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What has changed, or is changing in the world?

First: the steep decline in the relative importance of
Furope. In 1914 the six main leading European powers could start
a war without seriously taking into consideration the possible
reactions of the United States; in 1962, at the time of the Cuba
crisis, the decision for war or peace was purely between Washington
and Moscow: the European powers, irrespective of whether they were
_ the United Kingdom or Luxemburg, were only allowed to live in

SUSPensa

This is not to be forgotten: when we speak of Eastern
and Western Europe - by Eastern Europe I mean the minor communist
states of Eastern Europe. Politically Russia does not belong to
Burope - we must always have in mind the limited importance of

what they can do amongst themselves.

Second: the nuclear stalemate. We all knew, more or
less, that the United States were already well aware that the
destructive capacity of their nuclear armaments was so enormous that
an all-out nuclear war could no longer be considered a realistic way
of solving international problems. But we did not know whether the
Russians shared the same opinion: the Cuba crisis has shown us that
they do too.

This is the most tremendous change in foreign politics that
has ever taken place. We know the history of mankind for about
seven thousand years;and we know that we have, most of the time,
spoken of peace although knowing, at the back of our minds, that at
a certain point the gordian knots of foreign policy were going to be
cut by the swords Now we know than an all-cut war is ruled out and
that we are only allowed as an eventuality local wars limited in

space and scopee



The trouble is that while we know this, the working of
our every-day politics has not adaptéd'itself to the new situation.
We go on in our conventional foreign policies as if at a certain
moment - as before - it were pqssible to resort to war: we go to
the brink, ﬁe have a good look at the precipice and then we draw
backe Minor powers have realized this radical change in foreign
policy more than the two Great Powers, but even they are often

inclined to act as if things were still as before.

That is why, while I am rather optimistic about the
possibility of maintaining peace, even a limited peace which may
be simply‘no war, I certainly do not believe that we are going to
enjoy a quiet life. I am afraid we shall have to go on from one

suspense to another.

Does it mean that I think that we are not going to have
a major war any more? Of course I cannot rule out one hundred
per cent the possibility of a major nuclear war: we must always
make allowances for human stupidity, which is great. ~ Moreover it
is precisely this minimal grain of madness which we cannot rule
out that gilves a certain amcunt of credibility to the nuclear
deterrente. If we were one hundred per cent sure that our leaders

are perfectly sane there would be no more use. for nuclear deterrentse

This situation of a balance of power, by the way, is the
only reasohable way ever invented for maintaining peace. Some
people go on repeating all the time that armaments are the cause
of wars. I do not believe it: the danger of war arises when one
power, or a group of powers, believe that their superiority in
armaments is such that they may risk a short victorious war, that
is when the balance of power no longer exists. The longest period
of peace which Burope has known, 1815 - 1914, was. the consequence
of a solid balance of power: we had wars in that century too, of

course, but they were limited in space, time and scopee

Since the first world war we have been accustomed to think
in terms of total war, total victory and total peace: the only
conceivable end to war must be unconditional surrender; peace must

cover all possible eventualities: 1t must be fool proof.

Whether this totality in war and peace is possible under
any circumstances is a matter for discussione. Certainly it is
incompatible with the concept of a balance of power: a balance of
power does not admlt any other solution but cémpromise, and accept-
ing that certain gquestions must be left unsolved because, at least

for the time being, the only way of solving them would be a war.

-,
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Third: Thé rift between Russia and China. In fact this
parting of the ways has not changed things to any great extent for
the United Statese The confrontation between America and China
which is going on in the Far Easst would have occurred just the same.
The first act of this confrontation, the war in Korea, took place
at a'moment when Russia and China seemed to be the best of friends.
To what extent Russia and China acting together might have influenced
the course of events in South East Asia might be a matter of philo-
sophical speculation: certainly the split between the twe major

communist powers has not been to the advantage of Russia, or China.

Russia, like any other Power, does not like the idea of
a two-front war. Possibly, when the communists took over in China,
the Russians thought that, with this, their eastern areas were
secureds Now they have to split their military forces to cover
two fronts: and it would not be surprising if somebody, in Moscow,
is not already speculating on the possibility of a Sino~American
alliance against Russia. To our eyes the idea seems obviously

absurd: but does it look .equally absurd to Russian eyes?

But chiefly this conflict paralizes Russia. The Russians
have been accistomed, for nearly fifty years now, to being the
f furthest to the left in any political set-up: now suddenly they find
themselves bypassed on the left. They were utterly unprepared for
this eventuality and they do not know how to react.

The object of this ideclogical struggle is the leadership
of world communism: the Chinese challenge is not only external,
it is internal as welle Refusing the invitation to participate in
the X{III Party Congress, the Chinese Communist Party concluded
the letter by saying: 'we know that 90 per cent of the people,
including the U.S5.S5.R., are with us"s 90 per cent is certainly a

gross exaggeration, but for a certain percentage it is true.

If one believes in the tenets of communism, there is
no doubt that the Chinese are right and the Russlans are wrong:
the leaders of Russia, in so far as they are dedicated communists,
must feel that too, and this sets limits to thelr freedom of choice.
Cne of the characteristics of Russian foreign policy has been its
absolute lack of inhibition: if it suited them they could, at any
moment, change their position through 180 degrees. Now they cannot
do it any more: they are inhibited by the reaction of Mao in his
role as repositary of the traditions of Lenin; and they must consider

how other communist parties may react to the criticism of Mao.

The other communist parties, whether on this side or that

side of the iron curtain, represent votes in a possible oecumenic



council of communists; and as voters they must be cared for, just

as any M.P. has to care about his constituency.

‘ That is why the Moscow - Peking rift has given the minor
communist countries of Eastern Europé a certain, limited, possibility

of movement.

I do not think it is possible to try to analyze positions an
and possibilities in West and East Europe unless we have clearly
in mind the work within which they are bound to operate and the

limits of what they can do.

At present there is, I think, one point on which Europeans
on both sides of the iron curtain agree: they would like coexistence
to have a wider and sounder basise. They know too well that should
there be a war between Russia and the United States, they would all
be involved in it; and they do not at all enjoy the ideza of becoming

targets for nuclear missiles from both sides.

For historical and psychological reasons we are all
Burope~centred; therefore we think that the key to a more séundly
based coexistence lies in Europe, and more particularly in the
solution of the German problems: the unification of Germany, the
frontiers. of Germany, the nuclear afmameqt of Germany.  These are
certainly important problems that weigh ﬁeavily on the general set-
up of European polities, but from the point of view of coexistence
thgy(ige n?t deci§ive.

America and Russia could coexist perfectly well even if
Germany were to continue being divided, her frontiers juridicially
unsettled, and even, I believe, if Germany were allowed a certain
amount of sharing in nuclear problems as foreseen by the MLF or the

ANF or the McNamara committee.
" The obstacle to coexistence is a different one.

In an interview granted to Lippman a few years sago,
Khrushchev asked whether he thought aéreement between the United
States and U.S.8.R. possible on the basis of the status quo, answered:
"yes, provided jﬁu accept that the struggle of the colonial peoples

against their oppressors, is the status quo."

More recently Kosygin said substantially the same thing.
in an interview granted to Reston. Ancd the resolutidn-of the
XXIII Congress of the Communist party of the U.S.S.R. says: co-
existence is not possible in the struggle between the opffessed and

their oppressors.

From the-point of view of communist doctrine, this is

perfectly logical: but the equation revolution - status quo, or



coexistence = revolution, cannot be accepted by the Americans, nor,

if we think about it soberly, by any country of the Western worlde

In other words it would mean the green light for communist subversion
in the whole of the third world: that foreign intervention is
admissible to suppress a revolutionary movement from the right, but
not against revolution from the left; that America, for instance,

in order to practise coexistence ought to intervene in Indonesia

and in Ghana té put Scekarno and Nkrumah back in powere.

The theory of Lin-Piao, the revolt of the villages of Asia,
Africa and South America against the c¢ities of the Western world,
is not substantially different from what Lenin more or less sald:
"the road from Moscow to Paris passes through Shanghail and Calcuttal.
The only difference ~ an important one in the eyes of the Russians -
is that the Chinese want to lead this revolt instead of the Russians,
and that they include Russia amongst the cities which must be

besieged and brought to capitulation.

Both Western and Eastern Europe would like to see the end
of the war in Vietnam: they are both afraid that the war in Vietnam
might escalate and involve Burope too: they both think that Huropean
questions are far more important than South East Asiza. But here
the similarity of their views sfops. Eastern Zuropean governments,
being commﬁnist, must say and think the same things as the Russians.
In Western Furope there is an old undercurrent of pacifism which
considers any war a crime, an undercurrent of belated resentment of
America's criticism, which in different degrees embarrasses the
governments and makes it difficult for them to see the real point

of the war in Vietnam.

Lin-Piao has gaid squarely: ' "Vietnam for us is a test-
case"; a test of the dogma that the guerrilla warfare of the people,

strengthened by the ideclogy of communism, is invincible.

If the test is passed in Vietnam, it is going to be
repeated wherever possible; and the possibilities are certainly not
lackings. If the test is failed, the Chinese and the Russians will

have to reconsider their theories.

But if Vietnam is a test-case for China and Russla it
‘becomes a test-case for the Americans too, and for the Western
world. It is the confrontation of these two tests which gives it
world-wide importance and therefore also makes it important for

Europe.

Should the Americané leave Vietnam to the tender mercies

of the Vietcong we would-certainly hear, from both sides of the



iron curtain, that now the road is open for coexistence. Such an
illusion would last for weeks, perhaps for months, but certainly
not longer; after that the two super powers would again be at

loggerheads, only somewhere else.

We can only progress towards real coexistence if the
Vietnam war ends in a compromise: it does not matter if the
compromise is somewhat more in favour of the Russians or of the
Americans, so long as it shows that the Russians have begun to
realise that their theory status quo - revolution does not make

sense politically.

Can Eastern and Western Europe do something to help
bring about a compromise on the Vietnam war? I am afraid not.
At the present momént, Hanci, Peking and Moscow do not show the
least intention of negotiating: negotiating in the sense of a
reasonable épmpromise, that is. I do not think any European
country has the possibility of influencing any of the above mention-

ed capitals. ;

So the possibilities of the European powers, Eastern and
Western alike, are strictly limited to European questionse.  These
questions are certainly very important for us but less important
if one looks at them from a more oécumenical poinf of view. The

world is no longer centred in Eurocpe and}it never will be again.

As, far as Europe is concerned, the most impertant problem
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is without doubt the reunification of Germany,

In 1945 the Russians and the americans were faced with
two alternatives: either to go to war for the domination of Eurcpe,
or to divide the continent between themselves: wisely they chose
the second alternative. . So Europe isidivided along a line which
runs across Germany. The partition of Germany is the result of?a
war which has not been fought; and as things are now it could-be

undone only through a wars.

I would like to qualify what I have said: there has never
been a real agreement between Russia and America-about this parti-
tion of kurope, not even a gentlemen's agreement. It is only a
fact, the consequence of facts, arrived at, but never agreed: most

of the impoftant agreements in history have been reached like this.

As things are now, it cannof be solved through negotiation.
Eastern Germany is not only a glacis for the defence of the U.S;S.R.
and her Furopean allies, not only for the Russians a very important
element of Comecom: it is also part of the Communist system which

for obvious reasons cannot be returned to "capitalism" agzine



There is much talk about what the Germans, or the West in
feneral, might do in order to ease tension between curselves and
Bastern Europe: recognition of the Oder-Neisse line, = more active
and flexible poliecy towards the minor communist powers, no nuclear
armaments for Germany etc., etecs I do not say that some of these.
things might not be useful for improving the atmosphere; but they

will not help towards a solution of the German problem.

The U.5.5.Rs does not like the Atlantic Pact, this is a
well known fact: if she really wanted to wreck it, the easiest
way would be to offer the Germans reunification in return for the
neutralization of Germany. .If such an offer were made, I wonder
if a single German statesman would dare to say noe. But such an
cffer has never been made, because the Russians are not ready to

pay the price.

Reunification, by way of a mere confederation of the two
Germanies cannot be taken as a serious solution because it seems
practically impossible to conceive of a common foreign policy, for
instances Real reunification means free elections in both Germanies
to decide whether and how they want to unite. Now we know, and
the Russians know too, that elections in Lastern Germany, if not
rigged, would give an overwhelming majority to the non-communists.
And the Russians are not ;;ady to éccept that: they have been
constantly repeating that the reunification of Germany is conceiv=-
able only if the "social conquests" of the people of East Germany
are safeguarded: which means in other words that East Germany

mist remain communists

This most important European question, therefore, can
only be solved by Russia: European countries, both West and East,
can at hest only try not to complicate a guestion which is already

difficult enough; more they cannot do.

The general éituation in Eastern Europe is certainly more
fluid today: the iron grip of Stalin exists no 1oﬁger. In various
degrees in the différent countries there is a limited progress
tdwards liberaiization,'more marked in the econdmic.than in the
political field. They do not speak exactly the same language any

morey and there are divergent views on various important issues.

I do not believe in the theory of "gradual convergence"
of East and West Europe, not only becsuse I consider it as a mere
wishful thinking and because there are fundamental obstacles to

such a "convergenca'
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For instance I hesitate to call the theories of Libermann
iﬂ Pussia, or of Sik in Czekoslovakia, liberalization in cur sense
of this word since all the present reforms must take place within
a framework which is meant to remain communist. I do not want to
discuss here the 1imi£s and characteristics of this process of
liberalization; the important fact is that the minor communist
states of BEastern Europe began to adopt this new economic policy

only after it had been accepted by Moscows

Of c¢ourse the nationsl way to soclalism, in politics as
well as in economics, is certainly bound to lead to differentiation
in the internal devélopment of the various countries: they will
probably all stay cpmmunist, but the pattern will no longer be

identicale.

All this is undoubtedly true; but there are limits, and

very substantial ones.

One of the most devilishly clever things from the Russian
point of view, which Stalin did, was the shifting of Poland towards
the West by a few hundred miles. I do ﬁot know whether the Poles
have really given up thinking about their former Lasternwterrltorles
ceded to Russia' certainiy they have no 1ntent10ns,of g1v1ng up
thelr newly acqulred terrltoyles. P I do not want to dlscuss here
the hlstorlcal rlghgs - historically speaking, in a continent like
“urope, you can prove almost anythlng, ne doubt there were a very
1arge number of Germans in the area, and they had to be forcibly
evacuated in order to make room for the Poles coming from the former

Y

Eastern Poland.
Similarly, on strong Russian advicé, at least, Czeko-
slovakia has sent across the frontier prﬁctically all the German

population of the Sudeten.

A1l this has created a tremendous German complex, both in
Poland and in Czekoslovakia: Even if the Germans should officially
accept the Oder-Neisse frontier and stop speaking about the
Heimatrecht, I do not think it would change the situation much:
Poles and Czechs will never beiieve, at least for many generations
to come, that the Germans are sincere and they would go on fearing
them. Unfortunately events before and during the Second World War
have given both countries proof that the West cannot do much in
order to protect them from the Germans; the only country which can
act is Russia; and so this German problem ties them to Russia, and

they are terrified at the idea that Russia's policy may change.



We all remember the shiver which went down the spine of
Czechs and Poles when Adzubei visited Western Germany. How can
we expect them to have a foreign policy of their own really independ-
ent from Russia?

Then there is Fastern Germany: of course Ulbricht wants
to remain in power ~ who does not want to remain in power?‘ But
what happens to them, should Russia give.up her policy of let us
call it contazinment of Germany? So we cannot expect Pankow to

feel and be independent.

S0 here you have the three most important countries of
Eastern Europe who are bound to Russia for reasons of political
survivals. They may not like the Russians, but that does not change
things much: they may put scme airs of independence in smaller

things, but they cannot change the fundamental issues.

The situation for Hungary and Rumania may be different
because they have no "German complex' nor do they fear for their
security. Last but not least: none of the communist parties

in these countries feels really secure.

The East German revelution of '53% and the Hungarian one
of '56 would both have swept away their communist governments if
Russian troops had not stépped in to restore law and orders It
is not too difficult to imagine what might have happened in Poland,
also in '56, if the Poles had not had to reckon with the presence’
of the Russian army.

 The situation of the minor communist countries of Eastern
Europe reminds me terribly of the Italian princes before 1859.
They resented too Austrian interference and high handedness; and
they were trying, as much as they could, to assert their independence.
But they knew that if they could not, in the last resort ask the
Austrian army to intervene, their chances of keeping their thrones

were very slender.

In this sense the situation, in my opinion, is worsening,
not improving. The economic liberalization, however limited,
raises new problems and in particular a basic one. To what extent
is it possible to give independent authority and initiatiﬁe to the
management of enterprises without touching the cornerstone of any
communist regime, the absolute control of the party over anything

which goes on in the country?

Yugoslavia has been in many respects the ice-breaker of

East European communism: the national way to socialism started in
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Belgrade. And they are still far in advance. It is possibly too

early yet to assess the real significance of what has happened .at the

recent party congress in Brioni; but if we take things at their
face value - and it may be more than a face value - they seem_to
have accepted the logical consequences of the new economic policy -
I hesitate to call it liberalization - submitting the party to the
authority of Government and Parliament instead of the other way

round.

Will it stay, will it succeed? We cannot say yet.
Anyhow it is like an alarm signal: the new economic policy leads,
inevitably, to a downgrading of the authority of the party, and the

party functionaries.

Are the other Eastern countries ready to follow, can they

do so without creating trouble at home?

Is Russia going to allow them to do it? I am afqaid
that here too the lead can only come from Moscow. And I do not
think anything of this sort is likely to happen in Russia in the

near futurce.

. -We must not exaggerate the real importance ofisthis slight
3 breeze of non=-conformism which is blowing over Edstern Buropes
: » The'rRugsians tiseem {to shave rbecome fmuch twidernthancthey were at the
time of Stalin: their rule is more lenient and flexibles I do
\ .n?§=¥%%ﬁ Q% Egy %Eaﬁ.%h?;ﬁﬁﬁs%?ns Q%fqot have their difficulties

mig_ﬁgﬁggingﬂ}hei;;Eastsrnhﬂgggpeaq‘friends: the split with China

ties their handg,to a large extent. But fundamentally the situation

there ig still under Russian control and is likely to remain so

_..for quite a number of years.

i The grip of Soviet Russia on Eastern Furope is still very
strong: a real change in the Zastern Buropean situation is only
thinkable if something happens in Russia which may force her to
loosen her gripe It may be a change at the summit in Moscow -
there are certainly strains within the party at top level, it may

be a sharpening of the conflict with China. In any case events

which the West, Furope or America or both, may exploit - if fhey are

able to - but cannot influence.

A1l this does not mean that we, Western Europe, should

simply give up Bastern Europe. We must certainly go on trying to

expand our contacts as much as possibles They are eager for cultur-

al contacts with us, let us reciprocate: we have nothing to lose
and nothing to fear in this confrontation. If they want to expand

trade, credits and other facilities for their industriés, let us

%,
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glve them too as much as we can. Tourism too ought to be encouraged:
it gives great possibilities for humaen contact which is always very

important.

But we ought to be very careful not to stress the political
aspect of what we may be doing: unfortunately, we do this to a

considerable extent.

First of all it is not realistict even if it could be
a policy, we can only hope to gather in the harvest after a very
long time. Moreover if and when we stress the supposed political
background of sur economic or cultural action we will inevitably
only push the Russians to apply the brakes that are still in their

handse.

The relations between Western and Eastern Furocpe are to a
very large extent conditioned by the relations between the U.S.A.
and the UsS.S.Re: ' this is certainly true for Eastern Europe, but
it is true also for Western Eurcpe. Neither of us is independent
enough and important enough to be able to condition effectively
the policy of the two super powers., We may discuss as mich as we
like whether the U.S.A., and the U.5.5.R« belong or don't belong
to Lurope: “their influence on European politics is nevertheless a
fact, a very important fact, which cannot be sltered by speeches or

gestures.

The greatest contribution which the powérs of Furope, both
Fast and West, could mske towards peace and a tolerable form of ‘co-
existence between Washington and Moscow, is to try not to add to
the instability of the world with our questions, our ambitions,
our susceptibilities, ﬁhich may loom very large in our eyes but are
not as important as all that. In this, I am afraid, Western

Furope behaves worse than Eastern Europe.

I fear that my analysis of the possible role of lWestern
and Eastern Furope in the changing world of today is not very
encouraging, but I think it is fairly realistic on the whole; and
the most importamt thing for a foreign policy is to be based on

+
realities, on hard facts and not on wishful thinking.
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Introduction: THE IDEA OF EVOLUTION

East-iiest relations are at present characterised by a
contradiction. In the West as well as in the Bast we see many
facto;s of change which are tending to shake up the order which
was fixed in 1945, At the same time, beneath the weight of the
risk involved in any modification of establiished situations, the

positions taken up at the end of the war remsin frozen.

The international world of 1966 resembles, at least in
the northern hemisphere, the industrial world of 1840. 'Inhovating
forces (technical, intellectual, social) are coming up against

unadapted structures, Vielent crises still remain to be feared,

In this situation, and séeing the risks of solutions by
force, many people think that the only way out of the deadlock is
through & progressive evolution in the moral, intellectual and
structural field., Iittle by little mental attitudes would be
modified and the states, Jinstead of demending absolute freedom
would, like the body of employers of the 19th century, agree to

lay the foundations of a certain order by limiting their claims.

There are a number of reasons for the present popularity

of the idea of evolution:

(a) If the use of force is no longer the ultime ratio,

it is necessary to seek & ratio which might be less brutal.

(b) The world of today, despite its absurdity, is a
little less irrational than the world of the wars of
1914 and 1939. The regimes confronting each other are

founded, in various ways, on a certain idea of reason,
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not merely on resentment or the search for prestige.

(¢c) Technical development opens up so many horizons, and
sometimes such sirange ones, that the old methods of foreign

policy no longer seem adequate for the task.

