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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this study was to solicit European views on the nature 
and magnitude of European defense efforts and arrangements, and on 
Europe's defense relationship with the United States, through the 
1970's. To accomplish this, two Members of the Fourteenth Senior 
Seminar separately visited a total of nine European countries and 
interviewed local government officials, parliamentarians, journalists, 
academicians and independent researchers. One Member covered the 
Northern Flank (Norway and Denmark), and one the Southern Flank 
(Italy, Greece and Turkey), and the Central European area was divided. 

In order to ensure a common approach during each interview, a pre­
viously developed questionnaire was used by both Members as a guide. 
The topics covered during the interviews generally fell within four 
categories: 

A. Threats to European Security 

B. Current and Projected Military 
Force Postures 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and of 
moves toward East-West Detente 

D. United States - European Defense 
Relationships 

This approach provided a basis for discussion with leaders within and 
outside of governments of the countries visited. In almost all cases 
these individuals were most candid and forthright in providing their 
comments and opinions. 

A summary of the study's findings and conclusions is followed by a 
description of the reactions obtained in each country. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. Generally, Europeans are more concerned with the political weight 
of expanding Soviet military power than with that power ~ se. 
They believe that for the foreseeable future a major war ln -­
Europe is unlikelY, but that Soviet policy will continue to work 
toward a reduction of the U.S. commitment and a splitting apart 
of NATO and Western European unity through political moves 
supported by growing military power. 

B. The military efforts of Western European nations vary, but generally 
they will remain at roughly their present levels. In some cases 
manpower levels may be reduced in order to produce funds for force 
modernization. Throughout the central area and the Southern Flank 
a consensus of opinion indicated that the share of GNP devoted to 
defense would remain about the same as at present. In the 
Northern Flank, opinions reflected a possible reduction in the share 
of GNP devoted to defense. In many cases, emphasis was placed on 
modernization and qualitative improvements in forces, as well as on 
improvements in the industrial base. In most cases, efforts to 
improve defense cooperation and production sharing among the Allies 
in the conventional defense field was strongly supported in 
principle. This attitude did not extend to the nuclear field, 
although the possibility of nuclear cooperation occurring between 
the United Kingdom and France after the UK enters the Common Market 
was not completely ruled out. 

C. Europeans favor greater European cooperation and moves toward East­
West detente, provided this does not lead to U.S .. withdrawal from 
Europe or reduced European defense efforts, since the basic division 
of Europe will continue and they feel the only way to negotiate 
successfully with the East is from a position of strength. 

D. Europeans generally favor efforts to limit the arms race. They also 
accept the convening of a Conference on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, but they insist that they be consulted throughout any nego­
tiations and that the West must negotiate from a position of strength. 
Some of those on the flanks of NATO expressed concern that force 
reductions in the Center would simply lead to a redistribution of 
Soviet military strength to the flanks. 

E. Europeans favor an enlarged Common Market, and those not now members 
or scheduled to join soon are greatly concerned over the possibility 
of being left out. On the other hand, concern was expressed that an 
enlarged Market could develop an illusion of strength, thereby 
leading some European countries to reduce their contributions to secur­
ity. Most agreed that an expanding Market would contribute to greater 
political cohesion in Europe, but they felt that significant European 
military integration was much further away, if it ever did develop. 
Generally, they feel some obligation to accept more responsibility 
for their own security. 

F. Europeans are united in their view of the necessity of a continued -
if reduced - US military presence and a continuation of the US nuclear 
guarantee to ensure their security, both militarily and politically. 
This US commitment must be credible to the Soviets, and must remain 
so into the forseeable future. Efforts will continue a la Eurogroup, 
to ease the US financial burden. - --
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Country Summaries 

Denmark 

Deeply concerned by the Soviet naval buildup in the Baltic and Atlantic, 
which one official described as an instrument of Soviet grand strategy 
rather than a military instrument, the Danes do not see themselves 
directly threatened politically or economically. 

