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Secretary "left no doubt that he--as did Defense Secretary

sinberger at the Nuclear Planning Group meeting. in Bonn--will
confront the Europeans with questions concerning their defense
spending. He wrote that "Haig said he sees no transatlantic
controversy..." Moniac said Secretary Weinberger used almost
i¢ 1tical language in a similar press conference.

- Seigesmund von Ilsemann of independent Stuttgarter Zeitung,
the same day, reported on discussions held with Secretaries
Haig and Weinberger and National Security Adviser Allen,
emphasizing America's "honest interest" in arms control
negotiations with the USSR and the significance of close
consultation with the European allies.

Von Ilsemann said State Department representatives especially
nphasized the "moderating influence" of European policies and

Was ington's "growing readiness to take European interests

into consideration. Weinberger's statements were fully in line

with Haig's..."

In a column April 25 von Ilsemann wrote: "Europe can be sat-~
isfied with the conclusion drawn by the Reagan Administration
after its significant first hundred days in office. After the
confusion caused by various remarks ide by key menbers of the
Reagan Administration in recent weeks and months, there is
agre aent now in Washington on matte:r of particular _gnifi-
cance for Europe."

Guenther Mack, in the Protestant weekly Deutsches Allgemeines
Sonntagsblatt, said U.S. officials want to signal the allies
that "it would be wrong to interp: : friction between the De-
partments of State and Defense as indicating the existence of
conflicting trends or even diverging political lines with
Reagan's cabinet."

Mack wrote that many U.S. leaders aire apparently obsessed
with the idea of American inferiority..." He said no briefer
in Washington failed to refer to "linkage. The word is be-
coming the key to Washington's policy toward the East. It is
meant to indicate to the Kremlin that Washington will not con-
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spread wish in Western Europe for serious negotiations with
the Russians before implementation of NATO's TNF decision."

Reporting in Dagbladet of April 27 on a "background interview"
with an unnamed official at the White House, Johansen wrote:

"Soviet leaders are seriously mistaken if they believe that
the »>ugher and more anti-Soviet attitude in the United States
is a passing phenomenon and that superpower detente will get
ar ther chance after a period of time. The Reagan Adminis-
tration foreign policy reflects deep currents in American
society and a stronger skepticism about the Soviets and the
detente policy which most people think has been one-sided in
tl} Soviets' favor, and there is a widespread will to make the
United States stronger militarily..."

Johansen added that his "talks with prominent memb¢ s of the
U.S. Government and with people on a somewl : lower level in
tl State Department, Pentagon 1d the White House have con-
firmed my impression that all that is left of the superpower
detente is a cormon wish to avoid collective nuclear suicide.
We are down to the absolute minimum of American-Soviet rela-
tions. All else has been scraped off or will vanish. The
big question is whether this is an adequate basis for avert-
ing misunderstanding which could lead to war and global con-
flict. Those who doubt this and feel that the super-power
‘dialogue must be resumed on several levels are drowned out
amic : unanimous confrontation rhetoric and demands for a
stronger America..." '

In an article April 25, Johansen quoted Secretary Haig as
saying that Europeans have been concerned that "we on our side
of the Atlantic are less interested in the negotiation aspect.
Let me assure you that this is not the case. BRoth President
Reagan and I feel that if we ask our citizens to make sacri-
fices for our defense--as we have done and rust do because of
the threats facing us--there must be no doubt that we are
really trying to bring about arms control...

Dagbladet of April 24 carried Johansen's report of a press

conference of the NATO journalists with Defense Secretary

Weinberager. He aquoted the Secretaryv directlv as savina: "The
1
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Whether it is worth meeting the Russians at the negotiating
table we will find out along the way, but the Reagan Adminis-
tration is willing to comply with the wish from WATO countries
to start negotiations soon about the new nuclear weapons....
We hope these negotiations can start this year."

TURKEY

The April 25 issue of Istanbul's liberal Millivet carried
chief diplomatic correspondent Nilufer Yalcin's report on

the Haig and Weinberger interviews. She cited Secretary
Haig as saying that "relations between the United Stat s and
its _.lies are much better now after he had talks with the

allies' foreign ministers."

On the same day, independent mass-appeal Hurriyet ran an
article stating that the paper's chief editor Oktay Eksi had
asked Secretary Weinberger about U.S. military aid to Turkey
and Greece. The paper cited Mr. Weinberger as responding,
"There is no set policy concerning the ratio of military
assistance to Greece and Turkey."
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USHISSTOH USBERLIN PAOS WERE ALSO INFORNED OF PROPOSED REGIONAL SPECTAL-
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AHEMBASSY HADRID THERE.