(¢) The opposition between East and West involves such

vast problems that brute force cannot settle them.

Host of these explanétions, each of which is partially true,
are bound up with one central fact: international relations are
tending to move away from the instinctive state (prestige, glory,
gain) and are begimnning to be suffused with reason, moral and polit-
ical awareness, and universal values, This phenomenon, already
noticeable before 1914, was apparent in the Russian revolution of
1917, in President Wilson's policy of 1918, in the European idea
from 1930 onwards, in the development of the Commonwealth between
1920 and 1960, in numerous achievements‘Since 1945, However-differ-
ent these movements may have been, each in its own way has been in-
spired with the idea of ah order transcending the q}d sovereign

entities, of a developing international organisation.

This process, which seems typical of the second half of
the 20th century, is encountering strong resistance. - On the one
hand national sovereignties of the classic type submit to common
rule only with great difficulty. Sovereignty, the privilege of the
strong, does not abdicate of its own accord, On the other hand the
states controlled by communist parties have an even more ﬁncompromis-
ing concepﬁ of sovereignty than states of the classic type: they do
not recognise any common rule, even of an ideal kiﬁd, between them-

gselves and the others.

‘ Therefore evolution towards a more peaceful society is far
from being a necéssary process. In itself it is nether sure nor
probable, At the same timé it is necessary, in the sense that
failing it one can see little waf out of the present blockage.
Uncertain yet indispensable, the idea of evolution tends to

dominate psople's minds to some extent everywhere.

Starting from the idea that the sources of conflict are
still great but that these confliects are in certain conditions
open to less stupid solutions than those of the past, let us exam-
ine, from the point of view of Fast~West relations, '

I. the appointed aims of both sides from the hoped-

- for evolution; :

II. the changes already in process in international
relations;

ITI, future prospects.
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1 THE APPOINTED AIMS OF BOTH SIDES BY MEANS OF EVOLUTION

At the present moment, no positive common aim exists
between East and West., The communist leaders, almost to a man,
8till consider their aims to be of a different nature from those
of the rest of the world., Correspondingly there exists in the
_ West a school of thought according to which whatever comes out of
the East must be béd. However, as the yéaré hévelgone'by, these
uncompromising judgments haﬁe undergone some modificatibn, whether
by reason of events or whether by the natural play of the diversity

of opinions eand analyses.

A, The appointed aimsg of the East by means of likely evolution

Although at the present time there is no common view of
international problems on the part of the Eastern countries, it is
possible, taking Moscow as the centre, Peking as the left (although
also on the right) and Belgrade as the right (although slso on the
left), to present the following outline. '

The basic idea is of an evolution, mofe or less necessary,
more or less spontaneous, more or less automatic, leading societies -
not without violence - stage by stage into a new form_(completely
new according to éome, more or less new according to others) in
which the contradictions between classes and nations will be
resolved, The movement is conceived as the result of pressure
from below and a fit of conscience at the top. But whatever the
conditions, it exists by itself; it is almost always conceived as
the ultimate reality, concealed by events. whence the habit of
"unmasking” the adversary (and sometimes of "unmasking" onéself).
by discovering the secret motivations for action, the hidden
forces which operate beneath {and therefore above) the will of

individuals,

In the concept as set out by its proponents:the driving
forece of evolution is the conflict between classes, not nations.
The national aspect is disregarde&. In theory it is deemed due
-to be transformed of its own accord after the revolution has
succeeded. Between now and then, it reflects the contradiction
of a society not yet tranéformed;‘it has no value of its own.
This outlook casts great obscurity over internationsl relations,
whether after the advent of "socialism" or during the
"trensitional period" when "socialism" has triumphed in some
areas but not evoerywhere. The end is ¢lear - the transformation
of sociéty, if not of humanity, The means are obscure., HMust
this transformation come about all at once, as was believed in
the beginning, or by successive stages? If, as everyone admits

today, we are following the second hypothesis, what type of
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relationship is being established between the "liberated" sector of

humanity and the rest of the world?

On this point central to any study of Bast-West relations
we see a wide range of theses in the East, from the most evolutionary

and least intolcrant to the most violent and fanatical,

' On the right wing of the Communist Movement (Yugoslavia) a

trend is-emerging in favour of a peaceful evolution of relations with
the non-communist world, This trend is not purely pacifist, it does
not entirely renounce violence or force, but it limits the use of
force and renounces it so far as propagation of the system is con-
cerned, The latter should spread itself very slowly, by virtue of a
sort of general inevitability of socialism and develop in growing
diversity, ranging from socialism of the Scandinavian type to social-
ism of the communist type, including all types of African, Asian or
other forms of socialism; "Even in this very mild concept tinged
with reformism there remains:

(a) an essential difference, that is to say a world which

is communist and a world which is not; ’

(b) in consequence a greater or lesser degree of hetero-

geneousness between the "communists" and the others which finds

expression in affirming the sovereignty of the new type of state.

The "pesceful coexistence" accepted by the USSR since the
mid 1920's, but formulated in 1956, occupies a central position

(in both senses of the Word) in this picture, although this posi-

tion is capable of several interpretations. According to the

ideas set out in 1956, the USSR occupies a spedial place in the
world, ©She is the first socialist state by virtue of chronology,
but this chronology confers upon her an unguestionatble political
and ideological primacy. Originally conceived as the model for
international relations, the Federation of Soviet Republics has

not ceased to sfrengthén the cohbept of the szovereignty of the
state as much as of the parfy. They do not have to account to any-
one but themselves, It follows from fhe nature of things that no
common rule applies\permanehtly both to the Soviet Union and to the
rest of the world alike, International laﬁ derives frpm.the will of
statés, not from an order of reasoning superior to the movement of
societies, The Soviet state and party are humanity'!'s guidealong

the road to scientific socizlism.

(1) The following remerks are concerned with thinkiné among the
leadership, not with publiec opinion which is difficult to
ascertain, _
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A fundamental difficulty in relations between the USSR
and the rest of the world {including even the "socialist states")
results from this concept. The USSR is of a different order,

of a nature apart, at the same time unigue of its kind and

universal in its design,

This basic heterogeneity is more or less tempered by
“the théory of peaceful coexisténce. This is based on the idga
that total war can and must be avoided, that, in consequence,
revolutionary changes must come about through means other than
force alone, and that therefore a certain diversity in the

socialist regimes is possible and even tolerable.

But the doctrine thus defined, however much it may be
put to account, does not do away with the essential difference
between the USSR and the rest of the wbrld.; It mitigates its
effects, It takes sccount of certain given facts of the present
situation, But it does not admit the posaibility of a common
evolution of societies, whatever their regime may be, in terms
of imperatives or values dominating all of them and not belonging
by right to any one of them. Evolution leads to communism, not
to its being overtaken., Thus "peaceful cooxistence", at an
equal distance from peace (in diversity) and war, (unity by force)
contimies in an intermodiste zone wheré force must be avoided
if possible bhut maj be used if necessary. This doctrine does
not allow of envisaging the homogeneous evolution of humanity
towards a future other than socialism of a more or less Soviet
type. The universal character of the USSR finds fulfilment not
beyond itself but within itself.

There would seem no point in describing the extremist

form of the same ideas which are at present defended not by China

but by a certain faction grouped around the present leader of
China, Mao Tse-tung. These ideas are a caricature not only of
Marxism but even of Stalinism and tend to ridicule Marx as well
as Stalin, not to mention Lenin. So far as one can gather from
the present Maoist fury, it derives from several souﬁces, one of
which is incontestably national and even racial fanaticism, the
other ﬁeing the intolerance peculiar to the idea of an inevitable
revolution whose forch passes from hand to hand, and from West

to Eest, according to the epochs this idea, if not Marxist, is at
least derived from Marxism as propounded by Lenin and in turn by
Stalin.,

Thus wherever one loocks towards the East one finds

affirmed the idea of an evolution which is necessary yet-controlled,
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automatic yet voluntary, inevitable yet uncertain, to which certain
parties (controlling certain states) elone have the key. Result-
ing from this conception there is a profound division between East
and West, due neither to socialism, collectivism nor marxism as such
but to the idea of an insurmountable difference between certzin
societies and others, from which is born the idea of total ineqﬁal—
ity. In these conditions it is difficult to base international

relations on a common principle.

Is it possible to arrive at a conception more receptive
towards the evolution of contemporary societies? That depends on
the West as well as on the East, and on Western ideas about the

same subject.

B, The appointed aims of the West by means of likely evolution

There is no Western political thinking as such. However,
a certain number of trends can be distinguished among the multi-

plicity of cpinions,

(a) The realistic factor

According to this trend, which is sirong in all
countries but which finds expréésion particularly in
France at the present time, evolution is taking place in
the sense of a return pure and‘simple to national state
entities, The great states which as it were overflowed
theii borders at the end of the war have been compelled
Jittle by little tolwithdréw to them by the re-emergence
of intermediate states., Ideology is only a mask for
ambition. Force remains the basis of internationél
relations., -The more forces are interwoven, the greater
the stability; Nature has the last word. There are
different peoples, like different species. With each

his own master, all will be calm,

Less radical versions of this thesis exist., In
particuler these stress the hecessity, in order to avoid
the fanatigism which too often fires ideas, of coming
back to policies baszed on the defence of interests. None
of these veréions recognises the sacred nature of the

'nation state. Théy accept its transformation as possible,
but they do not think this willlcome about before a very

1ong pericd of time.

The realistic or traditional factor envisages an

evolution which will lead Russia (Soviet only in name),
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China (revolutionary principally in words), etc., back
again with the other nations into_é grouping of the
whole whose rules would be defined pragmstically, with
each defending his national interests on the basis of a

gort of political natural philosophy.

(v)  Ideological factors

At the other extreme we find the twin but opposing

factorg of anti~communism and communism.

Commnism, érincipally a French and Italian phenom-
enon, is undergoing the repercussions of the present
crises in the movement. It is threatened by revision-
ism and is defending itself by exercising discipline.
Discussion on the future of Western societies is hardly

developing at all,'at least not in public,

Anti-communism, inspired mainly by the tyrarmical
aspect of the parties in commmist states can hardly
concede that evolution is possible in these parties or
states, It wants them to disappear, but does little
to define the means by which this is to be brought
about, Latent in numercus sectors of opirion, anti-
communism finds little echo in responsible intellectual
or political circles, - Its fate depends to a great

extent on events, on the ocutcome of the current crises.

(¢) Rational factors

© A number of tendencies underline the sweep of the
changes which are in process in political societies, in

the era of the achievement of mass education.
Several sirands may be distinguished:

(aa) The convergence of regsimes

Drewing inspiration from, but falsifying,
analyses relating to "industrizl society",
certain people believe that little by little the
Fastern regimes will become liberalised while
those in the West will accept a certain degree of
collectivisation, Ultimately the differences
between them will disappear. - This theory is
generally rejected when it speaks of such a
convergence taking place necessarily. It is
-accepted within certain limits, but few people

believe that an analogy relating to economic
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gtructures, even supposing that it should work
out, is adequate for resolving international

problems,

. (vb) Scientific rationality

At a more profound level, another sector of
opinion +thinks that the great phenomena of the
age, the discovery of atomic energy, ﬁopulation
upheavals, the development of social sciences,
will bring infto view little by little a new type
of solidarity capable of supplanting ancient
rivalries, Rationality, whether inherent in human
relations or resultlng from scientific discovery,
will gradually supercede the primacy of instinct
and will allow the present differences between

cultures nations or regimes to be transcended.

This sector has given birth to initiatives
like the plan for a world atomic energy agency,
disarmament plans, suggestions for arms control or

for common exploitation of space, etc.

(cc) The socialist factor

- Western socialism, represented principally in
Furope, wants to secure a cﬁange in international
relations, not by means of the supposed triumph of
one class but by & series of reforms both within
states and in the international order so as to
avert conflicts of any kind, social or international.
This organisation and pacifist tredition is uwnforitun~
ately weakened by the lack of homogeneity in the

socialist movement in the West.

The socialist factor holds possible a return
of Eastern socialism to the liberal tradition which

is inseparable, in its view, from true socialism.

(dd) The supranaticnal or Furopean factor

"Quite close to the social democratic factor,
taking certain ideas from the scientifie factor,
strongly influenced by‘the ideas of Luropean
Christian democracy, the suprenational factor has
developed since 1950, It looks towards the
creation of community-type institutions acgquiring
under various forms the functions which national
states camnot perform. Although strongly region-

a2l by origin, this factor does have a general
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bearing. It seeks to extend its influence beyond
the European system in theIWest, in particular
towards the Fast, and it does constitute an un-
deniable attraction for tﬂe countries of Eastern
Eurcpe.

Its idea is less of modifying regimes than
of superimposing ceftainrinstitutions on them,
creating by their very existence habits of co~

operation and tolerance.

Thus from the diversity of political doctrines some
major options emerge. While in the Eaét, esﬁecially in the USSR,
they do not yet envisage more than a possible sucqessful con—
c¢lusion to tﬁe mofement of éocieties, in the West three major types
of evolution are held possible: a return”oﬁ the part of all to
traditional formé; the triumph of liberzl democracy; .growth on
the part of all towards more rational ways of organising inter-~

national éociety.

The first and third types endeavour to envisage solutions
applicable to East and West aiike. In the mejority of cases the
changes will be:imﬁosed.just as much on Western societies as on
the others.

This question of the possible end of the evolutionary
process 1s important. Either one considers that only "the others®
must change, or one accepts that the transformation, more or less
profound according to circumstances, applies to everybne. In the
first case, progress towards peace will'r?main slow and difficult.

In the second, we mzy hope for a way out of present problems.

II. . CHANGES TN PROCESS

The idsa of a solution to major international probiems
through the evolution of sodieties and relations between them is
not- & theoretical one, Its chance comes from the fact that
effectively over the past Qi years meny things have changed in

the East, in the West and elsewhere,

It is necessary to try to éppreciate at the same glance
what is changing and what remains constant, because it is the
relationship between these two aspects which allows of judgment.
I will confine myself here to some preliminary remarks, designed

mainly to fix the limits' of discussion.
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A, Changes in fhe Teat.

(a) Relations between commggist states

Within the group of communist stafes there have been
spectacular changes, Instead of the monolith (or at
least the appearance of one) of 1945, we discover a di
versity of trends, whéther élong the iiné of national
diviéion of whether according to the three-way division
of the commmist movement (left-centre~right)., Even
within each of the states we éee, according to the branches
or type of activity, diverse tendencies being formulated,
doctrinal rigidity in one field not excluding flexibility
in another. To a great extent ﬁhis decoﬁpression is the
consequence of the Sino-Soviet conflict, but its results

could be reversed only with difficulty., Even if Chine

end the USSR returned to more normal relations (which

cannot be ruled out), massive unity would be re-established
only with difficulty. ' |
The crisis in the communist world has not however led

to disintegration. In order to remedy the total absence of

" inter-party organisation the USSR has sought, not without

success, to strengthen both bilateral relations at the party
level and multilateral relations at the state 1evé1, espec-
ially in Burope in the military field. TFurthermore strong
gsolidarity exists if not.between the parties at least be-

tween the party leaders in Burope.

Thus we establish tﬁe existence of a balance which is

always in motion between the demands of reality (most often

in its national form) and the demands of (ideological)

unity., Crises remain s possibility. On the other hand

we cannot see any tendency towerds a regrouping of the

East European states as & counterbalance to the USSR.

- . Finally, all the regimes, whatever their complexion,

continue to defend themselves {in varying degrees)

against outside influences. The evolution, however pro-.
found it may be, remains controlled., The crucial position
of East Germany, her vulnerability and her difficulty in
adapting herself, are one of the greatest checks 1o a

more pronounced evolution,

"The same features are to be found in relations between
the Soviet Communist Party and the communist partiesg of
the non-communist countries, Relativity and mobility have

become normal occurances, But the links remsin solid.
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(b) Relations with the under-developed world

After remarks to be expected about "a peaceful
zone", about "national democracy", etc., the USSR has
sccepted the fact of the diversity of kinds of
gsocialism in the states "freed from colonialism".,

They continue to classify states according to their
degree of fidelity to the general lines of Soviet policy
policy, but they also take into account many matters

of fact, = The need to build a barrier against.

Chinese monomanie is by far the most important.

Hence the importance of agreemenis like the Tashkent

agreement of January 1966,

In this way a more realistic and pragmetic view
of international problems, which could in the long-
term have an imﬁortant effect on Soviet doctrine, is
penetrating 1ittle by little the poiitical concepts
of the USSR and her allies, This effect will however

“be rather slow. ' Most of the time the countries con-
cerned are in effect preoccupied less with the
evolution of the USSR than with their own immediate
interests. “Blunted by a vaguely pacifist and
progressive vocabulary, their impact on the commnist

world is @ifficult to assess.

(¢) Reletions with the Western world

The essential phenomenon here is the nuclear
balance and the resultant necessity of redefining
militant concepts everywhere where they risk leading
to the use of force. This phenomencon hes & great
bearing, In the long run and save for unforeseeable .
contingencies it will undoubtedly be decisive, But
great efforts are being made to prevent the danger of

. total destruction from completely eroding the concept
of indefinite struggle between the imperialists and
the others. It is partly to this end that "peaceful
boexistence" has'béen defined, Here; tco, the évo-

lution is far from being completed,

_We may wonder, in particular, whether it is true
. that the war in Vietnam alone prevents & rapprochement
between the USSR and the United States, FEven in a

world Withouf war, we should doubtless for a very long
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time see developing complex relationships of "cooperat-
ion in rivalry" or "rivairy not without cooperation"

which would be far from purely peaceful,

The transformation is far from complete. But it is
indisputable. It is held in check by a pclitical doctrine, the pre-
rogative of & minority with immense means of modern power at its
disposal, But this doctrine is itself weakened, There again, the

outcome depends not only on the Ezst but also on the West,

. B, Changes in the West

(a) BRelations between Western states

These relations are characterised Ey the multiplicity
of groupings or organs associating the various states for

various tasks -~ military, ecoromic, cultural or political.

This plhenomenon is perhaps more important than the
crises which in certain cases disturb the functioning of

these organisations,

We cannot however be unaware of the crisis in the
Atlantic alliance. It derives from a number. of causes and
it is followed attentively in the East. If France has
adopted an attitude of increasing reservation, there are
also tendencies towards a diminuation of the military effort
in Furope which are making themselves apparent in Great
Britain and the Urnited States and are reacting upoﬁ German
opinion. ‘Without doubt the outcome of the crisis depends
less upon strategic cconsiderations (the possibility of
transporting troops rapidly, etc.) than upon the Jjudgment
delivered on the alliance. Can it or can it not be used
to help bring about a peaceful change in international
relations? If thé answer is positive, modifications will

be'necessary, but the modified body ought to be preserved.

Other questions arise in Turope (the role of Great
Britain) and in America (the position of Canada, the re-

grouping of the latin American states).

Gererally speaking the Western systen, despite its
weaknesses, has, over 20 years, seen develop a number of
structures, more or less new, more or less original, allow-
ing an evolutioﬂ which if not always'harmonious has at
least nearly always been peaceful. These observations

are not without relevance to the German problem.
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(b) Rélatipns with under-developed countries

The critical period of dedolonisation has eﬁﬁed.
without disaster, Important progress is even td be
noted in relations between the former metropolitan
countries and their former colonies, Formidable -
guestions are still extant, however, of which the
crisis in the Commonwealth is a typical example but
which also affects other counkries. The problem of
relations between the United States and Latin America

is far from settled,

Over and above these difficulties, the more gen-
eral problem arises of the too slow development of
vackward countries. This is & question between South
and North rather than between West and South,

From the political stendpoint, recent years have
seen the fragmentation of the third world. The
apparent unity of Barflieng has come to the end of its
life. India, Jaﬁan, several Asian and African .
countrieg distrust China more than the Western coun-
tries, including the United States, The war in
Vietnam impedes this development to a certain extent,
but does not impede it completely, If all states
would like to see an end to the war, they would not
all like the outcome to be victory for one of the

adversaries, in fact China,

The essential fact, against which China is in
-yevolt, is that the end of colonial domination, if
it hes given rise and is still giving:rise {0 formid-
able troubles, has by no meang involved a decisive
disruption of the world balance to the advantage of
the East,

(¢) BRelations with Eastern countries

In this field, the changes have been limited.,
The territorial position resulting from the war still
holds, even when the demarcation lines are fortuitous

as in Korea or provisional as in Germeny.

The balance=-sheet of ten years of negotiation
is less impressive than the number of hours of meet-
ings and negotiations of 'all sorts. Two serious
crises, in Berlin and in Cuba, have been averted.
But little progress has been made as a result. The
treaty of August 1963 remains an isolated instance,
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Present initiatives are being directed towards the
development of commercial and cultural exchanges. Some-
times certain reductions of the forces facing each other
in Burope are envisagead, or-even‘a new siatus in which
the European states would be free from alliances. But
these ideas have hardly been developed. The present
tendency is rather towards the tacit acceptance of the

status quo for a long period,.

Thus on both sides the changes in process have not yet
reached the level at which Bast-West relations are sited, The tendency
towards a change in intermational behaviour is held in check, in this
field, in the Fast by the ideological‘justification of power and in

the West by the inertia of = boundless pragmatism.

III. FUTURE PRCOSPRECTS

The present situation is marked on both sides by & greater
fluidity. In the West the colonial empires have disappeared, but
without any ensuing catastrophe. - In the East the gbsolute dominance
of the USSR has become relative, but the system (except_in the case
of China, which is difficult at the moment to assess objectively)
has held together. It would be normal in these conditions to be
tempted to try to establish also between Fast and West the fiuidity

which exists within each of the systems.

It must be admitted that the attempts made up till now have
not brought forth mich result.

Efforts inspired by the realistic point of view have been
undertaken by almost all the Western states. Visits, negotiations,
divers offers have been put forward in turn by the United States,
Great Britain, France, the Federal Republic, Italy, and many others,
These efforts have concerned either the USSR or the countries of

Bagtern Turcpe.