B. Current and Projected Military Force Posture 

Danish forces can only defend the country for a short period until 
help arrives. Membership in NATO and Danish reserve forces are the 
foundation of Dani5h defense. 

The downward trend in the defense budget, as a?ercentage of GNP and 
of the total budget, is expected to continue. 

Increasing problems are being experienced in recruiting and conscripting 
personnel, particularly with a growing number of conscientious objectors. 

While no one seems to think that a change of government would mean a 
change in basic Danish defense policy, the present government's defense 
reform proposals call for a more professional force, with shorter 
conscription terms, and certain changes in the roles/missions of 
Danish forces, e.g., transformation of the navy to a "small boat" force. 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente 

Feeling that the US-USSR confrontation will continue, but at a lower 
level, there is a strong Danish desire to see European defense 
cooperation continue and expand within NATO. No defense role is 
seen, or desired, for the EEC. "There IS'Iiioney to save" in Eurogroup 
activities. 

Danes consider that a CSCE or similar developments can produce changes 
in European security, such as MBFR, but only over the long term. 

No one encountered saw an enlargement of the European nuclear family, 
and the feeling was that UK/French nuclear cooperation, if it comes, 
is a long way off. 

D. US-European Defense 

Hoping that the US will continue to maintain substantial forces in 
Europe and continue its nuclear guarantee, both of which are 
considered vital, it is clear to many informed Danes that a reduction 
of present US force levels in Europe is inevitable. The worrisome 
question for them is how a reduction is handled, lest it give a boost 
to those wanting cuts in Danish defense efforts. There is recognition 
by some that a reduction of European defense efforts, or EEC developments, 
could impact adversely on American opinion and policy regarding the US 
commitment to the defense of Europe. 
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Federal Republic of Germany 

A. Threats to Security. 

The West Germans see the USSR as the major threat to their security 
and the security of Europe. They do not expect direct military 
action from the growing military power of the Soviet Union and Warsaw 
Pact countries, but political efforts aimed at reducing the US presence 
and influence coupled with an increase in Soviet influence in 
Western Europe. In addition, the Soviets will continue to oppose efforts 
directed toward political or military unity of Western Europe. The 
West Germans are concerned that the spirit of detente that is currently 
sweeping over Europe will cause some European countries as well as 
some elements in their own country to push for unilateral force reduc­
tions with no JUid pro qUa from the Soviets. As they see it, any 
progress towar a real re uction in East-West tensions and confronta­
tion will come only as a result of a strong military, political and 
economic posture in the West. 

B. Current and Projected Military Force Posture. 

West German forces are currently capable of meeting their NATO commit­
ments. They plan to maintain their forces at their present size while 
continuing modernization and qualitative improvements. The percentage 
of GNP and of the total budget devoted to defense will stay about the 
same, but could increase depending upon the government in power. 

Recently, the term of service was reduced from 18 to 15 months and 
efforts are being made to bring greater equity in conscription of 
personnel. Despite this reduction in term of service, some problems 
with discipline, a growing number of conscientious objectors and a 
reluctance on the part of youth to serve in the armed forces, it 
was generally agreed that the forces were still effective and would 
perform well in an emergency. The US effort to develop an all volun­
teer force has had an adverse effect in West Germany and has aggravated 
some of their internal problems. The West Germans are much opposed to 
an elite, professional force for historical reasons. The present 
government's defense reform proposals call for greater discipline and 
more effective personnel programs. 

Modernization efforts are directed toward improvements in tank and anti­
tank capabilities, communications and logistics, naval forces, air 
defense, and a new reserve program. They visualize no basic change in 
the roles and missions of the forces. 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente. 

They do not anticipate any enlargement of the European nuclear family 
or any UK/French nuclear cooperation in the forseeable future. They 
are not interested in a European nuclear force. 

They support all forms of European defense cooperation in the conven­
tional field and are one of the leaders of Eurogroup activities. 

they support all efforts to reduce tensions and confrontations in 
Europe and are in the forefront of efforts to achieve normal relations 
with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union through Ostpolitik and the 
Berlin Accords. These efforts must be backed up by military strength 
and by evidence of growing economic and political unity in Europe 
as expressed in the expanding Common Market. 