AHEHMBASSY HOSCOW

AMEMBASSY HICOSIA 14, ON EXCHANGES, PAOS WERE REMINDED TO KEEP CONTROL OF
AMEHBASSY PRAGUE THEIR {1V PROGRAMS. |T WAS SUGGESTED THAT THE HOST
AMEHBASSY SOFIA IMPORTANT WAY TO EXERCISE THIS CONTROL 15 TO TIE 1V
AMEMBASSY STOCKHOLM L. S . GRANTS TO THE COURTRY PLAN. PAOS WERL ALSO REHINOED THAT
. AMEMBASSY VALLETTA {CA OFFICERS MUST PARVICIPATE IN PREQEPARTURE BRIEFINGS
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15. UMDER THE HEADING OF *IMMOVATION FOR THE 8@ S PAOS

Usica . . WERE BRIEFED ON THE AGENCY’S TECHHICAL INHOVATION AND

AFFAIRS EFFORTS. EU'S POLICY OFFICER WAS DESIGHATED

BY THE AREA DIRECTOR AS THE_PROPER CONDUIT FOR POLICY

SUGGESTIONS AS WELL AS FOR® COORDINATION OF USG SPEAKER

REQUESTS. KE, IN TURH, WILL [HMSURE THAT THE SUGGESTIONS
_WILL BE GIVEN PROPER COUSIDERATION BY APPROPRIATE PERSONS,

{HCLUDING HEHBERS OF THE ITHTER-AGENCY WORKING GROUP ON

PUBLIC DIPLONACY,

8. DESCRIBING THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF DOB, ITS

REPRESENTATIVE KELD OUT HOPE FOR MORE DECLASSIFIED,

PERTIHENT HATERIALS, AUGHENTED BY GRA&PHICS AND VISUALS

INSTRUCTED TO GIVE THEM THEIR FERSONAL, TOP PRIORITY,
THE AREA DIRECTOR RETTERATED THAT MOTRING SHOULO BE
PERMITTED TO INTERFERE WITH THE PAOS’ PERSONAL ATTENTION
TO THESE SEVEN PRIORITY THENES

10. DISCUSSING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS HANDATE, IT
WAS THE PROS’ COHCENSUS THAT THEIR WORK WiLL REFLECT
TREIR DEEPLY HELD FAITH IN THE AMERICAM SYSTEM AKD 1TS
ABILITY TO COHE TO GRIPS WITH PROBLEMS. AS WAS POINTED
OUT BY SOME CONFEREES, THIS WAS NEEDED NOT ONLY TO
CONTRAST OUR SOCIETY WITH THE IMABILITY OF THE CLOSED
SOCIETIES TO DO SO, BUT SPECIFICALLY TO ADORESS HOQT OWLY
EUROPEAN FEARS BUT ALSO EUROPEAN HOPES THAT THE US WILL
MEET 1TS CHALLENGE.
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USICA

18.

PARTICIPATION OF PRESTIGIOUS EUROPEAN ECONOMIC
AND STRATEGIC STUDIES INSTITUTIONS SHOULD BE
ARRANGED.

13. FOCUS ON EMERGING PROBLEMS SUCH AS HOW THE
US WILL BE EFFECTED BY THE ENTRY OF SPAIN,
PORTUGAL AND TURKEY INTO THE EEC.

B. "‘ORGANI ZATIONAL

1. PAOS UNANIMOUSLY RECOMMENDED THAT ECA PUT
MORE RESOURCES INTO VOLUNTARY VISITORS BUREAU.

2. POSTS NEED REVISED BOOKLET FOR BRIEFING IVS,
ESPECIALLY TO CLARIFY SUBJECT OF SPOUSE
ACCOMPANY ING.

CONFEREES APPRECIATED OPPORTUNITY FOR ELECTRONI&:

DIALOGUE WITH AGENCY' S NEW LEADERSHIP AND LOOK FORWARD

TO ME
TRIP.

ETING DIRECTOR AND MRS. WICK ON THEIR FORTHCOMING
TUCH



WEST EUROPEAN SECURITY CONCERNS FOR THE
EIGHTIES: IS NATO IN TROUBLE? *

Kenneth P. Adler and Douglas A. Wertman
Office of Research
U.S. International Communication Agency

7 __‘epared foir uelive., . vue 2381 Annual Meeting of the
American Association of Public Opinion Research at Buck Hill
Falls, Pennsylvania, May 28-31, 1981.

This is a draft and not for citation or gquotation without permission
of the authors. The views expressed in this paper are those of

the authors and not necessarily those of the United States Inter-
national Communication Agency or the United States Government.



I. TNTR( JCTION

This paper examines a range of public attitudes in West European
NATO countries relating to security issue . It first discusses
perceptions of the nature of the military threat facing West
Europe and opinions about the U.S.-Soviet military balance. It
then looks at public opinion concerning the best way of respond-
ing to the security problem. The paper focuses especially on
the level of support for NATO and for the two major commitments

to NATO made in recent years -- increased defense spending and
deployment of modernized long-range theater nucl weapons in
some West European countries. In addition, this Jer examines

the degree of support for neutralism and otl : alternatives to
NATO. After a brief consideration of party and age differences,
it concludes with a discussion of the implications for NATO and
Western security in the 1980's.