From the rational point of view numefous suggestions have
been put forward, particularly in the field of disarmsment. Certain
results canr be recorded, but compared with the hopes, particularly
with those aroused by Kennedy'!s experiments, these results are very

Meagre,

"4t the present time two types of experiment with detente are
in process. One, at the disarmament conference, is the contimuing

guest for an agreement on certain measures of stabilisation of
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existing nuclear forces, The other, symbolised by French‘policy
but practised by almoét all the Western states, can be summerised
in the formula: through detente to understanding, thrdugh under-
standing to cooperation. We are seeking, on the basis of
national realities, to get round ideologicael obstacles éo as to
substitute little by little for the present cut-off of a hetvork

of relations, proceeding from which one could conceive of solutions.

From the Eastern side, efforts at reﬁewing‘relations are
no greater, Present policy is the same as it was ten years ago:
to sanctify the status quo in Europe under cover of "European
security”; to stabllise nuclear relations with the United States;

to legalise in this way the actual situation resulting from 1945.

We could examine the real chancesof evolution contained in
policies of this kind: In certain cases they. can lead to temporary
phases of detente, But they hardly affect the root of the
difficulties, They would affect it more if they gave themselves
broader objectives, while perhaps accepting that these camnot be
achieved speedily, Instead of placing the German problem in
parentheses they should.place it in the forefront, notrwifh the
hope of solving it immediately but with a view to preparing for
its solution. The difficulties would increase, but the pros-

pects would broaden and policy would assume proper dimensions.

(a) GQuestions of princinle

Taking the analyses outlined sbove, it is established
first of all that no common principle exists on which to
assess international relations, The long-term aims are
not of the same nature and-hardly can be, Should be there-

fore stop at this point?

CIf it is true that tétal war is a catastrophe to he
ayoided; and that sovereignty will not of its own accord
produce stability, we can seek to define a principle valid

for the transitional period.

The search for this principle could give rise to
various studies or researches, in the West, in the East,
and then between East and West, Study groups could be
set up. " These would not e governﬁental ahd their
primary task would be to c¢lear the ground., Their in-
spiration could be as follows: if total war must be’
avoided, and everyone is in agreement on this (éven noe
doubt Mao and Lin Piao), all wars should be avoided, or,

at any rate, as many wars as possible. TWars (and crises)
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can only be avoided by accepting in some way or another the
idea of an international order. It may be embryonic, it

mey be confined to limited understandings; but once agreements
have been concluded it exists irdependently of states and
ideologies., The strengthening of this order is the task

for the present period. To strengthen the order is to re-
solve disputes. To resolve éisputes is to accept the
peaceful change of situgtions. To accépt the latter is

to envisage international institutions to this end.

Unaoubtedly we cannot go so far at a first attempty
the discussions at the disarmament conference show the
difficulty there is in envisaging principles of this nature.
 But discussion on the basis of peaceful change would be
more profitable, even if it came to nothing, than discussion
on the basis of the status quo, even if it reached a successe

ful conclusion.

At the same time as this resecarch would be carried'bn,
& whole series of problems would come to light; I sliall

only mention the principal ones here.

(b) The problem of war

If we want to prevent war, the present negotiations
are quite inadequate, On the one hand the proposed solutions
are limited to stabilising the muclear bvalance, on the other

hand crises and wars have not ceased to occur.

At the same time as we speak about disarmament we must
provide for the negotiation of pelitical agreements bearing
on the course of our behaviour in case df crisis - the
period of time to be aécepted, the reactions to be forescen,
the means of negotiation to be envisaged, etc. " It is not
a questidn of repeating the experience‘of the Geneva proto-
,colﬁof 1924, but of undertaking by agrecment to observe
certain rules; in this Waylthere would be established
among the great nuclear powers a sort of probation period
before deterrence would be called directly into gquestion.

Agreements would naturally be open to all,

If considerations of this sort should make headway, we
would no doubt be led to envisage certain permanent insti=
tutions. To hegin with these Wduld be no more than study
groups. Later en they could become consultative. Beyond
this, they would be written into the United Nations

Organisation.,
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Before setting these mechanisms in motion in relations
between Easf and West, they could first be uéed within
the existing groups. There is no lack of disputes between
either Eastern or Western states. Rules of procedure,
less imprpvised then in the past, could be tried oﬁﬁ}
If they were successful, we coﬁld, at a later stage,
apfly them to East-West relations, In this way the re-
ciprocal process of change which seemé the most effect-

ive in the long term would be set in motion,

Such a task will be very difficult. It involves
crossing & real threshhold, But even if we did mot
succeed, something would remain from the enterprise.

At any rate other negotiations or attempts in process
on which it would cast some illumination, would be made

gagier,

(e} The problem of inequality of opportunity

For all those who envissge evolution as a way out
of present difficulties, the question of contacts
between East and West is fundemental, Failing in fact
a free ciiculation of ideas, the evolution could be

if not blocked, at least slowed down indefinitely.

In so far as there is not as between Zast and West
equality of opportunity in this field, a basic obstacle

remains in the way of any progress.

Perhaps no complete solution to this problem
exigts, But it is difficult not to r;ise it. There
too studies should be undertaken so as to defire at thé
- same time -some principles and & certain number of means
of applying them. Rather than invoking liberty, we could
begin on the level of objectivity and try to see how,
in the Bast and in the West, liberty could best be

served,

(&) - The problem of treaties and sereements

" In a world where evolution is taking place rapidly,
no treaty lasts unless it can be adapted. If we want
to adapt a treaty we camnot wait until evcryone has
consented, It would be a good thing to make provision
already at the time of’signafure of a treaty for a
supervisory and advisory organ to recommend the neces-

sary adaptations at the proper time.
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Would not the Atlantic crisis have been averted if we
had made provision for an organ of this sort? What would
the German problem be if an organ grouping Germany and the
principal powers responsible had been'in existénce for
studying forecasts and rccommendations? In the event of
disarmament agreements veing reached, a supervisory commiss-
ion will be all the more necessary as technical progress
unceasingly modifies the area of application of these agree-

ments,

If we could reach agreemeﬁt on the principle of such
organs, an important chenge in international behaviour would
result whose effect, in the long run, would make itselfl
felt in relations between East and West,  Here, as in the
other cases, trizls could be attempied first of all within
the two systems before envisaging them at the ﬁost délicate

level, that of East-West relations.

(e) European problems

The question of evolution in Europe is still shrouded
in obscurity. Helther the limits of Burope, to the West
or the East, nor the na ure of the states which are to make
it up, nor the manner in which it is to be organised have
been definéd. Among the guestions arising one of the
foremost is whether or not Burope can encompass both lib-
eral and commnist states at the same time, If it can,
the European institutions will of necessity be very ce-
stricted; 4if it camnot, Europe will remain limited to
Western states and the question wili arise of their re-

lations with the others,

Problens of defence are no less complex, Can Eurcpe
defend herself on her owm?  And against whom?  Should
she becoie organised? What place gheould be given to
nuclear weapons? What value do they have in a Buropean

framework?  So many ticklish problems!

A11 these problems are complicatcd by the German
problem. What-place should Germany be given? What
atatus would be suitable for her? How can agreement be
reached? There is material for a grcat many labours,

rumerous and difficult enough to discourage many spirits.
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Perhaps we should see our way more clearly if we
concentrated rescarch on the German question, For
example one could picture Germany with her essential
rights restored, provided that she were to participate
in various ways in several types of community. One of
these, based on the limitation of armements, would unite. -
her with certain Eastern states. Another, of a politw-.
jcal and economic nature, would maintain the links
created within the European Economic Community. So

' long as disarmement has not becn achieved, a community
extending as far as the United States - but no doubt
different from the present pact in its practical arrange-
ments - would ensure the necessary balance in Westerm

Burope as a2 whole.

It cannot even be claimed that the problems posed
by suggestions of this kind have been mentioned in out-
line, These suggestions are intended to illustrate the
idea that one of the essential tasks is to bring about

the peaceful change of situations in dispute.

Prospects for the development of East-West relations
exist, There is no necd to emphasise the obstacles which remain.
They are tremendous, In the East as in the West, in order to
make progress it will be necessary to shake off a great deal of
inertia, It is therefore unlikely that we shall get very far
along this road,

If‘we were to try to do so, it would nof be by doing
away with existing organs in West or East but by making use of
them so as to be zble to go beyond them one day., The efforts
being undertaken at the present time to develop bilateral

relations should also be maintained and developed.

A1]1 present efforts would be pursued. Bub they
would be complemented and as it were crowvned by a more sysieme
atic effort designed to modify, by mutual consent, certain

bagic facts which have blocked all progress so far.

Perhaps it will be judged wiser not to go beyond the
stage we have reached so far and to confine curselves to talk-
ing about disarmament, about rdéciprocal reductions in troop
atrengths, about the stationing of nuclear weapons, about
controlling troop movements, about e¢liminating foreign bases,

about no nuclear rearmament of Germany, about trade and culture.
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There is no certainty that a2t this level the limids

would not be reached even more quickly,

Betweon pure pragmatism and the views inspired by ide-
ology, there may perhaps be a middle wey, close to what is real but
open to the influence of ideas, The prospects for an improvement
in East-West rc¢lations may be envisaged in a great many ways,

The one - suggested here endeavours to find a middle path between
the indefinite maintenance of the status quo and the triumph of
one camp over the other, the only prospects which have been open

so far, - It is from this point of view that it is worth appraising.
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I .The role of military alliances has' always been first
and foremost to combine the forces of several nations so as to
counterbalance another nation or group of nations whose superior
power seemed to constitute a danger. It was a defensive, and

sometimes an offensive, alliance system.

“The Atlantic Allisnce as originally coneceived was in
conformity with this concept: & shattered Europe constituted
“an area of\wgakness which had to be strengthened by a visible
expression of-éoiidarity with the United States. The Atlantic
Alliance led to the organisation of the Warsaw Pact as a mark
of Soviet solidarity with the countries of Hastern Europe which
had just been liberated from the Nazi grip., Thus we were trying
to cure a deep-seated politieal instability by establishing a

stable military eguilibrium,

Subsequently the character of the Atlantic Alliance
"altered appreciably as a result of German rearmament and the -
development'of nuclear weapons. German rearmement, held indis-
pensable for replacing in Kurope the forces which France had had
to engage first in Indochina and then in Algeria, posed a special
problém: o soon after a terrible war unleashed by hitlerism,
the prospect gave rise to many reservations, in the West as much
ag in the East. Therefore this rearmament had to take place
within a system which could guarantee allies and adversaries
against a resurgence of German nationalism,. This guarantee was
achieved by the American policy of integration of the German
forces within the command system of the Alliance, So the

military elliance acguired a very special political meaning.

A

0
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The development of nuclear armaments 2lso in turn brought
about fundamental changes, due to the intrinsic characteristics of
these weapons. In each of the oppoéing alliances a great nuclear
power ~ the United States and the Soviet Union - was in possession
of all, or nearly all, the nuclear armament., Because of fhis the
alliance lost its demoeratic character based on agreement between
theoretically equal partners, The domination‘of the great nuclear
power made itself plain, but with less andljusﬁification as the tension
between East and West, after numerous ups and downs, tended to seem
much less écute and to evolve towards a rapprochement in fact, 3But
all the rather half-hearted attempts to mitigaté the nuclear pre-
dominance of the éréat atomic power ran intoItechniéal'difficulties
which were practically insurmountable.  The problem of sharing

nuclear responsibility remained unanswered.

Weanwhile, if the military balance of power had forced a
stalemate in Europe, the latent tensions resulting from the immediate
post-war situation remained, Germany, still divided, felt herself
threatened by the Soviet pressure which she experienced, particularly
in Berlin, and aspired after reunification. Poland and Czechoslovakia,
heirs to congiderable former German territories, remained apprehensive
about a revanchist spirit taking hold of Germany again. The Lagt~
West detente, the result of a complex strategic and political evolu-
tion, did not resolve the difficulties within Europe which the system

of opposing alliances was heiping 10 prolong.

II . This is the complex situation in which France took it upon
herself to open the debate on the problem of WATO, It was in fact
obvious that a number of important questions called for a precise and
specific answer, Let us look at them in turn.

(1) Taking into account the political and strategic evolution,
are military alliances still indispensable in Europe 7

The angwer is clearly in the affirmative.
(a) The political detente has not yet gone so far as to
meke us feel secure against any reversal of this trend,

particularly with the present crisis in Vietnam.

Moreover this political detente has not settled any of
the problems resulting from the immediate post-war situation:
the division of Germany, the division of Turope, the Soviet
gphere of influence in Bastern Europe. So long as these
problems remain, it will be necessary to maihtain on both
sides a defensive system guaranteeing the Federal Republic

on the one hand, Poland, Czechoslovakia and East Germany
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on the other hand,.agaihst any possible threat, = This
guarantée is of a less urgent nature thén it was a few

yeérs ago, but it is still of the same interest.

(b) The strategic evolution has brought about a system
which is at present coﬁpletely stable. This situation,
which results from the existence on both sides of nuclear

- strike forces which ere virtually invulnerable, is not
likely to change in the near future, But in conseguence
there will be the risk of conventional conflicts becoming
a possibility once again, a risk which prescribes the

maintenance of an effective miniwum of conventional defence,

(¢) The world strategic balance results from the existence
of the American and Soviet nucle:r forces, For this
balance to operate in Europe, it is necessary for the USA
and USSR respectively to be associated with'the groupings

of Buropean powers,

(d) In conclusion, +the military alliances in Europe no
longer constitute the political axis of the European powers.
But they do still play a security role which is indispen-

‘sable so0 long as the problems of Furope are unsolved.

(2) In_this environment, what sorts of caises are the Turopean
defensive systems likely to face 7

In the present atmosphere of detente, the hypothesis of a
major premeditated military attack, from either Liast or West,
is highly improbable, . That would require a complete trans-

formation of the political as well as the strategic situation.

On the other hand the fear remains that the local tensions
existing in central and eastern Kurope might give rise to more
or leés unintentional incidents which circumstances could cause
to escalate to a dangerous level. It would seem preferable
therefore to take the hypothesis of crises as an eventuality
to be borne in mind., This justifies the study of means for
avoiding such orises and for managing them at the lowest lewel

if they should come about.

The mechanisms to be put into operation might possibly
include a system for speedy consultation between the eastern
and western powers.

(3) Since the danger in Europe results esséntially from the

tensions produced by Burcpean problems, how can we seek
to solve these problems 7

If the status quo in Europe is maintained indefinitely,
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it can only make matters increasingly difficult. TWe must seek
to put an end to the division of Germany and of Europe. Only
by this means shall we cease to have a Europe founded on the cold

wale.

~ But at the same time neither must German reunification lead
to the reconstitution in the centre of Europe of a powerful state
which could become a source of unrest, in particular by seeking

to recover her }939 frontiers.

Only one perspective seems likely to satisfy both these
conditions: +the perspective whereby Europe would regain her
unity and whereby she would constitute a political entity large
enough for the whole of Germany to be included and balanced within
it, that is for the future Zurope to include among others Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Hungary. -This could only hope o be
brought about af%er a rather lengthy period of evolution, but it
is the one resuit capable of bringing peace toc Europe once and
for all.

(4) What conditions must the military alliances fulfil in order
not to impede this evolution 7

In the Europe of today, the military alliances only act as

reciprocal guarantees against serious fortuitous incidents or

major reversals of trends, These guarantees which are indis-
pensable - above all from the psychological point of view -

ought not to preserve the deep-seated hostility which characterised
them din the 1950ts. NATC must not lock to the East like a
Western war machine run by the United States, just as the Warsaw
Pact must not look to the West like a communist bloc war machine

run by the Soviet Union.

In order to bring this about, it would be desirable for a
political and military detente to develop between the states of
Europe and, correlatively, for the direct military hold of the
United States and the Soviet Union on Furope to be relaxed to an
appreciable extent, without however the credibility of their

strategic protection being weakened as a result.

This presupposes that the United States and Soviet Union
~ continue their policy of detente and make some disengagement
from Europe the token of their rapprochement.

(5) ¥hat conditions must the military alliarces fulfil so as
to help make the European perspective a reglity 7

From this standpoint, it would be infinitely desirable for

both the eastexrn and western militaryAalliances to contain a

x



purely European component, distinct from the system of defence

in common with the major ally.

This would be a ﬁay of bringing about a condition which is
essential for the Luropean states, eastern and western, to
become fully aware of the political and strategic problems which
are special to them. Moreover this could also be the way towards
preparing for their eventual reunification after the pending

European problems have been solved.
III Conclusions

These concepts may perhaps seem Utopian at the moment,

because they are still very far from present realities,

Wevertheless a profound change is working itself out in
Durope. This present conference bears witness to it, This evo-
lutionary process can only generate fruitful solutions if it takes
place within the framework of more distant perspectives which it is

important to keep in mind from now onwards.

Because Europe is still politicelly sick, military allilances
with the great nuclear powers still remain necessary. But we must |
. do our utmost to bring "Europe" into being and, most important, to
settle the German problem, avoiding the indefinite continuation of
sthe present status quo, In this intermediate phase, the military
alliances must not act as a brake on the evolution which is taking
shape ., On the contrary, they should help to facilitate solutions
‘capable of solving our difficulties. In order to do this, their
ainm should be to maintain the necessary guarantees while at the same

- time making possible progress in the detente between Bast and West.
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Anyone rash enough to speculate as to the future course
of Britein's defence policy in the autumn of 1966 is asking for
tfouble. . Although tﬁere has hardly been a time since the end
of the last war that it was possible to say that British defence
policy was on an even keel, at the present moment it is pfobably
- more in a state of flux than it has ever been before., ' This is
not. solely due .to the changes proposed in the Defence White Paper
of 1966; indeed, a lot of the trouble in analysing the probable
‘Future course of our defence policy is due very largely to the
fact that it iz quite impossible to say whether the policy out-
lined there will ever be implemented, The economic state of the
country, and the effect this is likely to have on defence regquire-
ments, is aleo a major factor, but so too are the inherent contra-

dictions arising from the policy pursued at least since 1954.

) In considering the role of Britain in European security

at this fime, therefore, it is &imply rot possible o discuss
this subject by itself, So meny different factors must enter
into account before we can decide not only what policy in Hurope
we ought to purgue, but also what policy we are likely to be able
to pursue in the light of the présent‘situﬂtion., For twenty
years, we have been trying to pursue a defence policy suitable
to one of the great powers of the world., In doing this;, we have
not been unsuccessful, in the sense that most of the goals which
wé set ourselves, we were able to carry out, But the -economic
burden- of doing this has been coloasal, and at the moment when
the whole econcomic future of the country is in the balance, it is
inevitable that defence policy is subject to the same uncertainties
as all other aspects of home policy. = Before coming on to the

‘ specific Buropean issue, therefore, we must have a look at the

situation as a whole.

5



-2-—

Defence policy in Britain has been governed for ten years,
and still is to-day, by two documents - the amended Brussels Treaty
of 1954, and the Defence White Paper.of 1957. By the first of these
doouments, concluded at the London ‘and Paris Conferences of that year,
we committed ourselves to maintain four divisions and a factical air
force on the Continent of Burope for the length of the Treaty - that
is until 1997. This was part of the price which we had to pay to
secure Prench support for the rearmament of Western Germany. These
forces cannot be withdrawn except with the agreement of the Council
of Western European Union, though there is a safety clause for use
in a period of grave economic difficulty. On the only occasion so
far when we have sought the permission of the W.E.U. Council -~ to
withdraw some 20,000 troops in 1957 - it was grudgingly given., The
present British Government apparently has the idea of a further
withdrawal in mind if the West German Government is not more forth-
coming in aiding our balance of payments difficulties arising from
the stationing of so large a part of cur Army in a place where it

has to be paid for in foreign currency.

The 1957 Defence White Paper, which will always be assoc-
iated with the name of Mr, Duncan Sandys, the Defence Minister at
the time, marked another major shift in British defence policy.
Coming to the conclusion that the uvlitimate defence of Britain must
lie in our own nuclear strength, the White Paper foreshadowed the
end of conscription, and the retuin to the traditional British idea
of purely voluntary forces., It led to the sealing down of our con-
ventional forces, so that now we have a total of just over 300,000
under arms, of which about 180,000 are soldiera, The money thuas
saved was to be devoted to the development of the nuclear aym, and

the provision of the weapons necessary to deliver nuclear warheads.

Two things went wrong with this poliecy, which seemed so
logical af the time, ~ First of all, the development of the weapons
proved impossibly costly, and very few of the major British attempts
~in this direction ever got past the development stage. . Secondly,
the hope that the role of conventional forces would grow less as
time went on proved completely wvain, At the wmoment when the policy
was laid down, the major British defence commitment outside'Europe -
the crushing of the revolt in Malaya - was just coming to an end,
and the Malayan State was being established in a way which, it was
hoped, would lessen our commitment bthere for the future., At the
same time, the abortive Suez operation had recently shown the
ineffectiveness of purely conventional forces in a world crisis.

From both these two events, the conclusion was drawn that the role
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" of the conventional force would be limited to small policing operations,

which would not reguire any great numbers of men.

It was perfectly true, of course, that, in the sort of
international crisis of which Suez has been one of the main examples
since the war, conventional troops are pretty useless, In fact,
anything which gets onto the world plain like that is likely to be
dealt with by the two super-powers alone, if they can agree 5‘Cﬁbé,
for.éxample - 6r‘not to be settled at all,'if'they canﬁoﬁ, like
Viet-Nam; But we,complétely ovarlooked”the‘fact that, ifﬂwe were
to maintain ourirole as poiiceman to the Commonwealth - & role which,
it seemed, many Commonwealth countries were not averse to our
assuming -~ then this required a large effort in conventional, not
nuclear, forces. - Since the 1957 White Paper, British troops have
been constantly engsged in various.types of small operation all over
the world., I can recéll vividly,. for example, one hectic week-end
in January 1964, At that time, we hed some 20,000 men in Malaysia,
operating in confrontation with the  Indonesians. ~We had a similar
number in Aden, where there was also a seourity problem., We had
garrisons of some size in Hongkong and Malta, and of a very much
smaller size in Gibraltar, Libya, Bahrein, Gan, -and Guyana, In
addition, there was a unit in Swaziland, which had been sent out
there at the time of some civil disturbance a year before, and seemed
to have got forgotten., Our forces formed the major part of the

United Nations force in Cyprus.