•• ••• •• • • • • • • •• • • • • • • •• ••• • 

LIMITED OFFICIAL USE 
-4-

••• • • • ••• • • • • • • • • 

•• • • • •• 

•• • • • • • • • •• • •• •• • ••• 

• ••• • • • •• • • • ••• 

•• • • • • • • •• 

. . 
\ 



, •• • • • • • • •• 

••• • • • ••• •• • • • • • ••• • •••• 

• •• • ••••••••••• • •• • •• •• • • 
• ~ IM'r.TE~ .OtFt r: IAt UsE: : :.... .. .. . ..... 

They support the Conference on European Security and Cooperation 
and mutual and balanced force reductions although one does not 
necessarily complement the other. They believ3 MBFR has had an inte­
grating affect on the Alliance, and has added to stability in 
Europe. Any negotiations in these areas must be from strength and 
from an overall Alliance policy. They are concerned that these 
efforts might lead to premature US withdrawal from Europe or unila­
teral reduction of defense efforts by Western European nations. 

D. U.S.-European Defense 

In the West German view the co~tinuing US presence at its present 
level in Europe is essential to European security and they are willing 
to assist in financial arrangements to keep it there. They acknow­
ledge that the US may well reduce its presence in Europe eventually, 
thus they are strong supporters of all efforts to build European 
political, economic or military unity. They believe it is in the 
United States' own self interest to remain committed to Europe to pro­
tect its own extensive economic and political int~rests. Regardless 
of how the issue of presence goes, it is essential that the nuclear 
guarantee remain firm and that sufficient force be maintained to 
ensure that the Soviets believe it. Any reduction of forces should 
be mutual and balanced, not unilateral. In the event that US with­
drawal is not matched by a correspondingly stronger Europe, then 
in their view it is likely that the Western European countries will 
seek accommodation with the Soviet Union similar to Finland's arrange­
ment. 

FRANCE 

A. Threats to Security. 

The French see the growing power of the USSR as the major threat to 
their security and the Security of Europe. In their view.increasing 
Soviet strategic and conventional military power would not be used 
directly, but would support political actions designed to achieve a 
US withdrawal from Europe,while Soviet influence grows and would be 
used to negate or defeat efforts directed toward the political or 
military unification of Europe. In addition,they still are concerned 
about the Germans. 

B. Current and Projected Military Force Posture 

French officials rate the quality and effectiveness of their armed 
forces as good at the present time, but they are well aware of the 
need to improve and modernize. They anticipate an increase in the 
size of the defense budget as a part of the total budget and as a 
percentage of the GNP over the next few years. 

They believe this will occur regardless of the government in power in 
France. Priorities for defense spending are: 

1. The completion and modernization of the nuclear force by 1977 to 
include the deployment within France of a short-range tactical nuclear 
w_eapon called "Pluton." 

2. Development of a modern industrial base capable of supporting 
both their nuclear and conventional force requirements. 

3. Improvement and modernization of conventional forces. 

4. Development of an effective reserve program. 
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Modernization efforts will include development of a more professional 
force, with no significant changes in roles and missions through this 
decade. 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente 

D. 

In view of the growing Soviet military power, France is interested in 
closer European defense cooperation in all areas except nuclear. 
They do not visualize any enlargement of the European nuclear family. 
However, they do not exclude the possibility of UK/French nuclear 
cooperation after UK entry into the Common Market and reduction of the 
current UK tie with the US. 

Some French officials expressed concern that expansion of the Common 
Market could lead to a reduction in defense efforts by some countries 
who would consider it a shield. 

The French attitude toward the military organization of NATO has 
shifted to one of cooperation and association at all levels, although 
the chance of their formally rejoining is doubtful. 

The French currently view the expansion of the Common Market as a step 
toward unity in Europe and more independence in the political area. 

