
yat West and European NNA Dîscuss Mîiitary Doctrines
Fromn January 16 Io February 5 in Vien-

na, senior military leaders from the 35
states participating in the Conference on
Security andi Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) met in Vienna to discuss their
countries' respective military doctrines
and strategies. The Mifltary Doctrine
Seminar, which was theflrst of its kind,
came out of a Western proposai at the
Negotiations on Confidence- and
Security-Building Measures (CSBMsý).

Four broad themes were addressed:

-military strategy against the back-
ground of national security policy;

-mlitary structure and posture,-

- military activities and training;

- military budgets and planning.

Thse seminar was a ventui
tivelv unexfflored arnnrach

ct.ivities. Thse seminar

tion and openness. Much of the
material presented was already well-
known, with the possible exception of
the rapidly-evolvinig doctrines of the
Eastern Europeans. In these cir-
cumstances, the process of exchanging
views and positions between NATO
and the WTO on important miliîary
matters became more important than
the actual substance of the presenta-
tions.

The WTO presentations tended to
place heavy ernphasis on the new defen-
sive doctrine of their forces. In many
respects, it was obvious that these
declared doctrinal changes had flot yet
been fully impleniented in a revised
force structure, although numerous
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inderway. Nonetheless, il
10 note that this process
ing hastened in many
cs by an increased
of the military.
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The main concemrs of the WTO
centred around what they considered to
be offensive aspects of NATO's
doctrine, whîch they felt were not in
keeping with the Western alliances
stated defensive nature. These included
questions on follow-on forces 'attack
(FOFA), naval forces, flexible response,
forward defence, .rapid deployment for-
ces and the purpose and meaning of
deterrence, both conventional and
nuclear. In response, NATO provided
substantive justification in every case,
while admitting that some concepts,
such as FOFA, niay have to evolve to
keep up with changing circumstances.

The neutral and non-aligned (NNA)
nations placed heavy emphasis on the
defensiveness of every aspect of their
military posture. In several cases, they
seemed 10, be promoting their structure
and doctrine as models for the future of
Europe, ignoring the geostrategic
reality of NATO neighbours which
makes their neutrality possible. The
NNA also attempted to put forth the
idea of a set of criteria against which
the defensiveness of a national military
posture could be evaluated. This
proposai did flot nicet with universal ac-
dlaim, as it was feit that any such
criteria would flot provide an equiitable
standard for evaluation due to the con-
siderably différent security require-
ments of ecd nation.

In the case of NATO, while there
were considerable différences in style
and emphasis, there was also a reînark-
able degree of solidarity and fundamen-
tai consistency among the national
presentations. 'Mec Western alliance
provided solid evidence of ils defensive
orientation, altbough it did so by includ-
ing certain offensive capabillîies as an
integral part of that defence. NATO's
main concemns with the WTO presenta-
tions cznred arouti4 the stili-tenuous
link between the declared new defen-
sive intentions and a reviscd force struc-
ture, as well as the status of Soviet sta-
tioned forces in other WTO nations.
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