At this moment, when our forces seemed so stretched that
there was no more slack left, we were suddenly confronted with a new
‘emergency in East Africa, from which our troops had been withdrawn
only six months earlier. The Governments of Kenya, Uganda, and
Tanzania were all faced simulténeously with mutinies in their armed
forces, and called for help. Iuckily, we had a Marine Commando
afloat off the East Coast of Africa at that time, and this was able
to land at Dar-Es-Salaam in time to save the situation there, while
troops were air-lifted from Aden to cope with the situation in the
other two countries, We were, in a way, rather pleased with our=-
selves, as we had felt only a few days before that we simply counld
not deal with another emergency, if one aroge., But, at the same
‘time, there was a distinet feeling of reseniment that, at a time
like that, over a quarter of the British Army was Immobilised in
Germany, doing nothing effective.

" Despite the warnings wﬁich this ineident gave, hothing
has really been done to alter the situation, The present Govern-
.mentls'Defence White Paper of February this year purports to launch
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a new policy, but nothing has really been changed, We still accept
cbligations all over the world and there must be even greater doubt
than before whether we have the means to fulfil them., In particu-
lar, the East of Suez pollcy may be slightly less costly as a result
of the proyosed withdrawal from Aden, but this is unlikely to help
very much w1th the manpower problem, as we intend to maintain a
sizable base in Slngapore for the foreseeable future, and whatever
may be our intentions as regards Bahreln, it is difficult to see
how, in the present disturbed state of the Middle East whloh is

. likely to remain disturbed for a considerable time, we are in fact
going to be able to save ver& much on menpower thera, however much

we may wish to.

Quite apart from the manpower guestion, however, the whole

'~ East of Suez policy, to which both major parties in Britain pay lip-

service, must be under the closest scrutiny. Various eminent men
in British political life, notably the former Navy Minister Mr,
Christopher Mayhew, and the Conservative spokesmen on defence, Mr,
Enoch Powell, have declared against it for a variety of reasons. Mr,
Mayhew believes not only that it is impossible to carry out such a
policy without a carrier fleet, bubt also that it is undesirable to
carry it out anyway, and that the only white troops which should be
tolerated Bast of Suez should be under U,N., Command, Mr. Powell
believes -that the defence of Britain's own interests must be the
firet consideration, and, on our meagre regources, this must involve
a withdrawal into European defence. Both of these views are valid;
I teske perhaps an even 51mp1er view,. Given the oircumstanoes in
which we now find ourselves, the loglcal consequence is that, w1th1n
the next ten years, we shall have no East of Suez polloy at all,
What worries me is that, because of the,emﬁhasis which has been placed
on the Far East, we may have no defence policy for the rest of_the

world either.

The Government's present policy, it seems to me,. cannot
possibly work. I agree with Mr, Mayhew that a carrier force is-
indispensable, if we are to carry out a role as policeman of the
- Indian Ocean. The island strategy, sco often discussed and now
apparently embraced by Mr, Healey, is a non-starter, However much
the R.A.F, may yearn to build .an airstrip on Aldabra, I doubt if it
will ever be built, Our one experience of this kind of thing -
the building of an airstrip on Gan ~ has not been something which
we would want to repeat, and if it is maintained that Aldabra is
uninhebited and therefore,oe shali not be faced with the complications
there which we had in Gap,.fhe.answer must be that if we start major

works there, it won!t be uninhabited for long. One of the majox
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arguments in favour of Gan was that the population was so smell that
there could be no political complications; within two years of
operations sterting, we had to have & frigate permanently stendlng

by to take off the British Resident in case of trouble.

But even 1f we were able to pepper the Indlan Ocean w1th
alretlps, it is still doubiful whether the pollcy would work., The
_capabllltles of the FIII stlll remain highly questlonable, it may
eventually go down to history as Mr. Healey!s Skyholt But even
if it turne out to be everything that Mr, HEaley and Mr, McN&mera
claim for it. 5O planes will never be enoﬁgh to carry out the role
they have been a551gned, granted that not more then 20 are ever
tikely to be 0peratlonal at any one tlme. To get any more would
TUn us into very heavy cost aoross ‘the exchanges, as it is clear
that the price at which we have contracted to buy the plane will
be nothlng like the eventual full cost, and any further orders will
‘1nevlteb1y‘have to bear the full cost. Furthermore, I am extremely
doubtful whether, by 1975 - and this is the time-scale we are dis-
cussing, for the carrier fleet remains operational until then -
Governments round the Indian Ocean will really see the need for a
British policeman, - Even the desire of the Singapore Government to
gee us stey on there seems to be based much more on eoonomlo than

military factors.

‘ There is only one way in which I can foresee any Brltlsh
m:tl::tary presence effectlvely East of Suez after 1975, and that is

if it is part of an Alliance in which the nonaﬂmerloan members of
NATO play theirlfull part. I heve argued elsewhere the case for an
extension of NATO outside the_Eurooeah and Atlantic sphere, not only
_ beoause it seems to be necessery if burdens are‘to be ehered, bub

_ eleorbecaose it is the only way I can see in which fhe very reasonable
cqmplaint of General de Gaulle that the Eﬁropeah powers_are lieble

to be draggee into e nuclear wer:in Americafs wake over a'Far East
quarrel in which they have ho say can poseibly be answered. Only
this way too, I believe, through an Alliance which oovers all aspects
of mutual concern to the Allies, can the eppelllngly dlfflcult Pro-
'lblem of nuclear control be solved. However, this is not the place
to argue this case ‘and anyway, Iam pes31mlstlo enough to think it

hlghly unllkely that such a development Wlll ever occur._

A11 of this may seem a long way removed from the specific
topic of European defence which I have been asked to dlscues, yet
unless we can see the whole plcture of British defence commitments
after l975,}1t is impossible for us to foresee exactly what contri-
bution we are likely %o be able to make to Europe at that time;
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Up to now, whenever we have been accused of not pulling our weight in
Europe, we have always been able to reply that we have commitments
elsewhere which have made this impossible, and it is perfectly true
that we have gpent more per héad‘onkdefence than any other NATO country
except the United States, 'This obsession with defence outside Europe
was aiso fhe main reéson why we were so cool to the idea of a Eurcpean
Defence Commﬁnity.ih the early 1950s, even though we had suggested it
in the first place, and it is a iittle galling to think that, for the
same price that we pald to secure Western Buropean Union, we could
have had the E.,D.C., even without ourselves as members of it., The
action of Winston Churchill's Government in turning our back to Europe
in 1951 was, in my opinion, the worét mistake made'by any British
Governmént since the war, ndt only in the politieal, but in the mili-
tary field as well, | Circumsténces, it would seem, which have been
forcing us back economicallj to the position we rejected then, will
also force us back politically and militarily as well, and the picture
for the mid-70s will be a Britain with cirtuelly no commitmenfs out-
side the European area, and in any case without the weapbns to fulfil
then,

There is one other consequence of this which I ought to
mention before going on to see how we should best deal with this
situation, I do not see how, under these circumstances, it is going
to be possible to maintain the prineiple of a voluntary army.  This
may be something of a relief to those responsible for our defence at
that time, as the abandonment of conscfiption has not led to thé great
savings which were envisaged in 1957, This is not oniy due to the
fact that the nuclear deterrence delivery system proved so impossibly
costly., The voluntary system proved to be 1mmensely costly as well,
In a time of labour shortage, the forces had to compete with the home
market, and therefore had to offer rates of pay and living conditions
which were reasoﬁably comparable with life outside, Very nearly half
the defence budget over the past ten years has gone on pay, and the
provision of benefits such as hou91n and welfare services, and it is
this that has made major reductlons in that Bﬁdget so diffiecult,

Even then, recruiting was not easy, and there has always been an un-

eagsy feeling that the target figure for the armed forces was adjusted
up and dowm, not accdrding té the number of *troops the ﬁilitary felt

they needed, but to the number the politicians thought they couldr

obtain.

Of only one thing could we be certain, and that was that
recrulting went up when our forces were engaged in ecombat, and went

down in times of qulescence. The lure of action was very strong, and
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' eqﬁally sﬁrong ~ ag market research, in which we have engaged
extensively, conclusively prbved - was the lure of exotic'places.
Hongkong and Singzpore may not have looked very‘gbod when.the soldier
got there, but they looked terrific on recruiting posters, and even
places like Tripoli and Benghazi, where our troops were housed in
incomparably worse conditions than they were on Salisbury Plain,
undoubtedly helped to bring the recruits in, Withdrawal East of
Suez will remove this vital element from our recruiting, TUnder
those. circumstances, if all we have to offer is service in Britain
or with the British Army of the Rhine ~ where our men have always
been in greater danger of dying of boredom that from enemy bullets -
the greatest attraction of service life will have gone, and though
there always will be men prepared to take the job on, they will be
“infinitely fewer than our present forces, which are alreasdy too

small for our needs.

What I.envisage then after 1975 ig a British defence force
brimarily engaged on the defence of our islands and the Continent
of Burope, raised through some form of conscription - probably by
means of gelective service, and stationed partly‘on fhe Continent

' and partly ét home. It will be a force whose role is totally

different from any which any British force has known for the past
300 years, and it is therefore vital that, long before this time is
reached, we have a clear idea of what it is we are aiming at in |

Turopean defence.

Héppily from one point of viéw, we have been given the

opportunity of a thorough review of the situation now. Whatéver

view cne may take of Genersl de Gaulle's policies and actions - and

certainly the absence of courfesy alone makes him difficult to defend -~

one good thing will certainlf come out of the present crisis, He

has forced the NATO issus into the front of people's minds throughout

the Alliance, and made us concentrate on the shape of Buropean defence

to come. The opportunity will be combletely wasted if we merely sit

back end say that we want FATO, the whole NATO, and nothing but the

NATO, The whole Furcpean situation has completely changed since 1949,

both with the waning of thé Cold War, and with the growth of a strong,

self-reliant European Teonomic Community which, whatever the views

of the French Government, either now or in the future, will inevit-
 ably develop into something}closer and stronger in‘the politicai

field, The danger of war in Europe is now greatly lessened, though

it must be realised that, as long as'Germény remaing divided - and

in consequence, Europe does too - this danger will élways be there.
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The framers of NATO were more prophetic than they knew when they pro-
vided for revision after fﬁenty years, and it is up'to us to make full

usé of their wisdom.

We must assume first of all that Germany will remain-divided,
at least for the foreseeable future, It would not seem to me to be
in the interests of the Soviet Union and the East European countries
tc encourage a wnited Germany at this time, even though I believe that
the threat to peace which arises from its division is asg great for
them as it is for us. We must assume, too, that Britain will shortly
be a member of the Ruropean Economic Community, end that this Community
will steadily develop in political, and therefore, military fields.

We must agsume that the fundamental anti-Americanism of current
French policy is not something limited to General de Gaulle himself,
but is endemice tc France at the moment, that it is likely to be pur-
sued by almost any conceivable alternative French CGovernment, and that
it awakes a sympathetic echo in a number of other cireles in Europe
as well, We must assume, however, that any West Germen Government
is likely to take the American alliance as the cornerstone of its
defence policy, snd that any British Government will do the same,
though possibly not to the same degree. 'And finally we must assume
that no future American Govermnment will relapse into isolationism,
énd that therefore we can rely on an American présence in Burope so
long as NATO lasts.

Some clarification is required to the phrase "an American
presence" in these assumptions - clarification which in itself leads
to an additional assumption. It seems %o me almost inevitable that,
wifhin the time-scale of which we are talking - that is, between now
and 1975 -~ a drastic modification to the pattern of American troop-~
_concentration is inevitable. A number of factors would seem tq lead
to this conclusion. The United States suffers almost as much as
Britain from the straln whlch the malntenance of large-scale con-
ventional forces in Germany 1mposes on her balance of payments.
Politically, there has been a considerable growth ;n the pressure
within Congress to “bring‘the boys back home", and militarily the
growing pressure of the Viet-Nam ﬁar, with its incessant demands for
more American cbnventional forces is bound to make the Pentagon look
with ever more envious eyes on the forces in Germany. Furthermore,
should there ever be a genﬁine detente in Europe, this in itself would
force withdrawal of somé;lif not all, the troops, Oné:could also
add that possible technological developments, in the field of giant
transport aireraft making possible the reinforcement of Europe by
several divisions in a matter of hours, would also encourage the ten-

dency to withdraw,
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_ I think it unlikely that the United States would not leave
some token forces behind, especially in Berlin, But it seems to me
highly probable that, taking all these elements into account, we can
expect the withirawal of the major part of the U.S, ground forces
from Burope in the next few years., Provision would have to be made,
of course, for sdequate backing to be available for the possible re=-
entry of these forces, but even that might not be enough to ensure
adequate defence in the event of a sudden emergency. If this were
to happen, therefore, it would make even more necessary the pfovision
of more effective defence of Western Hurope by theEMrdpeans themselves,

A1l these are assumptions, but I think they are reasonable
ones on which to base our forward planning, Though they may seem
mutually contradictory, there is I think sufficient of a common basis
in them to enable us at least to review the situation, and not just to
claim that it is hopeless, What is.the common,ground from which we
can proceed, and what, if any, is the British role which can emerge
in this?

 There are, I think, two basic elements which would bé
accepted by all, First, that NATO cannot continue for very much
longer in its present form, if only becauge (eneral de Gaulle is
. determined to see that it does not, and he is in a position to enforce
his view, Tentativély, 1 wpuld suggest, as a corbllary to this, that
there . 45 general agreement that it_shoﬁld ﬁot continue in its present
form, even among Americans., The search fof some kind of multilateral
force a few years ago was indirect confirmation of thié. Second,
that so long as Germany remaing divided, the existence of military
blocs in Europe is bound to continue, and that therefore some kind of
collective defgnce ig hecessary. As a cor011ary to this, I would
add that this may be no bad thing, as collective defence implies
collective control, and if we stress the ﬁosiﬁive side of controi, we

may learn much of use on a wider field.

France remains a member of NATQ, but not of the organisation
-set up under the Treaty. This is now the somewhat ourious position
of the Prench Government, which seems to carry the French reputation
for logic a stage further, The problem is that, with the virtual
French withdrawal from NATO discussions, it becomes a little difficult
to see how these problems can be discuassed. The basic French ob~
jection is to what she regards as American interference in purely
European matters, and it is unlikely therefore that she will welcome
any fundamental discussion in an organisation in which the Americans

are not only present, but have in the past tended to dominate all
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the discussion. The necessary transitional military measures needed
to'gét over the immediate problem may be decided at NATO, but the
10ng;term gettlement of European defence policy will not be decided
there. " Where else can it be decided then? Where else but in Western

European Union?

This remarkable and little-knowﬁ organisation was on¢e deg-
cribed, by one of my Labour colleagues in the House of Céﬁmons,‘as

the "pompier de 1'Burcpe. It is s st:iking image.  Totally ig-

nored when things are going well, it is to the Brussels Treaty that
the politiciang turn when they begin to go badly, and usually through
the Brussels Treaty, some kind of arrangement can be ﬁade. In 1954,
fhe Brussels Treaty waé amended to create Western Turopean Union, and
to get over the crisis caused by the rejection of the Furopean Defence
Community in the French Netional Assembly, In 1957, it was the W.E.U.
Council which resolved the crisis brought about by the British balance
of payments pogition. In 1960; it wes to W.E.U. that the politi-
cians turned'when seeking some way.of closing the breach between the
E.E.C and E.F,T.A, It is always there; it can be used for anything.
It has a2 wvery small staff, with no opportunities for gelf-aggrandise~
ment, and virtuslly no functions except to be useful., And useful,

it has certainly been,

What is more; it has been notable throughout.the vhole of
the'NATO controversy since the General's'press conference’ in March,
that the French vaexmmeﬁt has behaved with noticeable enthusiasm
towards WEU. French spokesmen have gone out of their way to state
that the obllgatlons contained in Article V of the Brussels Treaty -
which are a good deal more far-reachlng than those contained in
Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty - remain fully wvalid fox
France. It is'trﬁe that France has maintained throughout that she
is not going to accept in WEU the type of 1ntegrat10n -which she has
just reJected in NATO, but at least we seem to have thessmrmmamce that
in WEU she is prepered to discuss, because it 'is a purely European
forum, while in NATO she is only prepared toq:dictate. The drawback,
of course, is that in WEU only seven of the fifteen NATO countries are
.~present,_and-more particularly that the Americans are absent, It
will be necessary, 1 am afraid, for the others to. trust Francel!s
partners in. WEU not to betray the cause, for unless a diglogie starts
in that forum, I very much doubt whether it will start at all.

It is essentlal that such a dlalogue, if not sub sgecle

aeternltatls, should at least concern 1tself rather more with the

long term., We have short-term problems, of course, most notably
the French w1thdrawal end the British threat of withdrawal from
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Germany. . These can, I think, be overcome on a short-term basis,

I am much more concerned with 1979, when Britain will, I think have
ceased to have any defence policy outside Burope, and the full
weight of her influence can at last be brought to bear there, That
sort of terms should we be thinking in? ‘

Clearly, there will have to be a purely Turopean organisa=-
tion, linked in some way with the United States .and Canada -~ and,
if possible, Australia and New Zealand as well, for one of the con-
sequences of the ending of ocur role Zast of Suez is going to be the
gradual isolation of these two countries., It would, I think, be
dreaming to think in terms of going back to the old EDC context, at
any rate as an immediate goal. This may be something which we
should be aiming for in the distant future, but the element of supra-
nationality will certainly put off any French Government in the near
future, and probably any British Covernment as well., While not
wholly supranational, the new body must be‘fairly tightly integrated;
it might be worthwhile to start with the implementation of those
clauses of the 1954 agreements which have remained something of a
dead letter, especially those relating to compulsory inspection.
(I think it would be foolish, however, to imagine that this can be
done by revitalising WEU; some new form of organisation will be
needed.) This Buropean defence organisation, allied to some kind
of political link between the Buropean countries, would be the
European end of the bridge acroas the Atlantic Which.President
Kennedy foresaw in his speech in Philaaélphia on July 4th 1962,

Britain must make it perfectly plain that she is on the
European side of the bridge. Enough trouble has bheen causcd in the
past by the attempts of successive British Govermments to have it
both ways by trying to pretend that our geographicsal pésition was a
few miles south of Teeland rather than 20 miles off the coast of
France. Prccious though the special relationship between Britéin
and the United States has been in the past, I doubt very much if it
has much longer to go anyway, and we might just as well call it a
day now and finally admit that we are part of Europe. Certainly,
by 1975, this faect will be forced upon us.

Britaint's total identification with the Furopesn side of
the bridge becomes vital Wheﬁ one considers the most difficult question
cof all -‘that of nuélear control, The French idea of the future
organlsatlon of Turopean defence seems to be that the countrles of the
Buropean Economic Community at least will be able to relax, conscious
of the fact that they are defended by the mlght of the French force
de frappe. It is understandable that France's partners do not see
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it in quite the same light, not only because they have little con-

fidence in the deterrent power of the force de frappe, but-also because

they are not quite certain what sort of Government will follow that
of General de Gaulle in France, and prefer to rely-on the known capa-
" bility of the United States Strategic Air Commend and the Polaris-
system. Despite this, however, there is no doubt that the concern
felt at the concentration of so much Alliance power in the hands of
the United. States is genuine - and understandable., It would be -
gquite absurd for the new European defence organisation to set out to
duplicate the United States effort in nuclear development, even if
the Furopean nations were prepared to maske the necessary financial
sacrifice, Besides, the effect of this in terms of nuclear prolif-

eration, especially in Eastern Europe, could be'quite disastrous.

The addition of the British deterrent to the French, how-
ever, while in no way forming a substitute for the American, might
change the situation sufficiently to satisfy all parties. It would
still be too weak to be regarded by East Europe as a menace, bub
strong enough as a second strike weapon to give some measure of con-
fidenece to Western Europe. It would be indisputably Western Eurcpean,
but not solely French or British, While its use would have to be
planned in conjunction with the United States, it would still be
capable of acting on its own in a supreme emergency. And it would

not involve any element of proliferation.

Of oourse, this raises problems as well. Tt would still
not sélve the problem of the nucleér imbalance within the Alliance,
which can in any cése only be solved in the context of complete aban-
donment of sovereignty over the weapoh within the Alliance, and the
United States Congress is unlikely to contemplate that with equanimity
for some considerable tiﬁe. - Nevertheless, someone has got to start
sometime with the thorny problem of nuclear conitrol., The various
sugzestiohs for Atlantic multilateral forces are now stone dead; a
European nuclear foree based on the present British and French fofces
might be an experiment which could persuade Congress that such joint
control is feasible. It might even go so far as to persuade the
Russians of the same.thing, and therefore help in the Geneva dis-

armament talks, but this is not something that one can plan for,

The principal problem, of course, lies in the machinery of
control itself, One of the first tasks of those drawing up such a
scheme would be to test exactly how far the French are wedded to com-
plete nationalism in this field., If it was made plain that this
was an sutonomous European'force,'allied t6 but not in any way sub-

servient to, a larger American force, ‘then the French might be
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prepared to compromise on the principle of absolute sovereignty, and
.agree to' some committee of control, which would have to have a system
" of weighted voting, If this accord in principle could be achieved,
then ‘this committee would eppoint the DBuropean supreme commender, and
would lay down for him his general instructions. It would be up to
this officer to liaise with the American who would be the“supreme'h
Atlantlc commander, presumably app01nted by ‘the Nbrth Atlantlc Coun011

L}

28 NOW.

The disﬁosition of.ponveﬁtibhal fofé;s ﬁhder'thié committee
would be more easily échiévéd; Britain, no 1onger requlred to carry
out a magor role outside Europe, would flnd a good deal less diffi-

'culty in the maintenance of the Rhine Army, -Considerable flexibi-
1ity would be needed here; there are already-siens that Germany,
with the growth of-the Bundeswshr, is getting just-e little bit too
full of - troops, and the situation, partlcularly with regard: to train-
ing grOunds, is already very tight., = It is likely to get tighter as
the years go by, but the popular solution of brlnglng the boys home
would only make matters worse, " The training position may be tight
in Germany, in Britain it is- chaotie, * It is now virtually impossible
to exercise at more than brigade strengfh, and short of new grounds
being found in Canada, or Australia, divisional training will have
ﬁb'remain in Germany With the growing'pressure on German training
grounds, this would mean that full divisional excrcises would be un-

likely to be carried out more than about'once'every five years,

This is one argument, of course - which seems to have
escaped the French so far, though they are faced with the same problem -
for the maintenance of NATO. The empty spaces necessary for training
a modern army are unlikely to be found on the crowded lands of Weastern

Europe.