The French support and favor Ostpolitik and detente with Eastern 
Europe and the Soviets, but they believe the approach should be a 
cautious one. They firmly believe that we must maintain our military 
strength as the base for negotiations. This applies ~specially to 
any negotiations or approaches to the Conference on European Security 
and Cooperation, and the mutual and balanced forte reduction question. 
They fail to see how these particular negotiations could be resolved 
in favor of the West. In addition, they view with some suspicion US 
efforts at strategic arms limitations with the Soviets, since they do 
not want any agreements reached to affect their independent nuclear 
force. -

U.S.-European Defense 

All agreed that a continuing - if reduced - US military presence and 
maintenance of the US nuclear guarantee was essential t~ the security 
of Europe. The size of that military presence should b~ determined by 
the amount needed to make the US commitment credible to the Soviet 
Union. They believe that it is in our own vital interest to protect 
Europe, and it might well be to the Soviet long-range interest to 
keep the US in Europe as a counter to a resurgent, united and aggres­
sive Europe. At any rate they feel the United States should maintain 
consultation with each European country on matters of mutual interest. 

GREECE 

A. Threats to Security 

The Greeks see Bulgaria as the major threat to their security, and 
the USSR as the major threat to the security of Europe. The Greeks 
don't rule out threats from Albania or Yugoslavia, or even Turkey 
over the Cyprus question. The Greeks feel surrounded, particularly 
now that the Soviets have a strong fleet in the Mediterranean. They 
are conditioned by historical experience and the recent struggle 
against Communist insurgency (1946-49) to be very concerned about 
their security and their commitment to NATO. 
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They also see America's presence in Europe, particularly the Sixth 
Fleet in the Mediterranean, as a counterweight to ancient rivalries 
in the European area. 

ITALY 

A. Threats to Security 

The Italians see the Soviet Union as the main threat to the security 
of Europe. The major direct threats to Italy's security are Yugoslavia 
and Austria. The Italians are particularly concerned with the 
situation in Yugoslavia after Tito. They are also concerned about the 
growing Soviet naval strength in the Mediterranean area. 

They visualize that the Soviets will use their growing military power 
to support political actions designed to increase their influence in 
Western Europe while reducing that of the United States. The 
Soviets will oppose actions taken to gain unity and stability in 
Europe. Italians are concerned that these Soviet efforts coupled 
with domestic pressures in the United States could lead to a US with­
drawal from Europe and a reduction of defense efforts on the part of 
European countries. 

B. Current and Projected Military Force Posture 

C. 

Italian forces are considered to be capable of fulfilling their NATO 
commitments.However, they do have some internal problems regarding 
discipline and motivation as well as a need to modernize. It is anti­
cipated that the size of the forces will remain about the same and the 
percentage of GNP and of the total budget will not change regardless 
of the goVernment in power. They expect to put more emphasis on 
modernizing the navy,but they foresee no basic changes in roles and 
missions of the services. 

Impact of European Cooperation and East-west Detente 

The Italians do not anticipate any enlargement of the European nuclear 
family or any significant UK/French nuclear cooperation. They are 
not interested in developing a nuclear capability. 

They are interested in all efforts to encourage unity in Europe and 
they support the expanding Common Market, Eurogroup, the Nuclear 
Planning Group and defense cooperation in the conventional field. 

Italy supports efforts toward detente in Europe but is concerned. 
that this will lead to feeling of apathy regarding security and defense 
efforts on the part of European countries. As one Italian put i~ "the 
longer peace last~ the less people want to contribute to defense~' 

They support efforts to limit the arms race and reduce tensions in 
Europe but they see a danger to the West in the Conference on 
European Security and attempts at mutual force reductions. Any real 
progress in these areas will only come as a result of a strong and 
unified military,economic and political posture in the West. 

D. US-European Defense 

All those interviewed were united in the necessity of a continued US 
presence and commitment to the security of Europe.' They believe that 
this commitment is also in the United States'own best interest. They 
are particularly concerned that the Sixth Fleet remain in the 
Mediterranean to counter growing Soviet military power and influence 
in the area. 
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In their view, the US presence in Europe serves as a balancing and 
stabilizing force among the Western European countries and fosters 
efforts directed toward the political unity of Europe. 

