substantial final chapter analyses the
future scope of European security. What are
the limits of justified coercion and what
constitute European security interests? And
what will be the future of WEU which will
celebrate its 5oth anniversary on 17 March
1998? For the immediate future, it will
continue its dual role as European pillar of
NATO and the security and defence
dimension of European integration but, over
time, WEU is bound to merge with the
European Union as the most comprehensive
expression of stability and solidarity.
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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

22. Geoffrey Howe, Conlflict of Loyalty, Pan Books, London, 1994, p. 544. Speaking
in Bruges on 20 September 1988, Mrs Thatcher warned against any development of
WEU resulting from Franco-German initiatives.

23. Survival, November/December 1990, Vol. XXXII, No. 6.
24, The WEU Institute of Security Studies brought together analyses of the different
national experiences in member countries in Western Furope and the Gulf, edited

by Nicole Gnesotto and John Roper, Paris, 1992.

25. Survival, November/December 1990, Vol. XXXII, No. 6.

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

6l




DEBATING EUROPEAN SECURITY

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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