If, however, Rhine Army remains where it is at roughly its
present strength of 50,000, it would be ressonable for the British o
ask for a similar alienation of troops from the other members of the
Buropean defence organisation, It would thus be pessible to form
a conventional arm of some strength, available for the land defence
of Europe, and also, perhaps, for operations outside Europe, either
under United Nations or Allied command. But the whole thing must
depend on the creation of the proper organisation within Europe, and
achieving the right balance between nationalism and supranationality

which would bhe required.

Here, I believe, Brifain can play a considerable part. At
the moment, 211 moves to any kind of political - and therefore defence -~
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co~operation within. the Six are- blocked by the fundamental difference
of view between France and the rest,_ if Bpitain!s entry to. the E,E.C.
by 1970 seems a fairlyMSafe bet, then there will_still be five years

- for.the development of the necessamy-grganisatioﬁ for Eu;opean defence.
Jt is likely that British entry will be followed by an upsurge of

interest in political and military co~-operation, and equally likely
that the British attltude to thls - regrettably 1n my oplnlon - w111
be c¢loser to the French position than that of the other flve. Thls,
in itself, may make the French more prepared to con51der some kind of
organlsa'blon of the ‘Kind that T have outlined, '

- To sum up, then,. I suggest that by 1975, Brltaln's role
outside Europe will have virtually ceased to exist.. . We shall still,
have a nuclesr deterrent force of five or more Polaris submarines,

the French submariqe stpike force will probably‘just be coming into

- service, and we both may have land~-based means.of delivery as well,

We 'will probably have had. to-fall.in line with the other countries
of Europe in introducing some form of conscription, and we shall be

full members of-a European Economic Community rapidly developing a

_political and militery role,  Britain's essential task in this, other

than contributing part . of the European nuglear force, is tqkepsure
that this new constellation of power does not get divorced from. the
United States and other NATO coﬁntries, but that it remains one of
the two twin pillars of the Atlantic alliance. It will not be an

easy task, and we ghould start plamning for it now.
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The role of'small“countries'in world policies has under-

gone development fhroughout history and it mey be said to have been
* determined primarily by three factors. The first is the importance
in the given historical period of the technical potential for the
power of individual countries, both:in the military and economic
fields. TVWhenever the industrial potential and the development of
techndlogy of different countries within a certain region were more
or less balanced, the security. of small countries grew along with
the growing influence of these countries in international relations,
Conversely, while disproportions between. the industrial potential
and the technology of small and. large countries grow, the depend-
ence of small countries on decisions of countries disposing of the

decisive technical potential grows as well.

The second factor has been determined by objective
relations among great powers. History gives evidence of the
effort of the great Powers, many times resorted to, aimed at
creating around themselves a sort of security zone or zone of
dependent countries which would provide them with more freecdom
and certainiy in manoeuvring in.international politics, The
small countries neighbouring on grest Powers.are then drawn into.
guch & zone, . Similarly, as history gives evidence of repeated
attempts to create such zones of influence of great Powers, it '
also gives evidence of the disintegration of such systems which
"occurs with regularity according to certain historical laws at

the time when the great Power - which initiated the system finds
itself in a‘complicated situation, aweskened by internal or
external factors. It is‘usuallj the relation between individual

determining Powers which is decisive for the fate of such group-

e T

{ ings, ~As gsoon as the balance of forces is sfable, the security
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system of Powers is strengthened! and vice-versa. In the pericd
of evening up the balance of forces between the msin determining
Powers, small countries have possibilities of pursuing their own
independent policies which might affect world events, in a relatively

minor but _decisive manner.  __

et W - B .. - - e

The third factor documented in history may be characterized
as constantly repeated attempts by, small countries to get out of
dependence and to acquire the widest possible sphere for their own
foréign policies. This trend has many times in history led _to.
romantic ideas; some politicians in small countries who based
their concepts on:.such ideas 1lived to.see a colossal collapse of
their concepts within a very . short time, At the same time, however,
history proves that in some caééé,'ﬁﬁéif%hb policies of small
countries relied on realistic considerations.and paid regard to
objective factors determining international political processes,

small countries scored good and, not infrequently, lasting resulfs.

The entry of atomic weapons. into history merked the
beginning of a quite different. era in the relations beiween large
and srall countries., It was already evident at the time of World
War II that small countries cannot arm themselves quickly with
sufficient quantitites of most modern .weapons, which are stiil
being perfected, and cannot repel the armed might of a Power which
has .all the conditions for utilizing its enormous industrial
potential, The attack of Hitlerite Germany on the small European
countries ended mostly in a gquick defeat of the armies of those
small countries, and although other, unmilitary factors, having
no relation- to industrial potential, played their role, it was the
reality of potential supremnej that determined the course of events
&t that time, | ‘ .

World War II wag followed by a period in which small
countries, incapable of manufacturing atomic weapons, became in-
respect of military security in large measurc more dependent on.
great Powers than ever before, Although the process that followed
showed that there were possibilitics of manufacturing atomic
weapons even in small countrics, and such possibilities have become
quite big by now in some of them, this fact could change nothing
in substance in the décisive position of the great Powers in world
policies., 1In the first period after World War II and in the
period of the two super Powers disposing of atomic weapons as a
monopoly, the possibilities of small countries to influence world
politics dropped to a minimumg in all probability this role of

small countries in world policies was never so small as it was then.



However, historical processes went on, First of all for the first
time in the history the world socialist system, grouped around the
Soviet Union which, until World War II, had been the only socislist
country in the world, came into being, Capitalist countries came
under the direct influence of the United States of America and
became dependent on the USA for a long time ahead in the economic
and above all in the military fiecld., Several years later another
great historical process gained maturity, namely the disintegration
of the colonial system and the birth of new States, the so-called
third world, For a certain period the division of the world into
two large blocs, headed by the two atomic super powers, remained

relatively unchenged, stable and to a certain extent frozen.

The balance of forces between the two blocs, brought
about by the fact that the Soviet Union, contrary to the expecta-
tions of US strategists, achieved a balance of forces with the
United States in the field of missile technology, crested a strange
and historically unpfecedenﬁéd system of security based on mubual,
even though tacit, respect of the forces of the other b;oc. That
system in itself showed the objective necessity of the existence
of the two blocs. The West, and particularly the United States,
was for a long time unwilling to rcéognize the existence of the
newly-established socialist States in Eurcpe and in Asia as a fact
which cannot be changed, Practical experience showed that any
hopes for irternal disruption in the socialist countries were only
dreamg which would not be sanciioned by reality. In the latter
fifties, when the Soviet Union started its drive to urge peageful
coexistence in international rclations as a basis for relations
'among States having different social systems, those opposing the
idea of peaceful coexistence found themselves first on the defensive
and later in a situation in which they had to adjust their policies
to new realities, In that new period peaceful coexisfence, with
several exceptions, started to be recognized as a political necessity

and a human need.

The blocs remained in existence, and the relations between j
then and between inaividual'members of these blocs started gradually
to be normalized, No% only was there formal regulation of theée
relationsy it was the begimming of a relatively broad process of new

contacts between members of the two blocs 1nvolv1ng ever wider

gections of the economic, political, cultural and psychologic life
of those countries, The objective possibility of peaceful coexistence
became evident, and thls peaceful coexistence was hailed by hundreds

of millions of people in different countries as a great hope ushering

in long-lasting peace and’ prosperlty. “However, it would be incorrect



not to see that this process has recently been adversely affected

by disturbing interventions, primarily -on the part of the United
States, The launching of the war in Victnam has crcated a.new
situation which puts a brake on the process which is now going on

of the normalization of relations among 3tates with different social
systems, puts a brake on the intcrnational relaxation of tensions
and, indeed, imposcs a basic barrier against a further relaxation
in international relations and against a further normalization in
the relations of States having different social systems.. It is a
paradoxical situstion, On the one hand there are exceptionally
goaod conditions for a broad normalization of relations between
countries with different social systems, better than ever before,
world public opinion having been very largely won over in support

of the'prinéiples'of peaceful coexistence in international relations;
on the other hand therc is an artificial barrler blocklng this .
entire process and even creating symptoms of a new, hlghly grave,
danger of growing tensions and military conflict,

L

In this new stage of the historical process in ﬁhich we
live, the position of small countries in world policies has started
to change as well, The balance of forces between the two existing

blocs has placed before the small countries a number of new problems;

the most important of these is-the pr & ating relations
o£,a—new~¢ypehﬂiihig;fgf_ffiffing blocs, The members of the
existing blocs, linked by a number of interests, have started to

constitute new relations among themselves, both conceptually and
institutionally, determined primerily by their common presence in
one bloc, In view of the profound differences in tho two blocs

the principles on which these new relations have_started developing
were differont zs well, In addition, they were also affected by
the consequences of complex and,long—term.historioal processes and
conditions emerging from the economic structures of the members of
the existing blocs, Despite all difficulties certain new relations
in this rcspect have succeeded in both blocs, even though the core
of the relationship is different iﬁ cach bloe, For the first time )
in history, the sooialist system has succeeded in laying the founda-
tions of new relations among States ﬁhich'have'éociolized the means
of productlon and have tnerefore all prerequisites for ellmlnatlng
all antagonlstlo dlffer nces forever. However, one should not dls—
regard the fact that this is a process not void of con31derable
complexltles which will probably last for a whole hlstorlcal epoch.
The capltallst grouplng has succeeded in laylng the foundation of
economlo 1ntegrat10n, oven though it continues to exist in a atate

'of ma.jor dlfferences and many amblgultles."
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]émrlng the 1n1t;@1,per10d o;_,he exlsteggg_gg_fhls process,
when the posmtlons of the two blocs were separated by a strict line

of irreconcilability, the main significance of the policies of small

countries lay in the problem of finding a relationship to the process

“of the osiablishment of blocs and regulating in g new way the relatlo
e e ——— e T ——

of the respective country within the existing blocs.ﬁf The period of
/'\/\_./\-’~
adv the peaceful -nce of States having different -

soecial syeteme,placed before small states the question of organizing

and intensifying relations with the countries of the other bloc.

In addition, the fact that a few years brought into being dozens of

new States in continents which only yesterday were colonies faced
small countries with the question of how to organize relations with
these new States, A large majority of them established active

contacts with these new States and continues to promote them.

Small States, in whichever part of the world they may be
situated, are now faced with the problem of how to avert the growing
military danger and to sccure the intensified process of the normal-
ization of relations in complete peace and mitusl respect among
States with qifferent social systems. Small countries do not have
possiﬁilitiee for settling mejor world problems and do not make
world policies, Their intercsts concentrate primarily in the fields
in which their possibilities are the best., This field is delineated

mostly geographlcally.

‘ Following the development in recent years of international
relations in different geographlcal regions of the world, we discover
that apart from'common features, there are also deep differences.
This, after all, is nothing new in history, The core of interest
of the main factors determining history was always at certain periods
created in certain regions, while being limited in others, This
time, however, we observe that in different fegions of the world there
are forces not entirely identiczl. The dynamic forces of anti-
colonialist revelution accompanied by colossal nationalism in the
nations of the third world of Asia and Afries are active as the main
factors and the main driving force of the historical processes in
these continents, The situation EE~§E£QE§hES different, ~First of
all, Burope has ceased to be the centre of the world, although it has
remained ean exceptionally significant‘faotor in world policies., It
was in EuroPe that the balance of forces of the existing bloos made
itself felt lost, since in the process of their creation the two
‘bloes proceeded primarily from their Furopean positions and the blocs
were formed particularly in Burope. The existence of the two bloes
has created in Burope the most perfect form of the gsecurity system

based on mutual respect for the strength of the other partner, This



systiem, relying on the military blocs of NATO and the Warsaw Treaty,
- concentrated in Europe, more than at any other place in Ehe_world,
the largest quantities o{ atomic weapons and Freated in Europe the
largest and numerically the strongest military concentration in the
world; at the same time, however, particularly recently, it has
provided. the States members of the two blocs with the possibility

of substantially normalizing their mutual relations,

The establishment of NATO created a dangerous hotbed of
conflict in Burope: German revanchism, represented by the attempts
of the influential circles in the Federal Republic of Germany to
take advantage of the Federal Republic's membership of NATO in order
“to implement plans for changing the state of affairs which was
established in Eurcope in 1945 and which found its legal expression
in the Potsdam Agreement, The existence of this hotbed in EBurope
helped maintain tensions among European States members of the two
blocs for years, The fact that in the centre of Europe there is
a State which has a huge industrial,and by now even military,
potential and which raises territorial claims against its neigh-
bours and against other countries has naturally prevented and stands
in the way of the normalization of the relations along;the line
dividing'the two existing blocs, i.e, at the points of the greatest
and most imminent denger. Despite this fact, however, a careful
analysis of the situation in Europe will reveal that it was there
where stabilizaticn and normalization tendenéies have been strongest
in recent years, These tendencies not only reflect the will of
" the overvhelming ﬁajority‘of the people of the Eurdpeah continent
but are an expression of certain eiisting political necessities of
which the leaders in Buropean countries are well aware, The
processges which started in Eurépe and whichlare going on there are -
qqite different from the prdcessés eiisting for exaﬁple in Agia
°?~iﬁ Africa,_'.Let us recapitulafe now véﬁy triefly some of the

typicél features of the processes going on in Europé.

Two blocs have been created, the members of which are
countries having different social systems, . Both these blocs have
undergone certain processes of integration which have reached a

relatively high stage. However, since the very beginning, the

- . leading force in NATO has been extra-BEuropean and its interests

~are far from identical with European interests., This force is
engaged in the other parts of the world and is in particular in-
oreasingly engaged in Asia in the war to which no Furopean can agree
and which can bring no benefit to any Buropean country. It is,

therefore, guite natural that the opposition_of European partners



within NATO to the dependence on the force engaged in such-a danger-
ous action is ever stronger, Moreover the economic dependence of
Western-Europe on the United States, which after World War II was a
‘typical feature of the entire West Kuropean development, was over-
come long ago. The two economic groupings in Western Europe are
very strong and prosperous today and have rather become competitors
of the US economy, We are witnessing the naturally progressive dis-
integration of NATO, The realisticrpoliticians, like, for example
de Gaulle, have been .dissociating themselves distinetly from HATO
policies and have set off- on their own roads, independent of the
United States. However, the United States still remain in Europe
and tries to preserve NATO, even without France, on a new basis,
having chosen as its main paritner on the Europeen continent the
Federal Republic of Germany, i.e, the counﬁfy wherein lies the only
grave hotbed of danger for Furope. The States members of the
Warsaw Treaty would welcome the dissolution of NATO since this would ’
provide the possibility for dissolving the Warsaw Pact. Sinece the
very start of its activity, the Warsaw Pact has been con51dered as

& counter-measure against NATO and particularly agalnst the 1ntegra- '
tion of the Federal Republic of Germany into that grouping. It may
be eliminated if NATO is dissolved, .

-jg/&he hotbed of danger in Burope constituted by the absence “
of & solution to the Germen question according to the principles of
the Potsdam dgreement, and the revived revanchism in the territory
of the Federal Republic of Germeny, make Europe the most dangerous
spot. Until recently those inspiring such policies were: success-
ful in blocking or at least in meking substantially difficult the

development of relations among the other European countries,especiallyl'
anong smaller European States, Only a short time ago European

countries, and herc again small countries in the first place, tried to

break this vicious circle. They tock concrete 1n1t1at1vcs aimed at
the normallzatlon of relatlons between themselves, Wthh nay be

charaeterlzed as the interdependence of the German,problem and the

rrocess of normelization of relat;ons among the other, non-German
European States, A characteristic feature of the situation ig the
fact that it is. no longer possibie to block,the expénsion of contacts
between non-German European:countries by the German problem and that,
on the contrary, even the German problem 1tself is belng affected by

the progressing normallzatlon of ‘Telations among noanerman European ‘
States., However, making a more thorough analy51s of the problem, we
come to see that there is-stiil a possibility for the German problem

to block & further r@pprochement of European countries: no longer

at all 1evels, but at least at the ‘top level, It is therefore cvident




- 1 that it is impossible to reach agreement on any sccurity system in

- Europe unless the two existing German Stetes. participate in such-an
agreement. At the same time, however, the pressure of the non-

- German Burdopean.States on the forces still standing in the way of a
peaceful and reasonsble solution to the German question is growing

constantly.

In some parts of Europe thers have been growing tendencies

‘aimed at safeguarding the security of Burope within regional agree-
ments, e5pu01ally such as would eliminate atomic weapons from some
parts of Europe where the’ denger of their use is particularly great.
De5p1te these tendencies no specific agreements to this effect have
been reached so far, - On the other hand, however, some detailed

plans have been submitted that have rcceived the approval of public
~ opinion and of some official circles in both groupings. It should
be noted that the mein initiatives in this direction were taken
mostly by the member countries of the Warsaw Pact, The NATO
:bouhtries;'ﬁith the exception of Ffance;‘have shown relatively
little initiative in this respect. = Proposals have been submitted
also for the creation of certain zones of controlled armaments in
certain parts of Europe, in the most exposed aréas. It should

be particularly stressed here “that most of these proposals:were
. initiated by small European countries, which, in my opinion,
constitutes significant cvidence for the fact that these countries
nogtly feel themselves in danger and feel the necessity for in-
fluencing the future development of the situation in Europe in

favour of peace. and sccurity.

Let us now try to study in a very summarized form some
as?ects concefning the objective possibilities of the small countries
_of Europe of influencing the process of creating European security.
At the outset let us put to ourselves the basic question, namely,
which’ are the factors facllltatlng the  process of Furopean secur-
ity and which are the ones adversely affecting it. ;f we regard
the process of creating European security as an agglomération of
" forces aimihg st oﬁe objective, namely at a total agreement of
European countries on the eliminstion of war as z means for settle-
‘hent of contentious issues in Furope, we See that the procsss would be
" be best facilitated by the following: '

1. iecognition of the status Guo in Burope, including not only
recognltlon of the preSent boundarles between European
countrles but also recognition of the ohJectlve state of
affairs that has taken place after 1945, Thls 1ncludes Culle

recognition of the right of nétiqné to ohoo;e whichever
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~social system they regard as the most suitable and the

elimination of any external interference into the

domestic affairs of European countries., This includes
recognifion of the rcsettlement of thé.Germén poPulatibn
from some European countries, as agreed under Article XIII
of the Potsdam Agreement; o ) o
renmunciation of the idea that with extefnal_assistance and
possibly even by force it is. possoble to restore the former
social systems in countries which had overthrown them. .

The fierce anti-communism which is still encountered
constitutes a highly dangerous factor facilitating the -

growth of tensions among States with different social systems;

adoption of the principles of peaceful coexisitence as the
basis for rclations among European countries having differ-
ent social systems, These principles of peaceful co- .-

existenee should be codified and should be allowed to pene-

_trate deeply into all specific actions in the field of

foreign policy by European countries;

conclusion of agrecments on economic, cultural, political
and forms of other co-operation among European Sﬁates

with different social systems, The prerequisite for |
such agreements is, of course, primarily the normslization
of relations among Buropean countries having different
social systems. Accordingly it constitutes an act
facilitating the establishment ofna.basis for co;operation
on the part of Turopean countries_in ofder to ensure
normzl diplomatic relations among States with different

social systems in Europe;

promotion of contacts among the population, especially
young people, proceeding from the endeavour to consolidate
friendship among Buropean nations. = This includesh
facilities for tourism and the organizaﬁion of fféerex—
changes of opinion among nationals of count:ies hoving
different social systems under the assumption that such
exchanges are understood npt'as part of & gystem of ide-
ological subversion but purely as a really free exchange
of posgibiy different‘views on varied questions in the

field of science, cultﬁre, economy and politics;

agreements on the limitation of armaments, and/or_disf
armament, on the creation of atom-free zones or other
agreements facilitating a relaxation of thg danger of

g military conflict in Europe;
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On the other hand; the process of creating Buropean

security is ba31ca11y hindered by the following trends:

1.