In the event of US withdrawal from Europe, the Italians visualize 
a neutral Italy and other Western European countries seeking 
accommodation with the Soviet Union similar to the currently 
existing situation in Finland. 

NETHERLANDS 

A. Threats to Security 

B. 

C. 

Acknowledging that there is no immediate, direct military threat to 
the Netherlands, the Dutch are increasingly worried by the Soviets' 
naval expansion and the threat thereof to NATO's flanks; they cite 
Iceland and Norway. 

The Dutch see their membership in the EEC as g1v1ng them added pro­
tection against mounting economic threats, i.e., inflation and 
unemployment. They also refer to the potential threat to their 
energy life-line posed by Soviet naval strength. 

Current and Projected Military Force Posture 

The general feeling is that existing Dutch forces could effectively 
perform their assigned NATO tasks. However, budgetary pressures are 
severe and, in spite of the recently published report of a special 
defense commission which held that the present 3.9% of GNP allotted 
to defense is the absolute minimum, it looks as though manpower will 
be reduced to permit force modernization. More importantly, there 
is talk of diminishing or even abolishing the air force,on the 
grounds that a small country such as Holland can't afford an indepen­
dent air arm and air force tasks should be shared wtih allies. 
Paradoxically, there is talk of strengthening the navy, and of giving 
it an added non-NATO task in the Indian Ocean in view of the world­
wide Soviet naval threat. 

The consensus was that a change of government in the Netherlands would 
not mean any basic change in defense policy . 

Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente 

The Dutch, having been leaders in European cooperative defense 
efforts, are quite pessimistic about prospects of closer cooperation 
in R&D and production because of industrial chauvinism in Europe. 
In spite of the fact that all the Allies face the same problem of 
mounting defense costs, they see an international distribution of 
defense tasks a long way off. 

It is unlikely, in the Dutch view, that the EEC would or should 
expand into the military area, which should remain NATO's province. 

Regarding nuclear matters, the thrust of Dutch comment was in 
opposition to a European nuclear force, including UK/French nuclear 
cooperation. None of those interviewed saw any prospect of an enlarge­
ment of the European nuclear family. Likewise, none saw any basic 
change in Europe's security situation, regardless of what East-West 
agreements are reached. The possibility of an MBFR agreement is con­
sidered remote. 
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It was pointed out that the danger for the West is an eagerness to 
achieve detente at too steep a price, but that as long as the West 
negotiates from a position of strengh, its security will not be 
adversely affected. 

D. US-European Defense 

There is hope and considerable confidence in Holland that the US 
will maintain its military presence in Europe and continue its nuclear 
guarantee. But there is a recognition that US developments could 
change US-European defense arrangements, such as a reduction of US 
forces in Europe. One official felt that a change in defense 
arrangements was already started, and that this isn't a bad thing, 
providing the change is gradual and not extreme. Another, stating 
that Europe could never defend itself alonet remarked "If our security 
is not dependent on Washington, it will be dependent on Moscow." 

NORWAY 

A. Threats to Security 

B. 

The Norwegians' confidence is shaken. They feel themselves in an 
increasingly exposed position between the super powers, with the 
Soviets expanding their power in the north and in the Atlantic as 
part of their global strategy, and the US and UK no longer control­
ling the world's oceans. 

Norwegians flatly assert that the Soviets covet Norwegian soil 
because they need air bases to protect their navy in the Atlantic. 
The fact that the US - for its own protection - must be prepared to 
cope with Soviet nuclear subs homeported on the Kola Peninsula, 
gives the Norwegians some solace. 

No one saw an economic or political threat to Norway, but one 
researcher commented that protectionist tendencies in the world 
made it necessary for Norway to join the EEC. 

Current and Projected Force Postures 

While Norwegian forces were improved considerably in the 1960's, the 
defense budget - both as a % of GNP and of the total budget - is 
going down. 

The Norwegians have a large and well-refined reserve system, which is 
the backbone of their ground forces. 