The data used in this paper -- all national samples -- come from

a variety of sources. Some of the surveys were sponsored by the
U.S. International Communication Agency and others by the European
Community. Many of the data come from surveys reported in and
often sponsored by West European newspapers and periodicals.
Trends are discussed when available.

II. PERCEPTIONS OF THE SOVIET THREAT

During the past decade, the number of West Europeans who fear
that another world war is coming has increased substantially.
Several attitudinal factors may underlie this growing appre-
hension: a more widespread perception of the Soviet Union as
expansionist and aggr¢ ;3 ive; concern over increasing tensions
between the superpowers; and the growing opinion that the USSR
has surpassed the U.S. in military power.

Perceived Danger of War Increased After Afghanistan

Fear of war increased greatly in the wake of the Soviet invasion
of Afghanistan. This is evident from results of the Eurobaro-
meter surveys conducted regularly by the European Community.
These show that, between October 1977 and April 1980, the percent-
age of West Europeans who considered war "certain" or gave it a
more than 50-50 chance rose in all EC countries, but especially
in Britain and France (Figure 1). Other data indicate that the
fear of war has since subsided but remains higher than before

! 1,

In April 1980, roughly 40 percent in ..-an¢ and the nd about
one-guarter in West Germany and the Netherlands (among those with
an opinion) considered a third world war certain or probable in
the next ten years. A March 1981 survey asked about degree of
concern about war rather than the probability of its occurrence,
and about the danger of a "Soviet attack on Western Europe" ra-
ther than about the probability of a third world v r. Despite
this considerable difference in gquestion wording, the pattern of
re: »>nses was similar: war f ars wer ¢ ¢ in Pt the
UK than in West Germany and the Netherlands.
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The Reagan Administration recently recognized the importance of
arms control negotiations to the West Europeans. At the early
May NATO Foreign Ministers' meeting, Secretary of State Alexander
Haig announced the U.S. intention to move toward LRTNF negotia-
ations t! s year. The final communique, which reiterated both
tracks of official NATO policy (arms control and strengthening
NATO militarily), was a step toward winning broader West European
F “lic su »rt for strengthening NATO militarily. But, as few
in the general public are likely to be aware of the meeting and
its results, it will require a sustained follow-through on the
negotlatlng front to win greater popular support for defense
increases and LRTNF deployment.

Widespread Opposition to LRTNF Deployment

The December 1979 NATO decision called for deployment of lon:
range tt * nuclear forces (LR F) in Western Europe begimni

in 1983 or 1984 nd for arms control r jotiatior on tl ;e t

of weapons. This NATO decision was a response to the continuing
Soviet deployment of its SS-20 missiles, which can reach any
city in Western Europe. It was tentatively planned that the
deployment would take place in five NATO countries -- ground-
launched cruise missiles in Great Britain, Italy, Belgium, and
the Netherlands and both cruise missiles and Pershing II missiles
in West Germany. The British, Italian, and West German govern-
ments agreed to future deployment of the weapons on their soil
about at the time of the NATO decision. The Belgian and Dutch
governn 1ts, howev :, facing strong political opposition to
LRTNF at home, postponed their decision on stationing in their
countries to depend upon the progress of arms control negotia-
tions. In September 1980, the Belgian government gave a
qualified acceptance of deployment in Belgium, one to depend
upon arms control negotiations. The Dutch said in December

1979 that they would make their decision in December 1981.

It is clear that in the countries where stationing is planned
there is much public opposition to deployment of these new
nuclear weapons on their soil:

In Britain, the public, by a 50 to 41 percent margin, was

opposed to its "government's decision to allow the American

government to base cruise missiles on British soil," according
o]

In Belgium, a 42 to 26 percent plurality in September 1980
opposed "the installation of American missiles on its territory.”
This opposition was substantially lower than a year earlier,
when a 65 to 20 percent majority opposed TNF deployment in
Belgium. However, the percentage of supporters increased only
slightly while the undecided ranks doubled.

o”
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decisions. This may make it more and more difficult for these
governments to make the kind of commitments they have made in the
major NATO decisions in the past several years and at the May 1981
Foreign Ministers' meeting.

The people of Western Europe want to see a strong -- but not mi-
litarily superior -- United States. They would welcome strong
U.S. leadership in world affairs. At the same time, they want
evidence of a continuing U.S. effort to reduce tensions and

seek arms control negotiations between the superpowers. 1If
these West European publics do not perceive the U.S. to be
making a genuine effort for arms control negotiations, their

gov rnments will find it increasingly difficult to win public
support for improving NATO's military capabilities.



























Figu 1.
ASSVESSIV‘I_E_NI‘QI'-;‘B‘I»_S_K'OF_'W{\RMIN NE_XT TEN YEARS
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Snuree: European Community Bulletin 7/8, 1980.












Figure 4.

INFLUENCE OF US AND USSR ON WORLD EVENTS - MARCH/APRIL 1981
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