2,

3

4.

denial of the sta guo in Europe and organlzatlon of

actions almed agalnst this status guo. Thls 1noludes,

for example, attempts to cultlvate the splrlt of revenge

even in the youngesi generatlon, support for revenge-

‘secking and revisionists organizations, and propagands

' for building up hopes that thé current Buropean status quo

may be changed in the future by force and that there might
be a return to the’ situation existing before the complete
defeat of Hiflérite-Germany; '

propaganda in éupﬁort of the'idea‘that the triumph éf social-
ism in some Furopean courtries is.but a iransient phenomenon
and that steps should be taken to make preparations for

its overthrow, This includes assistance given to groups

of various emigre's who strive to prepare subversion in

different forms in their home countries from the outsides

propagande for the idea that peaceful éoexistence is'only a
passing phenomenon which will lose effect after a change in
the balance of forces and/or after such a2 shift in ‘that
balatice of forces as would lead to the supremacy -of the
Western countries in Europe over the socialist States.
These concepts include the preparation of so-called local
wars which at & certain stage would be waged with conven-
tional arms and which at various levels might be escalated
to éxpress a certain form of increased and dramatized

pressure;

rejection of the normalization of relations among countries
having differemt social systems under various pretexts.
Processes and actions standing in the way of the promotion

of eéonomic, cultural, political and other co-operation

'among States with different'social'Systems constitute negative

acts aimed against Buropean security;

support for attempts to take advantage of contacts among

the peoples of countries having different social systems
for ideological or other subversive adtiﬁities, taking
advantage,of‘such contacts for hostile actions against the
other side or endangering the security of the other side,
all such activities being acts blocking development towards
Eﬁropean security and a relaxation in relations among

Buropean states;
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6, rejection of agreements on limited armaments or on a
relaxation of tensions in certain areas are acts directly
fomenting tensions and rendering impossible any rapprochement

among European States,

Leflus now pay attention to the role-that small European
countries ﬁay play today in urging and facilitating the process
of easing international tensions in Europe and creating European
security, As we pointed out earlier, the division of Europe
into two groupings remains. Let us put the first question:

Can small European countries pursue their policies of the
relaxation of international tensions in BEurope and the security
in Burope by withdrawing from those groupings?  Should we accept
the hypothesis that all small European countries would withdraw
from the two existing blocs without anticipating any substantial
changes in the relatioﬁs of the prihcipal elements of the blocs?
Such a position would hardly last for very long or have much
importance for future development. This is because the blocs
did not come into béing of the will of small countries; nor do
small countries play a decisive role in them, At the same .
time, small countries look for a certain protection within

these groupings, whether they are juétified in doing so or not.
Their withdrawal from blocs while tensions between the main
elements of the two blocks would remain, .therefore, add nothing
to their security; on the contrary, it would constitute an
increased danger, The quéstion of whether small countries
should withdraw from the existing bloes, while tensions be-
tween the main elements of those blocs remain may be answered

by saying that it would offer no solution whaitsoever and that
that would not be the road towards European security.

A characteristic feature of thé policies of small
countries in today's Europe is the natural effort of those
countries to eliminate the danger of war from the European
continent and to create a smoothly operating and lasting system
of European security based on the eguality of rights of
European eountries, big and small. Accordingly, small
countries take -a profound interest in urging measures which
would eliminate the danger of war from the European continent
and introduce such & security system. Having‘regard to their
possibilities for taking practical steps in international
reiations and viewing realistically their specific potentiali-

ties, we come to the following conclusions:
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In their relationship to the existing blocs, small

‘countries depend on the development of the relations between

the principal elements of these bloes, It is not within

the power of small countries to dissolve the blocs, and actions

n_EEEE.5EﬂQxhiirarx_EiIhd;@mala_ﬂﬁ_amall_counixiesﬁfmgm the

‘blocs without any change in the paligies of the principal

. partners ca as—realistic,

ﬁgyexgx,rgmall countries have the possibility of working

towards a relaxation of ténsions and facilitating the process

of creating Furopean security even with the existence of the

tlocs., Their possibilities lie especially in the following

directions:

(a) actions within their respective bloes in favour of
measures which may lead to a relaxation of inter-
national tensions and which may contribute to the
establishment of the system of security in Eﬁrope.

In view of the fact that the governing bvodies of the -
existing groupings operate on the principle of equal
partidipation of all partneré within the bioc, specific
possibilities of the small countries of Europe are

considerable in this respect;

(b) establishing normal and friendly relations with States
adhering to the other grouping, especially in cases
where these.are neighbours in the region of the line

dividing the two blocs;

(¢) meking broad contacts between the peoples of countries
adhering to different groupiﬁgs'so as to eliminate
as much as possible the influence of the groups
opposing the relaxation of international relations
among Buropean countries and wishiﬁg to prevent the

creation of a permanent security system in Europe;

(d) expanding scientific, economic and cultural contacts
to give full expression to the unity of interests of all
all European countries and to create in people's

minds the true idea of Buropean coherence,

Small countries of HTurope have the poSsibility of acting
in the direction of ensuring that the existing blocs, which
should be taken as temporary groupings, come to an end and
that with the co-operation of all FEuropesn countries a
system of Furopean security'be created which would be based
on the principle of peaceful coexistence of States having

different social systems.
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4e Small European countries are well avare that it is
impossible to shut themselves up inside Burope and live in
riSQlation ffém world events, Therefore qﬁite understandj
ingly they'féél themselves Jeopardized by any dangerous
situation in the world, in whichever continent., The
United States! operations in Vietnam, which have brought
about a dangerous situsation in East Asia, cast their
shadow on BEurope as well., It is, therefore, in the
interest of small Buropean countries to be as aciive
28 possible so that these operations be halted and peace
be restored in that part of the world.. Small countries
of BEurope have before them a concrete possibility to-
act so as to prevent the birth of such dangerous situ-
ations by clearly dissocizting themselves from aggressive
_actions by the Power concerned and condemning similar

action.

Let us now touch upon ancther aspect of the foreign
policies of small European countries. While the blocks are in
existence and the relations between them remain tense, there may
be attempis to take advantage of the independent policies of
small States of Europe to bring pressure on a small country in
order to weaken the other grouping. |\ We have encountered

attempts of this kind in some political actions by some

Western Powers. Although certain pertial achievements may be

made in this direction, it may be said with certainty that this
iEESSE—EEE‘;EQEE_EBEE*ieading to the easing of international
tengion, to the dissolution of bloes and to the creation of
European security.  On the contrary: actions of this type
inerease the obstinacy of a number of factors in the matter

of weakening the blocs and bringing about a rapprochement

of States members of other bloes., In my opinion it is highly

inadvisable to use such tactics, since it injures the cause of

European security, Whe analyzing concrete phenomens we must’ 'i
strictly differentiate between fhé tactics applied and the

actual intention of the tactician., It is possible to support
the expansion of contacts between countries having different
social systems with good-will and in the endeavour to contribute
in this way to the understsnding among PFuropean nations, It

is likewise possible to support these contacts in an attempt

to use them for ideological subversion in the territory of

the partner and to weaken him or upset him by means of such
contacts. The other method will surely bring about increased

caution on the part of the other partner, more careful
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procedures in establishing contacts and eventually a limitation
or cooling of such contacts., The consequences assume the form of

a revived consolidation of the grouping which feels itself in

. danger and of a growth of distrust for any action which is taken

by the other side,

On the other hand, however, contacts of states having

"different socisl systems cannot do without exchanges of opinion

and a certain form of ideological contest which is the expression
of the existence of different ideoclogies in today's Europe.
However, the ideological fight must be waged with methods which
do not pursue the ends of,ideological subversion., It must bé a
true exchange of views, defended with the best of intentions, and
not obhscure objectives hidden behind an ideological presentation

of questions,

In conclusion, I should like to summarize in brief my
view on the specific mission of the policies of small European
countries and the potentialities of such policies. Even if théy
pooled their efforts, small countries of BEurope cannot eliminate
dangers from Burope and cannot by themselﬁes establish a system
of collective security in that continent., By their active and
realistic policies, however, they may considerably contributé
to such objéctives. By their example and through their peace-
ful actions they may pave way to agreement on the part of the
great Powers, There can be no European security without such
agreement, If small European countries are aware of these
potentialities and if they find the right way for concrete activi-
ties in their foreign policies, the creation of the European
security system may come about much sooner than if small European
countries take no initiative and wait for the great Powers to
take action, At the present time all countries of Europe face
the task of negotiating together on safeguarding Eurcpean security.
Quite a number of serious proposals have been presented by un-
official and official sources in this respect. It is not#t
fortuitous that quite a few of these have been initicted by omall
countries, Small Europeén countries have now the possibility
of raising their voices in support of the conference of author-
ized representatives of all European States which would open the
door to an accelerated process of creafing a longmte:m systenm of

Furopean security.
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1. It can hardly any longer be doubted that peaceful re-uﬁifica—
tion of the German people will only be possible in connection
with Burope being restored. At present , however, Eurcpe is a
more geographie ﬁotion without political identity. In Central
Europe.the two world poweré have kept each other at bay for al-
most twc deéadeso At the situation of,Eurqpe will be decisively
influenced by the development of the relationship between these
two world-poﬁers, it wﬁll, however, by no means depend exc--lu-
sively on it. Also the development within the Third World and
its relation to the indﬁstrial countries as well as the scien-
tifiec and technical development of the great iﬁdustrical coun-
tries will exercise a decisive influence on Europe. But the mos T
decisive influeﬁce will come from the european states stem-

selves,

2. The confrontations of Berlin in 1861 and Cuba in 1962 have led
both world-powers to that conviction of considerable parallelism
of_interest which hédlflashed up and quickly disappeared again as
eariy as. during the doublé—crisis-Suez-Huﬁgaria in 1956, Since
Cuba, both world péwers have definitely realized the existence

of parallelism of interest. For this Kennedy's-strategj fiir peace
bears evidence as well as the Moscow test-stop-treaty in 1963 and
the endeavours of both sides to bring about a treéty on the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. The mutual nuclear patt has con-
siderably restricted fhe ability of foreign policy actions of both
world-powers as regards their correlation in Europe. Both know
this: the strategy of both is at present - at:least ¥n Europe-direc-
ted towards maintenance and consolidation of the gained spheres of

influeﬁcen With great concern both look at China which inevitably



developes into a third world power,lénd %heyllook at China with
more concern .than for example at Eurove or'at‘Germanyu The Ameri-
can‘posf—war policy in Zurope which was planned to pass over from
containment.to foll-baék, has again arrived at a poliqf of con-

tainment.

%, In spite of great disappointments; the Soviet Union has not given

up the ideplogy of a éommunis% world revbiution, but the manipu-
laticn cf thé.iﬁeology as a means for secp}ing'the bower of Lne
So%}et U?ion has become mofe imporiaﬁt thén the édﬁual contenss of
the ideology itself.

Thus not from ideology cones tﬁe essential drive for the fcreign
pélicy of iioscow but the national interests'of the Soviet Union

are the decisive motiveg. The interests of the Soviet Union.are a:—_l
present - similar to those of the United States - restricted to the

consclidation of the scope of possession and influence, This conse-

quence is not only a result of the mutual military situation, rut

L

also of the &normous efforts which are to be made towards the intce-
: nrocess/ _ . q . . o
nal economic/of development in the Soviet Union. The Soviet leuder-

‘| ship knows shat social and econonic developrent of the country mnic ..
a Lot of years of peace. He, who at present imputes to the Scvie!
lesdership a secret intention to attack \estern Europe, ieads nixm-

self astray. uoscow would bhe glad if the state of affairs in Turore

——— —— -

could be raintained at _the nresent state, it knows, however, =-nat
T TR e e ——
e = ———

— a -

-~ B‘ the saallcr and middlesized couritries of .this continent wil’ -~airn

P

more and more independence. On the -grounds of this reason tae

- e — ., .—-h-"

« Soviet Upion might wish to leave her troops at the territories of

thne "DDR", Poland and Hungary in spite of  the economie sacrififs
\ shich is involved. noscow's endeavours to isolate the Federal Re-

public of Germany, to stimulate the fear of. Germany and the atterm.
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to use the disagreement within the North Atlantic Treaty, serve
for the strategy of preservation as much as the attempt to,melt up
' _ scope/ .

the East Bloc countries in the economic/by means of the Comecon
and the attempt to back up the Ulbricht-regimé as regards its

international status,

Hoscow is not afraid of the Bundegwghr (FRG defence forces) as a

——— -

bossible opponent, but it fears a possible calling-forth of crisis

e

——
or war through German politics. This is one of the reasons to refuse

o e arme—

Bonn the access to nuclears weapons. The second reason is the

lantifipation of the fact that Soviet allies would want to folliow
!the éxample of Bonn. The wisli of Moscow to obstruct a proliferation
Iof nucliear weapons is as original as that of Washingon; it derives
from the same motives, The Soviet Union is not in favour of Ger-
man reunification, all the more so as a lot of difficulties are
approaching the Soviets already as regards the smaller part of
Germany which is under communist rule. At present and for the con~
ceiveble future, the Soviet Union is a status-quo power. She needs

peace and she knows also that her own existence would be aiv stake

in case she would run the risk of a war against the USA.

The great risk of any European move of both world-powers and the

almost complete stiffness of thelr European diplomatic frontiers

as a result of this risk, has - on the other hand - brought about
a resiricted extension of the so ?ar shrunk scope of action of the
other European countries, a development which was hardly foreseen
only a few years ago., At this it should be kept in mind that from
the very beginning the scope of action of the smaller. partners of
the Atlantic Treaty Organisation was much bigger than that of the

members of the Warsaw Treaty. At present Prance has moved on much
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farther thganumaniaw Differently from the Warsam”Tfeaty,lthe:> :>
crisis 6f Western strategy has also fullyféeized thée militérﬁ. \
field. Kennedy's great pian of an Atlantic Gommunity has “failed,
-Johnson has not dev1sed a new Amerlcan Dollcy towards Europe° He
oonflnes himself %o counter the Fren“h pOllOJ as much as possible
and to-malntaln the substance-of the organ;satlon w1th1n,the 4111~
ance. Therefore Paris will-have the leéd as compared With'Waﬁhingf

ton as long as Europe will not be seized by new Osu-Jest tensions.

" This might even continue if new.tensions should arise on the grounds
" of . the'Vietnam-crisis:. In Western Europe a natural tendendy towards.

neutralism can be expected as regards Vietnam. Washington Tealizes®

‘

p the increasing freedom of actlon of all her Luropean nartnersu
' fe e [y . . R

. . _ Vo o YL o
-5 Tn almest’all capitals of Europe a feeling of detente has gome

“about. At present many goverments think that a war in Eurcpe is
. A B . - ] -

. 3 ) ‘. re - 03 1.
» Tthe most improbable of all wars. From Asia lMinor to ‘S¢andinavyia

the fear of Soviet aggression has markedly decreased and public

oninion in many. Western European.countries tends to underestimate

the nece531tv of ‘defence as regards the Soviet Un;on, and tends

to be satisfied w1th_the present state oz_affalrs in buroge. Sl—

milar to this, the fear in Eastern Europe of a Western attack is

-

going to fade;awaya The conception of an éntagbnisfio bi~polarity

of.a-high fension, which\héd been valid and relevant for EgrOpe

a*

for almost two decades, now gives .way to a2 conviction of an at

;laasﬁ partly co-operative bi-polarity und of the eXpectatwon of

A

a-multi-polar, yolycentrlc division of power

6. Paris and Bucharest have exploitéd this process to the gredtest
extent. At the same time they attrﬂbuted the llOnS s share tc thls
process, ODVLOUSlj w1thout being aLrald of thelr own m11$tary

vulnerabwllty and obv1ous‘y w1thouL belng afrald of riskling the =

[
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possiblility of taking recourseto their respeétive leading

powers as regards thelir security.

Other nations will possibly'follow this example 1f the muﬁuél
neutralisation of the two world powers should make further
progress. In the second half of this decade european states will
have more freedom of action than hitherto, they will; however,

also have to pass more decisions as regards their owen problems

than up to now. The way in which these decisions are passed

decides whether the points can‘bg shifted correspondingly for
the next decade. Also for the Federal Republic of Germany the

scope of action will be extended.

We Germaﬁs will have to free ourselves from maximlsed conceptions.
Neither can there a réached an absolute securlty for the Federal
Republic of Germany'by means of NABO nor is absolute security
imgginable as a. modell at all.

The extent of the attainable security of any state depends on
the specific opponent, the geographic. situation and many other
'fécts although of course also on one's spending on defense -
only, that additional'spending does by no means aiways create

to thé samé extent, additicnal security, énd - 1f the opponent
arms additionallj to the same extent, no addlitional security
at-all might be gained,-Since the éxistenoe of the Federai

Republic of Germany the extent of her security has been in

/6
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inverse ratio to the extent of Her chances of re-unification.
Tﬁis will probably continue. The attempt to inecrease the
chances of security to loo per centldecreases'the chances for
re;uniff;ation to zero. It is absolutely sufficienp if the
defence-capacity of the West imposes an intolerable risk

" on any potential aggressor; thus the situation of balance,

and - as a result - of security will be upheld sufficiently.

The dgubleeaim of the long-termed German st?ategy - unique

in the whole world - ioéo, securing of freedom on the one.

hand and peaceful re-unifidation on tHe other hand, makes
necessary a speciai and uﬁique balance of methods a'nd‘meansa
"As long.as the wérld had been under the sway of antagqnisgic
bijpolarity of the two world-powers during the pa§t lo years,
we could hardly puréue our aim of re-unification. As far as
now - at least pabtly‘— and especially on our own éontinent
"pultinolari;§ gains g?ound, the aim of re-unification Qecomes,
at ieasf tgéoretically‘— again possible. It 1s undefstoqd that
we can get‘ngar thié aim dnly at the end of é long, complicated

process of détente;’réconciliation and nermalizsation,

Our strategic problem 1s to bring tc common denominator
détente and balance. Theoretically this is a problem that can

be solved: By an equivaient reduction of armaments the kalance

‘ . R
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can be transposed down to a lower level of armaments and the
iowering of the armament level will serve- -the elimination of
fear and further détente. It *s probable that the fallure §f the
non-proliferation - negotiations at Ceneva will newly stimu-
late the reflections on regionally restrigted systems of arma-
ment control-.

.-

Today onﬁhas to realize quite c¢clearly that the common interést
in a limitation of'armamentg and'in arms control has gained pre-
cedence over the interest in re-unification of Germany,;This app-
lies also to our friends. Moreover, the European countries attach

~a very differtiated importance to the re-unification of Germany.
Although the leading politicans of the European countries realize
that the unsolved Gefman-questions remains to be a basic problem
of politiecs and represents and will continue to represent one
of the moral principles of the free wo:ld,_public opinion of the
majoritylof the European,countries have a relatively small inter-
est in the re;unif;cation of- Germany at present. The same applles
to the political leading éiites of these countries. Moreover,
there 1is no countrﬁ in Europe- apart from Germany. - which  wants
an alteration of those frontiers ia Europe.which came into

existence after World War II.

As far as the internal Germaﬁ situation is concerned, the judge-
ment of the situation by the West-Germans was determinded by
the fear of Soviet power,by'thelrejectioq of the communist
coercive régime in the so-called "DDR" and also by our conspicuous

lead as regards economic development. These facts, which .
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contributed essentially to the West-German picture of the
éo—célled "DDR", led %o prejudices and biases in the long run.
To this centributed alsc the completely silly and, abstruse, by

Ulbricht obntroled, communhist agitation within the Federal

'Republiq of Germany. This agitation lacks usually all actual

psychological gualification thus causing very 6ften Just ridi-
culousness inéide thé Federal Republic of Germany. Due to this
reasons of often rather primitive anti-commﬁnism has gained grourn
and has found for two decades now a relatively indiéorimnating a0
ceptance by the citizens of the Federal Republic of Germany. The
construgtian of the Berlin wall in 1961, the daily cruel hunt‘
after people and the shooting at the barbed wire and at the

wall in Berlin have stiffened the éategorical refusal of commuris:
ard contribufed at the samé'ﬁihe to Jjudgements on tge sitﬁation
in the so-called "DDR" which do not qﬁite apply any longer ard to

the full exbtent.

It has bhly been during this year that theré seems to develop
a readiness to examine the situation urieffusively and without
prejudice, a development which i1s, however, indispensable for

re-unification. The tacts in the "DDR" do not speak & simple

but a rather differentiated langudéeo On the one hand the ruling

£lite of the SED'is st11l based and dependant’ on mere vioplence
and on the\presence of 2o Scviet divisiéns.and by any means naf
on the consent of the majority of citizens; On the othér hani
the alternation of generation and 33 years”of intellectual and

social strangulation and of biased information and propaganda have

r begun to produge'marked éhanges within the psychological struc-

5

~ture in the "DDR". Many are proud of their economic progress ani

-3

they are right to be proud. To be cut off from the outside world

has contributed a lot to the fact that people compromised with
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the exlsting situation.

Although the population in the "DDR" and especially the young

generation, takes a sensible view of the situation and although

‘the self-confidence has grown, the wish for re-unification of our

‘people is so marked in the "DDR" that the SED régime has to cope

with it again and again.

\
During the fifties to some foreign observers the wish for re-

unification in the Federal Republic seemed to diminsh. Today this

wish is, however, stronger than ever, especially as far as the
young gengration 1s‘concerned, although they regard this problem
very coolminded and without pathos. Especially this ﬁpung gene-
ration does rightly not feel guilty about the cruel dictatorship
of Hitler and it rightly does not suffer of an& complexes as re-
éards the faillure of the Republic of Weimar. This generation has
no burdgns of this kind ahd it tackles the problem without pre-
Judices, a'generation which increases by-one million each year in
the Federal Republic. But the same young people are very disappoir
ted about those éo years of promises and rhetorical embellishments
of a policy of re-unification which passes, obviously without
having any tangible effect. These facts confront the political
leadership of the Federal Republic with new tasks and necessitate

new ideas.

From the analysis of the situation we come to the

a)T_fhere will be not re-unification against the intention
“11? one of the four powers, Before long, no effective
initiative of re-unification will be taken by the four
powers due to their present situation of interests. Also

re-unification by one act followed by free negotiations

on a treaty of peace lacks reality. The attempt to come

/1o



.b)

- lo =
to.an agreement about a sequence of steps lacks also

Il

reality and is bound "to fail due to the present situation

bf Eufopeo,The Gérman thgméelves havépo be’ﬁpépare& to take

steps - alﬁays keepiné the éim in mind - although no fixing |

of specifie'further steps will be possible in-édvance; Dues
to the present phaée of increasing détente and due té- the
transformation fowards a possible mutual approach of tﬁé

existing’systems of defence and segurity in East and West,

a policy as regards the german question which confines itself

to 'a mere sticking to the legal positiohs, wpuld lead past the

problem of re-unification and would even cement the present

"situation. In case Gérmany would bffef opposition to a further

détente 1t would be completly isoclated:

Thereﬁore the methods of a poiiey for Germany have to be

changed and those possiblilities have to be used which

are a result of the general process of détente that can be

observed at present;'This is not only necessary in order tc

- consolidate the confidence and the understanding of our

neighbours and friends in the West, but also in order to

[}

ereate the same atmosphere as regards our neighbours in the .