Anxiety is mounting over a possible softening of Danish defense 
efforts, which would place Norway's security in greater jeopardy. 

There was unanimity of view that a governmental change would not 
alter Norway's basic defense policy. 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente 

Everyone interviewed felt that, over time, European defense coopera­
~ion will become closer and stronger and that EEC expansion will be 
a catalyst for this, as will the necessity for all European defense 
establishments to realize economies of scale in their procurement. 

In the nuclear arena, UK/French cooperation was seen as unlikely 
before the 1980's, if at all, and Norwegians aren't keen about the 
idea anyway. Little or no credence was given the idea of the European 
nuclear family expanding. 
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Norwegians don't think that East-West negotiations, which the 
Soviets want to conduct because of internal economic/social pressures 
and to shore-up their western front in order that they may devote 
more attention to China, will change the basic security situation in 
Europe; the two blocs will remain. MBFR is looked upon in some 
quarters as a danger to the West. 

D. US-European Defense 

While the view was expressed that long-term US-European relations will 
be determined more by economic ,considerations than by NATO concerns, 
Norwegians consider that US involvement in European security - , 
particularly the nuclear guarantee - is vital. And it would be dis­
astrous if the US were to reduce its forces in Europe in the absence 
of a reduction of East-West tensions and greater European cooperation. 

It was pointed out that Norway must always rely on North America for 
its defense; Norway's European allies can't solve its problem in the 
north; "Norway's best friend is the US Navy, not the US Government." 

It is expected that by the end of the 70's there will be more inte­
grated European defense cooperation, but if the US does withdraw . , 
from Europe, European countries will not make up the difference. 
The result would be movement toward neutralism, if not accommodation 
with the East. US forces must remain in Europe to make the defense 
of Europe credible. 

TURKEY 

A. Threats to Security 

B. 

After thirteen wars with Russia, the Turks are well aware of the 
major threat to their security. Actually the Turks feel that they 
are surrounded by hostile forces. They a}e most concerned about the 
threat posed to their security by the Soviet Union and Bulgaria. 

No one interviewed saw the Soviet Union engaging in direct military 
action against Turkey but did see the Soviets using their growing 
military power to assert political pressure on Turkey and its 
neighbors to gain influence throughout the Middle East and the 
Mediterranean area. 

Current and Projected Force Posture 

Turkey's well trained and competently led armed forces are the 
largest in NATO after the United States. They have compulsory 
military service and few if any problems of discipline or morale. 
The real need is for modernization and qualitative improvements in 
weapons and equipment in all services. The Army needs new tanks, anti­
tank weapons and air defense. They are in the process of acquiring 
submarines from Germany and destroyers from the US to improve their 
naval capability and they plan to buy some F4 fighter aircraft from 
the US to update the air force. 

They anticipate that the percentage of GNP and of the total budget 
devoted to defense will stay about the same regardless of the govern­
ment in power. They do not visualize any change in the basic roles 
and missions of the services. 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente 

The Turks are interested in the Common Market and currently are 
associate members with rights of full membership in 1988. They support 
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cooperation in defense matters and are members of Eurogroup and 
the Nuclear Planning Group but are not interested in a separate, 
independent Europe. Although Turkey is making progress in develop­
ing its industrial base, it is not yet ready to enter production­
sharing with other NATO countries to any large extent. 

The Turks will support efforts at SALT, CESC, MBFR and Ostpolitik 
as long as they are kept informed and no action is taken that would 
adversely affect their vital interests. They fail to see how mutual 
force reductions could work to the advantage of the West and are 
particularly concerned that mutual and balanced reductions in Central 
Europe would simply result in the Soviets and Warsaw Pact countries 
redistributing their forces to the flanks of NATO. In addition, 
since they believe that Bulgaria has more sophisticated conventional 
weapons than they do,any arrangements that would preclude their 
ability to catch up would be completely unsatisfactory. 

The Turks do not anticipate any enlargement of the European nuclear 
family or any UK/French nuclear cooperation in the foreseeable future. 