East. German contributions'in respect to a Common éolution o
the probiem of securify in Central Eurépe have to try to com-
bine our. interests with those of our neighbours. We Tould be

the more successful the more we would be‘ahle-to eliminate

any fear'of Germany. This fear is always being nourished hy

the maximum demands of the Federal -Republic on the one hand
and the complete subjugation of the "DDR" under Soviet policy

i

on the othei"°

71;
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¢} The line to be taken should leave no doubt for the other
nations about our recognition that ré-unificatioh demands
sacrifices - even in the most favourablé case - which refer
to the eventual definition of the borders of a re-unified
Germany, to her military status in relation to her neigh-
bours and within a system of security in Europe on the whole
as well as to economic gquestions 1In the fields of domestic

and foreign policy. Without our readiness to compromise
\ -

—

with our neighbours there will be neither confidence nor

——— e vt

agreement. The Federal'Republic, however, wijll and has to

refuse - now as in future - each compromise with bondage

and insecurity.

d) In spite of our consequent pefusal of the communist régime
in the so-called "DDR" and its recognition by international
law nothing should hinder us from examining all possildlities
for the improvement of the intra-German relations, those
possiblilities which lie beXow the brink of recognition. The

. breaking - off by the communists of the project to arrange

political meatings in the "DDR" and the Federal Republic at
which each time tpe other side could deliver speéches (the
so-called "Redner-Austausch"), the permament attempts of
blackmall during the negcetiations on permits for East Berlin
(the so-called"Passierschein"negotiations) and the vocabulary
which has been used this summer by some gentlemen in East-Ber-
1in, which reminded awfully of Hitler and Goebbels, complicate,

however, the above mentioned steps.

14, The German range of action as regards foreign policy has not been
fully used at present. This scope comprises particularly the
fields of East-European peolicy and this in turn includes arms

control and limitation of armaments.

/12
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We have to demonstrate and to state veraciously to the Eas%t and

to the West that our aim is peace. The so-called peace-note of

© the Federal Gévernment.of March 1966 can be the beginning of a

" conprehensive ahd lasting policy of peace and reconciliation of

the PFederal Republic of Germany visavis her eastern neighlbours.

This policy would indirectly sei"ve.‘re-unification° Our neighbours

in West and East have not fofgotten the two world ﬁars and Hitlier:
crime of genocide,.They seﬁ down more blame on ustthaﬁ:can.be
justified by means of hiétory but thé ascef;taindent of this fact
helps ﬁs Just as littlé as the:stupid attempt,to set off germar.

crimes with those of other peoples.

How far can Germany'contribute to a bolicy of an armament limi-

'_tation ?.WOrld-wideidisarmament is by anybody considered to be

an illusion. Limitations of armamerit which come about either mea':

h . _ :
of mutual agreement or tacitly are however a real possibility. The

could also be regional. The exchange oﬁlstatéments a3 regards lheo
h “

dbstention from application of force between Bonn aﬁa‘EaStern

" European’states is under discussion. It should inélude the

territory of the "DDR" without making'the "DDR" the adressese. Tre

‘. exchange of observers on the occasion of manoelvres is a possi.

'system_of security again. Therefore it is useful to enter once

blility also.

Naturally the'West'cbuid not. agree to a conference about the

. security of'Europe in which thé Soviet Union does participates'

but nok, however, the Unites States. The Soviet note of answer

invites, however, to take ﬁp the thread of the idea of a‘Edropean

2

more iﬁto a reappraisél of the‘wel;—known Polishkroposals, which

a?é agaln explicitly promoted by the Soviet Union in her answers.

/15
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The then Rapacki- and Gomulka proﬁosals contained three’
. s
principles which still haveto be kept in mind when the

West thinks of regional arms limitation in Europe:

é) They did not demand the withdrawal of American troops
from Germany. ' :

b) They did not demand a neutralization of the concerned
participating countries, but\insinuated the continuence
of their being members of alliances and of obligations an
‘the guaranties of assistence by the USA and the Soviet

tinion.

¢} They regardeg the territories of Pbland, the CSSE and
the "DDR" only 1n their entirety as an equivalent for
-the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany.

On the other side the Polish proposals oontained, however,

two principles which cannot be aocépted:

a) They confined themselves mainly to nuclear weapons, left
the conventional armed forces guite outside and did thus

not at all exélude an endangering'of the total balance
in Central Europe.

b) As the propcsals, as far as Western territory. was con-
cerned, did refer exclusively to the Federal Republigc
they tended to give the Federal Republlc a special status,
which woﬁid and probably should give the Federal Republiec
an isdated position among her Europééh allies.

Since the Rapacki proposals almost one decadgiago, the
repeated realisation of the endangered situaﬁion of Berlin,
demons trated by the examples of 1958/59 and 1961, has rendere-
red deéigning of Central European system of sechrit& more
diffieult than on the middle of the fifties. Also the re-

fusal of France to accommodate on her territory any part

of the Western military apparatuses and armed forces which

/14
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have been stationed up to now in Germany impedes the

situation.

In spite of thig it would seem useful. to me, if the Fede-

. L
ral Republic would continue her way of examining regilonal
proposals as started by means of her peacenote. The mutual

establlshment of control outposts - 6f the East in the

West and of the West in the East - agalnst sureprise attack

would already do a lot of good in the psychological field

and such posEs would not effect aﬁybody's security.

Anyhow, and I would like to_empﬁasise that, German proposals
for the, improvement of European securlty have to be care--
fully worked out in order to serve as .essential elements

for subsequent regulations in connection w1th a peace-treaty
for Germany. Especially under'thls point of view they are ne-
oessery; Such an activity simply offers itself ao the pre-

sent situation of Europeo German policy of detente would ensul

re and Iincrease German influence on the development of

Europe. Their weight depends on the question , in how far

it will be possible for Germany, to urge on suoh'a policy .

" of detente in“agreement with the interests of German''s

1

neighbours. -

i - - R . ~

However as'long as a'comprehensive systém of collective

security, which includes West - and East- Europe, has not

¢.
been created, the safequarding of peace in Europe demands
categorically the mainténance of the balance of military

power, -

1 . i ) v /15



20,

- 15 -

This, in turn, necesslitates - due %o mil{?afy and politiecal

reasons - the maintenance of.the Atlantic Alliaence, the main-
tenance of the membership of the Federal Republik in this Allianee.
and the American presence in Eur'oi:)e° In order to avoid that Germay,
could merely fall vitim - to foreign goverqments decisions in case
of critical situations. I regard German particiﬁation in planning
of the general strategy of the Alliance and in crisis-management
necessary. Moreover, I think it necessary that the German Federal
Government gét a right of veto in the alliance in rgspect te :

certain cases of application of nuclear weapons on German terri.-

tory.

The nuclear solution within the Alliance has exclusively to be
found under the aspect of sequrity-and by no means under the
aspect of prestige. German co;ownership of nuclears weapons and
Germany's participation in jo;nt control as.regards the firing
of nucléar weapons are not ﬁecessaryn Moreover, the Federal
Republic must not make her agreement . to a.treaty on non-pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons dependent on political conditions
which cannot be fulfilied. The same applies also to a German
co-ownership in any interallied or multitateral nuclear armed
force. Such claims do preduces fear without even having a chance

+

o-f realisation.

It is in the 1nteres£ of Germany - and it would be welcomed by
the whole world = if thelFederal Republic of Germany would be
successful in normalizing step by step her relations.to Eastern
Europe. An active German policy towards Eastern Europe could

of course not be started because one thinks that by help of

this pelicy the East Bloc could be split. Our motive for the

/16
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such a policy.is/reduce the fear of Germany. The reduction of
fear ﬁas te prepede if 'understanding for our aim of re_ﬁnifiT
cation of Germany shall be reacﬁedn But hoth éan then become
endangered, if we would present, with.tﬁe same degree of im-
portance, the question of the Odermﬁeiﬁquréblem tcocgether with 5ur“
aim of re-unification of those German territéries which-are
intefnatioﬁally not contested., Theée are two different thihgse'
"The Federal Government of Gefmaﬁy declared in its peaclle-note,
that it is ﬁrepared to make sacrificés for fe-unifioation and

that Gerﬁény continues to exist according to international law

in her borders of 1937, until a freely elected all - German

Ol G b " g —— —— __-.-.—‘.—__-____-._-_‘—_——_——_—_--.

At present I can only imagine re-unification if I Starﬁlfrom
the assumption that it will come aboﬁt in the.course of tedious
and protracted ohanges of the status quo in Europe; changes wich

w1ll demand from the Sov1e Union on the one hand énd From the

" geographic scope of influence. The more a change of the status

quo endangers at the same time the territorial'titlé to pos-
sessions of other.oounpriés - or sgems.té'endéngéf it - the

less probabledi$ its realization. The;Germam éahﬁbt expect of v
any fdtﬁre, German'Government; thaﬁ at the conference table of

a peagemoonferenoe, which takes place one geherétion'after .he

end df the war at-the earliést it will make undone or even win

subseqﬁently a war whi-ch was Started by Hitler, both waged and

lost totally.
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2%/§§ﬁhile it seems to be relatively simple to establish normal rela-

23,

24,

tions to the Sath-East-European states we wlll have to put forth

very much patlence, take pains and produce understanding in the
case of Poland, Without r;conciliation the idea of re-unification
will remain a mere.hope. The course and the end of world war II
represents a'burdgn for our relationship to Poland which is for
both si&es from the humpan point of view a very heavy one. We will
be hearvily loaden with this for arlpng time to come. Therefore

we should be all the more thankful for tendencies of reconcilia-

tion which publicly begin to stir within both peoples.

I understand that.there is much b;tterness as regards the rela-
tionship between Germany and Czechoslovakiaw There are, however,
no problem regarding frontie:sa Reconciliation with the Czechos-
lovakign peoples seems therefor to be-not as-difficﬁlt as .visavis

the Poles.

ﬁg_can, however, not fulfil the Polish reguesft fo recognize the

so~-called "DDR" and to establish diplomatic relations with her.

To this request our answers can only be negative. Recognition

of the so-called "DDR" according to international law by the

Federal Republic of Germany would without any doubt lead every-
where in Europe and in the whole world to a loss of the aware-
ness of the anomaly of Germans seperation, and‘lead to a dis-
intggration of the four-powers-responsibility. Recognition
according to internatioqal law would mean that we waived our claim
that that we are tﬁe legitimate speaeker and representative of
the interests and hopes of our nation and.not those potentates
in East-Berlin, Recogﬁition according to interﬁational law and

waiving our claim to be the sole diplomatic representative of

/18
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" the German people would not only extraordinarily consolidate the

‘communist SED-regime as regards its domestic policy. but would

also cébnfirm the Sov%;t Union_and other nationas to maintain

" that .regime and thus the division of Germany, not mentioning

yet the ethical and the human aspect, i.e. the distruection of

hépes in many, many human beings in Germany. I do not think I
¢ .

. L
crates: anthhe.Communist SED ist completely out of the question.

- I 0 .
That .does not mean, however, that we dorlt have to have talks

ranging from negotiations about trade within Germany to negotia-

'tiohs or visits of people along the zonal border, in order to

maintain our national substance and in order to help the people

of our dévided nation to keep in toucﬁ as far as the human sphere

' 'and.daily‘héppeniﬁgs are concerned. The genefal principle at

the filling of such an elbow-room ist, as I said abover not to

touch phé threshold of recognition, but to look, apart from this,

for easing and rela%ation of the relationship within Germany.

. ' . '
One has to talk about the possikilities of a re-unification of

Germany very soberly, without illusions, éhd coolminged.y,

: ’
although inevitably with emotional engagement. If the other natior

‘have . fear of Germany, unification will not take place. Just the

same however it will not take’place, if the other nations are in

.the long run hontent with a division of Germany. The German

division is a curable evil, although the prevailing conditions
: . e ,

in world polities and distribution of power are at present unfa-

. vourable for the Germans.
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We have to have courage for the truth and to face facts. The

+

German question is a poliéical and psychological'question and

not Just a bundle of legal problems., It is true, that merely

sticking to German maximun demands in the territorial, military
and legal scope and confining‘opes policy to the mere malntenance
6f such demands for the day of comprehensive negotiations; once
to come,.cannot influence the development of Europs in direction

of an apprcach fo such a day of negotiation. It remains also

“true, that we worry about the military safeguarding of freedom

of Europe and that we will and have to contribute our full share

to military security.

We will unwaveringly pursue our aim of unification and if cer=-
tain éifcumstancgs obstruét one ﬁay towards this‘aimjwe will look
for another. We gfe reasonable enough to know that all

peaceful re~un1f;cation will neve? comag about like in a lawsuit in
which the Jjudge passes the Jjudgement after the trial, but that
re~unification has to find tﬂe approval of the world-powers and
of all our neighbours, i.e. that the anxieties of our neighbours
have to be overcome and that their aims have to be reSpected°

We understand that re-uniting Germany'has above all to be a
re-unification of the'German people and their human beings; the
question of the geographie borders 1s of course important, but
by any means not as importént as the pe-unificatién df the human

beings under a common roof.

We understand alike that only rercfeation of Europe as a whol%;)

will give the opportunities for German re-unification.
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significance to Poland. Its importance derives, in the first
place, from the general principles of ouf policy, which is geared
towards ensﬁring international security and the development of
peaceful relations and co-operation among nations., Twice within
the last fifty years, Europe was the scene of wars which were
perhaps the bloodiest in the history of the world, and which
extended far beyond its borders. The wars which began in Europe
spread to practically all continents, and the dramatic effects of
the last war are felt to this day by the entire world.” During the
laat war Poland suffered incomparable losses:s 40% of the national
wealth destroyed and 6,000,000 citizens murdered as the result of
the occupant's policy of extermination. I mention this not as

a reminder, but betause it is our responsibility to remember.

We camnot forget this even if we do not speak of it.

Secondly, the actuality of the problem of European
security is based on the significance whiéh peace on this continent
has for the rest of the world, Wowhere else in the world,.as
precisely here in Europe, do the armed forces'of the two greatest
coﬁtemporary powers, the Soviet Union and the United States, face
each other within shooting range; here the line is drawn between
the two most important military-political groupings of the NATO

and Warsaw Pacts.

The idea of creaﬁing a system of mutual security in
Europe is not a new 6ne. During the years hefore World War II;
in a desire to learn from the. lessons of World War I, sand at &
time when the danger of aggression on the part of the Third Reich
was more and more clearly evident on the European politicél scene,

attempts were mede at uniting the efforts of European nations to
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counteract the aggressive intentions of the Tazi Govermment, During
World War II, parallel to the plans for creating & gystem to ensure
world peace - which was the precise aim underlying the creation of
the United Nations Organization - the creation of a separate system
of unity and alliahce for BEurope, where both world wars had their

beginning, was also proposed.

I would like here to call attention to one element of these
plans which in my opinion is essential, During the war, both the
- European powers and overseas powers stressed - and expressed this
through theif actions ~ that a syétem of European security must
prevent aggression on the part of German 1mper1allsm and militarism,
By the same token they must have considered that the main force
destroying peace in Burope had always been Germen imperialism and
militarism. How else can one evaluate the contents of the agree-~
ments concluded during World War II between the Sovlet Union and
Great Britain in 1942, the Soviet Union eand Czechoslovakia in 1943,
the Soviet Union and Francein 1944, as well as the "Big Three"

conferences held during the war in Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam?

All of the pacts and agreements concluded during the war,
therefore, created realistic possibilities - unfortunately, only as
a result of the tragic war experiences - for the ultimate regulation
of the question of European security. Such, after all, was the
universal conviction after the war of the broad masses of society
in all the countries of the anti-fascist coalition., May 9, 1945,
the day on which the Third Reich capitulated, was for millions of
psople ~ regardless of whether they were in Red Square in Moscow,
Trafalgar Square in London, or the Champs Elysées in Paris - a day of
joy, not only beceuse the most horrible of wars had ended, but
because the day brought the profound hope that the future would provide
an effective system of security which would protect Hurope from German

militarism, the chief cause of the war just ended.

The idea of peaceful co-existence, although it was not
legally formulated, found expression both in the establishment of the
United Nations Organization and in the resolutions of the United
Hations Charter, which defined the maln goals of the organizaticn
in the area of maintaining international peace and security.

Article 1, paragraph 1, of the UN charter states that in order to
maintain peace and security, the UN shouldrapply effective collective
‘measures to prevent and eliminate the threat to peace, suppress

acts of aggression and other disturbances of the peace, settle and
mediate differences or situations which could lead to disturbance of

the peaée by peaceful means according to the principles of justice



and international law".

From the‘beginniné of its existence the Goverrnment of
People's Poland has given expression to the fact that its chief
goal is to ensure the péace,'security and the just bofders of , the.
Polish nation, The Manifesto of the PKWN (Polish Committeé for
National Liberation) stated that "Polish foreign policy will be

based on the principles of collective security".

The idea contained in the PKWN Manifesto was the basis
of the first international act of People's Poland, which was the
Pact of Friendship,‘Mutuél Assistance and Co-operation concluded
on April 21, 1945, with the Soviet Union., Every subsequent
international act of People's Poland was undertaken in accordance

with the ﬁolicy outlined by the Manifesto.

Similarly, in the first years éfter the cepitulation of
Nazi Germany, the desire to ensure colleciive security, combined
with the desire to secure theﬁseives against renewed German
aggression, was reflected in the pacts concluded by other west .
Buropean countries, I should like to mention in particular the
pact between France and Great Britain, qoncluded at Dunkirk in 1947,
as well as the peace treaties with Italy, Finland, Hungary, Rumania

and Bulgaria.

However, the "cold war", which came into being at this

time, gradually began to negate the first elements of collective

security in Europe. One of the most characteristic signs of the

viclation of the accepted bases of collective European security
was the departure of the Western powers from the Principles con-
tained in the Potsdam Agreement., This took place on many levels.
One of them was the negation of those resolutions which dictated
the destruction of the bases of German militarism by neglecting -
the basic and key decisions of -the Potsdam Agreement: "The Allied
powers, by mutual consent shall undertake now and in the future
other necessary decisions in order to achieve certainty that
Germany will never again become a threat to its neighbours or to

world peace'.

During those years, our Govermment observed the develop-
ment of the international situation, particularly in Europe, with
anxiety and great concern. The inclusion of the West German
Army, the Western ?owers' tolerance of revisionist claims of the
Bonn Govermment, all this caused a turn of events in the face of
which our Government's position could not remain passive. For this

reason, in the most - shall I say -~ "hopeless" years also, we did
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not spare efforts, to the extent of our abilities at the time, to-
prevent the deepening of the division of Europe, to prevent the aggra-
vation of the situation., Several of the statements made by our
representatives at the General Assembly sessions of the UN on the
subjgcf of the acceptance of some of the disarmament proposalg attest
to this fact.,

Besides supporting the plans for complete universal disarm-
ement, we spared no efforts in the direction of the realization of
partial steps which might lessen the degree of danger in the most
sensitive areas. This was in agreement with the principle of con- -
structive péacéful co-existence practised by Poland.- The growing .
threat to peace in Furope caused by the increasing armament of the
German Federal Republic, its postulates of annexation and its pressing
demand for nuclear weapons clearly endangered the security of this
part of the world and the security of our counfry. For this reason
also, ogz_ggyggggggt,motigated,by“ﬁhe_yital interests_of_ifs_sgcu;%ty

end encouraged by signs of a certain _lessening of international tension

in 1957, proposed s plen to create an atom-free zone in Central
- T . ’

Furoge.

Nilitary as well as political considerations favoured the
creation of such a zone., Checking the concentration of arms at one
of the stages of deconcentration, not only of nuclear arms but also
of conventional weapons, would undoubtedly lessen to & great degree
the threat of conflict, which, after all, is more easily provoked
in a situation in which weapons are focalized than ﬁhen they are

scattered.

In political terms, not only would the reszlization of the
Polish plans have most certainly raised the degree of confidence

among the nations of both groupings, but it would have been an

“ essential step in solving the German.problem, since this problem cean
?gponly be solved by decreasing armaments in general, but never by means
of an armaments race. Vhoever thinks in this way is under dangerous
illusions. Solution of the German problem mist be preceded by con-
crete steps towards at least partial disarmament in Central Europe,
and may be only one stage in a series of concrete steps in which the

pGerman Federal Republic must also participate.

If we look at the activity, proposals and statements of
Polish diplomacy from a perspective of years, we can claim that they
form a certain logical sequence. Thus -the first Polish initiative
in the area of creating an atom-free zone in central Europe was the
:?9 Rapacki _Plan, presented by Polahd~for the first time at the twelfth
session of the UN General Assémbly on October 2, 1957. T will not
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go into the details of the plan, since it is wélllknown 1o every-
6ﬁe here, I wish only to call youf attention to the fact that

the Repacki Plan took into consideration the existing state of
armament in Central Europe and was. clearly not intended to aggravate
the situation in this area., The fact that it collided with the
foundations and plans of the Bonn Government is understandable,
since it was and is a plan for European security, whereas the Bonn
policies to put it mildly, are calculated to maintain the siatus

quo. It is clear that these two tendencies will never concur.

The next Polish proposal, known internationally as the

Gomulksa Plan and officially presented by our Government on

February 29, 1964, was also based on the premise that the most
urgent step to be taken in Europe is the freezing of nuclear weapons.
This resulted from the fact that the efforts of tﬁe German Federall

Republic to obtain access to nuclear weapons were taking on very

disturbing proportions. Our Government could not ignore this. !