D. US-European Defense 

A. 

The Turks are united in the view that the continued US presence and 
commitment to Europe is essential to their security and the security 
of Europe. In their view the continued presence of the Sixth Fleet 
in the Mediterranean is vital to counteract the growing Soviet naval 
presence and influence. The US presence also acts as a counter to 
ancient rivalries and frictions in the European area. 

They need and expect continued economic and military support from the 
United States in order to properly complete their ten year plan to 
modernize the armed forces. 

UK 

Threats to Security 

"The only military threat to the UK is from a war in Europe.­
However, the British are distinctly worried by the buildup in Soviet 
worldwide maritime power and its use politically on both of NATO's 
flanks, and they are very sensitive to the vulnerability of their 
fuel supplies. They liken the Soviet naval surge of today to that 
of the UK in the 19th century. 

As for political or economic threats, there is a feeling that the UK 
is as exposed as anyone to the 20th century upheaval taking place 
throughout the Western World. They often cited the breakdown in law 
and order (Northern Ireland),and one parliamentarian referred to 
the threat of indigenous economic forces. It also was pointed out 
that entering the EEC will mean lean years for the UK. 

Several individuals interviewed displayed great empathy toward the 
Norwegians and to some extent the Danes, who now find themselves 
behind the Soviets' naval perimeter, where the British will end up 
also at the rate the Soviets are expanding. 

An assertion was made that the chaotic third world is a major threat 
today, and that Europe is stable and should be kept that way by 
keeping NATO together and getting the French to rejoin the Alliance 
military structure. 
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B. Current and Projected Military Force Posture 

The British are quite proud of the quality of their forces, which 
one referred to as at the "top of the European league." 

There are mixed feelings about the military effectiveness of 
Britain's recently expanded reserve ground forces; neither the RAF 
nor the RN have much in the way of reserves. 

While the defense budget has been slowly sinking as a percentage of 
GNP, it has now stabilized at about 5 1/2%, which it was noted, is 
lar~er than those of the UK's major EEC neighbors. 

It seems clear that British forces will in future be configured for 
European rather than "world" missions, with England's last remaining 
carrier and its long range air fleet disappearing. Also, it is 
expected that internal security will continue to receive heavy 
emphasis for a long time. 

If Labor were to return to power, the view of most of those inter­
viewed was that there would be no fundamental change in the UK's 
defense policy, certainly not in its NATO orientation, though defense 
links with Malaysia and Singapore might be severed. Defense policy 
has become fairly bipartisan in Great Britain. 

C. Impact of European Cooperation and East-West Detente 

Closer European defense cooperation is considered highly desirable, 
but few are optimistic about its realization in spite of the Euro­
group's activities. Most of those interviewed felt that the EEC 
might, over the very long run, facilitate closer defense cooperation. 
One parliamentarian held that the key to the question was whether the 
French join in. On the other hand, there are those who contended that 
ever-increasing defense costs will force closer European defense 
cooperation . 

The possibility of UK/French nuclear cooperation is considered remote, 
though there would be advantages to technical cooperation and joint 
targetting. Likewise, little or no prospect was seen of an enlarge­
ment in the European nuclear family. 

No one foresees a basic change in the European security situation as 
a result of East~West negotiations, though one individual thought a 
lessening of tensions will permit some defense reductions. MBFR is 
viewed as either unlikely or undesirable. 

D. US-European Defense 

While the British would like to see US-European defense arran~ements 
continue as they are, those interviewed had concluded that a 
reduction of US forces in Europe is inevitable in this decade. Among 
the reasons cited was that overall US military manpower levels will 
of necessity drop with the abolition of the draft. There also is 
marked concern that trade and monetary turmoil between the US and 
the EEC could adversely affect political and defense relationships 
across the Atlantic. But there is considerable confidence that the 
US will continue to see the defense of Europe as inextricably inter­
woven with the defense of the US, and that the US commitment to 
European defense, in the form of the nuclear guarantee and some level 
of US conventional forces in Europe, therefore will continue. 
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