The Gomulka Plan has, in a sense, limited walidity, but it concerns

'a very important problem, and its realization would constitute a

serious step towsrds lessening tensions and strengthening security

and progress in the area of disarmament.

Although our plans have not become the subject of
official international deliberations, we would like to believe that
they have not lost their timeliness. - On the contrary, the greater
the impression made on Western political leaders and here on my
colleagues from the West of the peaceful intentions and aspirations
of my country, of the peaceful aims of its foreign policy, the
deeper and more universal will be the interest in our propesals.

The last chapter has not yet been written.

It is not éspecially surprising to note that at once the
greétest and the least constructive opposition came from the West
Germen Government, An eﬁ%ire catalogue of alleged dangers that
would face the West if the Polish proposals were accepted was
presented, Bven mild blaékmail was uged on the grounds that if
the Rapacki Plan were accepted, & dangerous vacuum would arise which
could "encou;age a possible aggressor to unfriendly steps"., Such
a vacuum would only be exploited by a country which itself intends
unfriendly steps and the maintenance of tension in Europe, since

it is itself an outgrowth of this tension..

We are, however, confident, and I say this with complete
conviction, that it is not the Bundeswehr generals who will influ-
ence the policies of other Western powers. It is becoming'mgre

and mbre generally accepted fhatlwest‘Germany’s practice of
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threatening its allies with the possibility of an attack by the

Socialist countries is without foundation. EBven certain-political
~circles in West Germany itself no:longer believe the charge. - Need
I remind you of some of the statements made by Chanceller Adenauer,
or of the sober and realistic voices at.the convention of the larg-

est West German party, the Social Democratic Party of Germany?

It would be 2 groés simplification to claim that our pléns
for disarmesment which sim at the creation of the basis of collective
gecurity in Burope are dicta%ed'solely by'our'own interests. These
no doubt lie at the foundation of our proposals, but at the same
time they harmonize with the general principles of security, and for
this reason constitute a formula which any nation can find objectively
possible to accept., We have no pretensions to infallibility, and
for this reason,rtoo, we willingly engage in discussion. We engage
in discussion, since we sincerely and honestly seek understanding.
If the idea of an atom-free zone, which is the foundation of our
proposal,were in confliet with the interests of respective countries,
it would certainly not be the basis of discussions aimed at creating

such a zone in other parts of the world.

7 The argument that acceptence of the Polish plans for part-
ial disarmament or the freezing of muclear armaments would lead to
a permanent division of Germany is voiced by the West German Govern-
ment as well as by some of the other Western govermnments. Permit

me to explain a few matters, Let us speak frankly and clearly:

Egg'union of Germany will never be brought_about in_the shadow, of

launching pads for modern rockets armed with nuclear warheads,

situated on West German territorysand.aimed,in,the _direction of the

Sociglist countries, It is also & mistake to c¢lassify our plans

as plans leading to the union of the two German nations. The

Polish plans, however, can influence the Improvement of the inter-
national atmosphere and the lessening of tensions, developments
which, in turn, would undoubtedly have a favourable influence on
the creation of the climete necessary for deliberations on the
German question. Rejection of our proposals does not bring any
closer the kind of German unity enviséged by some West Germans,

but only further separates the two German nations, s%nce,a German

nation suppliedlwith nu@lear arme will never be the subject of

s
The countries in our camp,as well as the governments of

gome West European naiions (1et us reqali, for instance, the

positionrof President de Gaulie‘expreésed at a press conference on

February 4, 1965), represent the attitude that the creation of a
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system of Buropean security would undoubtedly solve the German
question., Solution of the German problem, however, must be sub-
ordinated to the system of Buropean security. West German circles,
by contrast, as well as a number of governments of the North Atlantic
Treaty'Organization, represent the position that only the union of
Germany will create conditions for establishing a universal system
of security in Europe, adding, at the some time, that the division
of Germany is the chief element in international tension, or at

least in Europeén tension. Such a line of reasoning constitutes an

attempt to reverse the problem.

//Danger to the peace of Europe has its roots in the division
of Germany to the extent that it results from concrete and deliberate
policies of one of the Germsn nations, the German Federél Republic:
from its policy of territorial claims, its policy of military
aggrandizement, its demand for nuclear weapons and its rejection
of all proposals for lessening tension even when these are
suggested by a Western power (for example, the British plan for
disengagement, presented by Prime Minister Eden, concerning the

creation of inspection groups, etc.).

For this reason, too, the union of Germany under con-
ditions such as those proposed by the German Federal Republic,
conditions, therefore, involving the liquidation of the German
Democratic Republic, would not in the least decrease internatiomal
tension in Europe. Above all, it would alter the balance of
power within the Western camp, with the GFR dominating its
European allies to an even greater extent. From a position
with & broadened economic, territorial and human base, German
militarism, it is clear, would continue to voice its territorial
claims in an even more ruthless manner, reaching for the position

of a world power.,

However, we do not see the possibilities for the cre-
ation of collective security in Europe only in texrms of the
- acceptance of our own plans, Time and again we have stressed
the need to discuss other plans, proposed by Western statesmen.

It is not our fault that we are still in the phase of discussion,

The possibility of peaceful co-existence on our continent

was pointed out in the declaration made at the recent conference

of‘@arsaw Pac} nations held in Bucharest early in July 1966,  The

declaration enumerates a variety of ways in which tensions in

Europe could be relieved, measures which would undoubtedly have
an influence on other parts of the world, too, First, points out,

that the member-nations of the Warsaw Pact consider it necessaey
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to meke every effort to develop neighbourly relations among all -

Buropean nations, both in the area of economics and in the areas of

culture,
—cca

Second it mentlons & readiness to dissolve the Warsaw
Pact on condltlon that other military pacts are 51multaneously
dissolved., If, however, the members of NATO are not ready for this,
the chialist.countries propose an underétanding which would at
least liquidate the military organizations of NATO and the Warsaw
Pact,

//6hird, it stresses the role of partial steps which could
help to lessen tensions., Among these are the Polish proposals
for creating an atom-free zone in Central Burope or freezing atomic
weapons at the existing level, i,e. the Rapacki Plan ard the Gomulka
Plan.

dﬁgurth, it discusses the need to eliminate the threat of the
nuclear armament of the Bundeswehr. In light of what we have already
said about the power and revisionist character of the German Federal

Republic, this condition appears indispensable.

Fifth, it calls for universal recognition of the sovereignty
of the existing borders in Furope, including the border along the
Oder and Neisse Rivers.  This border is, in fact, adequately defended

by the power of the Socialist camp, but its formel recognition would

be an exceedingly important factor in stabilizing peace in Europe.
Thus, the confirmation of the famous thesis of Wladyslaw Gomulka, who
stated that "there is no problem of borders, there is only the prob-

lem of peace".

Further, the Sociglist countries do_not forgei_sabout _the

need_to.solve-the-German question;.indeed they stress that it can
only come_shout-ag=a-result-of -the-lessening.of=tension=in~Europe
gyd must, of course, take into consideration.the.security_interests
of all of Europe,-

Finally, the Socialist countries stress in their declaration
the great significance which the calling of a European Security
Conference would have, They do not exclude, however, other forms
of discussion of the problem of strengthening peace, discussions in

which no nation would be denied participation.

The theses which we have summarized are not merely the
results of wishful thinking. They are in agreement with the aspir-
ations of a greét many realistically thinking polifical leaders

in the West and have their basis in the actual European political
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gituation - a situation which is in fact pregnant with gresat
problems, but undoubtedly more favourable than it was say,

fifteen years ago.

!“";§ As far as Ger is concerned, in our approach to this

problem we base ourselves on reality. This reality is the exist-

ence of two German nations. TWe are associated in fraternal
alliance and close co-operation in all areas of life with one of
them, the German Democratic Republic,  There is practically no
area of political, social, economic, cultural or athletic activity
in which our mutual relations are not vital and, what's more, do

not continue to develop.

In the implementation of the Potséam Agreement, the German
Democratic Republic recognized the Oder~Neisge border as the final
German-Polish boundary. This nation conducts a policy which is
in full agreement with the Potsdam resolutions, which envisaged
the full democratization of 1life in Germany. This nation not only
combats all propagaﬁda geared towards revision of the borders set
in Potsdam, but simultaneously educates its citizens in the spirit
of respect and esteem for other nations, Such policy in regard to
Poland was never before conducted by any German govermment., We
are developing a broad and multilateral trade exchange, whose level
has already exceeded by 200% the pre-war exchange of goods between
Poland and the whole of Germany., The scientific-technical co-
opérafion between our two countries is increasingly varied, and
Polish machinery and Polish engineers employed in the GDR are more
and more frequently a synonym for the changes which are taking

place in our mutual relations.

A broad range of Polish writers reach German readers,
correcting misconceptions created by German imperialistic propaganda
as regards the alleged inferiority of our culture. This kind of
relationship may seem insignificant to some people; perhaps it gives
the impression that we concern ourselves with secondary matters.
There are no secondary matters in ?olishyGermah relations., Lvery
matter; efen the most minor, is important, and each one has an

outstandingly political aspect. This is why we attach such great

importance to strengthening the position of the German Democratic
o A

Republic, : 'Eﬁizgiiﬁg its sovereignty and its security. It

is in the most vital intérests«ofsPolandsand~all,of Europe that
an army of imperialiStic Germany never again stands at our western
border, that this border be peaceful and characterized by peaceful

co-operation, We desire this border to unite, not divide.
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, - Thus, too, there is profound truth in the saying that the
N gecurity of the German Democratic Republic is also the gagurity of
Poland. The foreign policy of the Bonn Government in regard to’
e it
Poland, on the other hand, eloquently illustrates the fact that to
this day the GFR does not heve normal relations with the Socialist
countrieg, And this is strictly the fault of the GFR.

Beginning in 1955, when it declared.the state of war with
Germany as terminated, our Govermment time and again stated its desire
for normalized relations with the GFR in all areas of activity.
This was a great concession on our part, since, after all, it is
the defeated country which - if it really admits to its responsi-
bility and guilt - should give satisfaction to our country, which
was destroyed by the Nazi Army, and seek establishment of relations,
However, it is through no fault of ours that our constructlve efforts
" did not meet with the proper response 1n the GFR. . Quite the
contrary, the entire political line of the GFR Government in regard
to Poland has for years been characterized by rev181onlsm and the
demend to change the existing Polish~German horder on the Oder and
Neisse Rivers. A programme of recovering the territory returned
to Poland by the Potsdam Agreement‘hae been advanced, and there isea
direct tendency to ph&sically‘annihilate Poland z8 an independent )
nation. We are not misled‘by-the statements of:representatives or
members of the Bonn Cabinet Which atvempt to whitewash the attitude
of the Government with claims that the GFR does not conduct a re-‘.
visionistic policy in regard to the Socialist countries, nor intends
to do so in the future, and that it desires to live in peace and

neighbourly relations,

No one in Poland is worried about our western borders; it ub&

is well guarded. If, however, we require that the West German

Government recognize this border, we do so because the campaign

conducted in this direction is d:

It only causes an increase of %ension and eieﬁdsgfﬂe international_
scene, :We in Poland know that this same government which makes
territorial claims endeavours in every fossible way to obtain nuclear
arns, despite the fact that it i1s threatened vy nothing and no one.

Is it not our fundamental responszblllty to call attentlon to this?

e must approach the so-called Peace Kote with the cautlon dlctated

by a tragic history and the actual attltude of the GFR 50 long as

that Note is not accompanled by concrete deeds. Yet in our crltlcism
of the Note we are far from alone, since even. West German p011t10a1

circles have pointed out a number of its awkward passages.
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I would like to deem a misunderstanding the suggestion
of some political leaders in Bonn, as well as in other Western
countries, that the territorial c¢laims of Bonn in regard to Poland
are merely a bargaining trump in Bonn's hand, held for a future

peace conference, and that 1n return for our agreement in the ‘matter

_____ R T an

of the union of Germany along the 11nes de91red by Bonn, the G?R
is ready to recognlze the Pollsh-German border on the Oder-Nelsse.

No one in Poland denies the German natlon the rlgnt to unlty and

self-determlnatlon. However, we will never allow unlty and self-

P 1

determlnatlon to 51gn1fy a green 11ght for the annexat;on of the othe

German state, the GDR whether by means of a new 'Anschluss! or by

Wt i 'y -
any other method. gToday it is no secret to anyone that the process
of German unification must take place within the present condition

of the existence of two nations with completely opposite socio~

economic systems and historical processes, and, Wh&t!ls very essemnti

S R ——

B — — =
- ial to know, that it can progress only under conditions of lessened

tension and strengthened mitual securlty and confldence in Europe.

o S E = i S R — e

Only suoh an atmosphere can allow the development of co»oPeratlon

and the gradual union of the two German nations. On the other
hand, the GFR's subordination of any agreement whatsoever to take
steps towards lessening of tension and @isarmament in Europe to
the question of German reunification is only an escape which
leads not only the. problem of lessening temsions and disarmament
but the very problem of German unity into a vicious circle., It
seems to me that at the basis of this policy is the mistaken
evaluation of reality. There is a lack of awareness that we are
now in 1966 and not 1953,

"Permit me to quote here from an article entitled "We
Are Not in the Centre", by B. Bohm, which appeared in the well-

knowm West German monthly Die Politische Meiming in January 1965:

"The pelitical dragon, or when there is a lack of means of force,
& narrow fanaticism saturated with illusion, has always been the
German danger, Ve possess that dangerous tendency.(and the
necessary ability in such a case of convincing ourselves) of
seeing things as they look in the light of our desires, and we
easily lose the ability of differentiating desire from reality.
This can only result in an incorrect evaiuation of the facts and

with this an incorrect policy".

On our part there is a full readiness to normalize
relations with the GFR, a readiness which could have been definitely
confirmed during trade negotiations, Economic relations between
Poland and the GFR were normalized on the basis of mutual benefits,l

however, and the existence of trade missions in our respective
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countries cannot be regarded by anyone as-even the beginning of
political relations., . But we know full well that even now, when
the policies of Bonn in regard to Poland and the Socialist countries
are still marked by road signs pointing to Kdnigsberg, Breslau -or
Oppeln, which actually lead to a blind alley, there exist in that
country political powers which soberly look at the past and even
more goberly to the future., They, too, understand that the future
of the German nation lies in peaceful development and not in the

creation of new obstacles.

Desdpite the tragic past of war, we are not at all anti-
German, as we are sometimes accused of being. = We are enemies only
of Germsh imperialism, about whose character in history, the most
recent history, everyone here would probably agree. We are and will
remain enemies of those forces which want to annihilate‘ﬁs, to expel
those Poles who inhabit the western territories of the Polish nation
to work in French mines, A large dose of ill-will is needed to
equate this attitude with alleged anti-German feeling, Are not
the relations with the community of the Germen Democratic Republic a
rather eloguent example of our attitude? I deliberately say
community here, since recent years have brought such a range of-
relations that theﬁ encompass tens of thousands of inhabitants of
our countries. Are not our contacts with the youth of the GDR who,
when coming to Poland, do not hesitate to visit the former death
camp in Auschwitz an eloguent example of our attitude, which supports
everything that has a peacéful and anti-war character in the German
Democratic Republic? We do not wish constantly to recall that
tragic chapter of our history, but neither can we allow ourselves to
forget it. We shall be the first to accept with great satisfaction
any real and honest peaceful policy of behaviour on the part of
official West German circles, but it must be a policy which takes
reality into account, That such policy is painful for the ruling
circle of the GFR is not our fault, but the fault of those who declared
World War IIL. Are there no sober minded statesmen in West Germany
who know that this must be paid for by the recognition of what we call
status guo?

We shall be happiest in Poland ﬁhen we are able to devote
our work to peace without having to think of threats, Anyone who
visits our country leaves convinced of thé peaceful aims of our
policy, of our sincere aspirations, for a lessening of tensions in
Burope, whereever they exist. And it is precisely because of this that
our words attacking those who desire to provoke new conflicis resound

80 sharply..



- 13 -

We would like to believe, however, thzt it is not these
circles which will shape the development of internmational relations,
We are here at this meeting to try to im@rove mutual understanding,
to heighten an atmosphere of confidence, Every achievement along
this road, even the smallest, is worth the effort, since it serves
the success of a cause of vital interest to us all., None of us
here can give & simple answer as to the direction of this road,
but in a mutual confrontation, from our respective positions,
we may find a mutual line of behaviour, discover that which unites
us, and how to proceedAfurther in order to eliminate or mitigate
that which divides us, If we approach this matter with sincere
desire for mutual understanding and the achievement of results,

I firmly believe that these results will come within our grasp.
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l. China as an independent: factor in world affoirs.

a) The virtual breakup of the Sinc-Snviet olliance since 1962/3 means
that China muast be considered o completeiy independent factor in.
world affairs, A basic alignment of the Communist powers versus
the West can no longer be taken for granted on any specific issue; the
international system has become trisngulor rather than bipolar, even
though Chinese power is still 5f a lesser crder than that of the USA
and the USSR; varying cembinations of twe of the three moin powers
against the third are possible on different issues. This developnent
is not likely to be revérsed as it hnas been brought about not only
by najor différenécs of national interest betwsen the CPR and the
Soviet Tnicn, but also by profoundly Zivergent trends of internal -
evolution: the change c¢f leadership in the Soviet Union has not
changcd this situaticn, while tﬂe current internal crisis in China has
even accentuated it.. As a result, both the USA and the USSH, as wellé
a8 the Turcpean alliances led by them, find themselves confronted with
new opportunities for diplematic manceuvre and new problens of

priority among thzir objectives.

b) The importence of China as a factor in world affoirs has been drematised
by hor first nuclear explosicns ae well as by the extreme militoncy of
both her anti-Aimericon and anti-Soviei propaganda. This has tended f@
obscure both the present limits of Chinese puwef and the practical
caution imposed by the consciousness of those limits on Chinese inter-
national conducts The technical advances ond éapital investments that -
have resulted in China's promotion to nuclenr rank appsar to have been
achieved on a rather narrow front, and will not by themselves make

China a true world newer so long 28 her fundamental problem of

T T
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industrialisation remaing unsolved; it cannot be taken for granted
that this problem will be solved at all under the present type of
regime, while even if the necessary changeé of policy shculd be made
and maintzined, its sclution could not come very fast. The Chinese
conduct in relaticn to Taiwen, %o Vietnam and to India during the 1965
crigis has shown that for all their beastful and. aggressive laﬁguage,
the Chirese Communist leaders are sufficiently aware of the present
relation of forzes to seek to aveid a direct military clash with cne

of the superpcwers,

¢) Peking's main foreign policy objectives in the present phase appear
to be to weaken American military encirclement, nctably by getting rid
of the American presence in Taiwazn, Vietnam and Thailand; to avoid
_‘economic isclaticn, notably by expanding trade relations with Japan
" “and Western Burope; to create a buffer zone of "friendly states' under
Chinese influence in competition to Amcrican, Soviet and Indian influences
and to destroy Soviet authority and build uwp Chinese authority among '
Communist and national revolutionary movements as far as possible.’
The strategies applied in pursuit of these objectives have included
the attempt to pose as champion of the Afro-isian, and to a lesser
extent the Latin-American, pecples and te invelve them in conflict with
the United States; the proﬁaganda of revoluticnary 'pecple's wars'
everywhere as a means to tie down and weaken American strength, and
particularly the support of on uncompromising line in Vietnamj the
sﬁpport of Pakistan against India and of Indonesia against Malaysia;
and the strict rejection of all Soviet offers for a united front in
21d of Vietnam on the grounds that the Soviets were really co-operating

with the Americans to end the 'people!s war!,

d) Over the past two years, these strategies have been remzrkably unsuccess-
ful, Peking has torpedoed its own project fof a 'second Bandung'! con-
ference when it turned cut that most Afro-isian governments were unwilling
to turn it into an anti-American demeonstration. Ne 'people's wars' have
erupted outside Vietham, and the Victnam war has led to a massive

- strengthening of the imerican military presence around China's borders,
China has been unable to help Pakistan effectively in her clash Wifh India,
and as a result could not prevent Russia from gaining prestige as a mediator.
The coup attempted.by a group of pro-Communist officers in Indonesia with
the support of the pro-Chinese Indcnesian Corrunist Party, and probably of
Peking 1tself, has ended in spectacular defeat, with the strongest pro-
_Chinese‘CP crushed, and the Indonesian govermment turning away from its
pro-Chinese course, abandoning its confrontaticn with Malzysia and returning
to the TN, Pinally, the rejection of Soviet offers for a United Front
has led to an increasing self-isolation of China in the international
Compmuunist movement, with the NorthrKorean and Japanese Communists turning

from a pro-Chinesc position to increasingly critical neutrzlity, the neutral
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Rumanians becoming cooler and the Cubans beceming openly critical,
and even the Vietnamese Communists moving from a predominantly pro-

' Chinese attltude to 2 carefully maintained balance between the two powers
on whose support they depend. Only Peklng s struggle zgainst economic
isolation has attained a measure of success, but even here Soviet trade
with Japan has increased more rapidly than Chinese trade while the
improvement of exchanges with Wbsteranurope_has been modest.

e) This Series of partly dramatic'setbacks must have contributed to
precipitating the present internal crisis of the Peking regime, thougn
its basic causes arc probably linked with the problems of generation
change in the Chinése 1eadérship, the conflict between revoluticnary
veteran elites and néw expert élites in military and economic life, an@
the effoft to assért the domination of a sinpgle leader against the
tendency of thé party institutions to_limiﬁjhis powerss to that extent,
the causes of the crisis, though not the soiution so far attempted, shgw
a parallel with Stalin's purges of the l930es; For the time being, the
most likely effect of the crisis on China's international position is to
increase her self-isolation as the militant energies of the regime are
turned inward, presenting to the outside world a solid facade of largely
passive hostility. Asla result, the day when China will constitute a

major threét to the surrcunding region is likely to be further delayedf

IT. The Impact on the Soviet bloc in Eurogpe.
a) By weakening Scviet ideoclogical authority and foreing Moscow to compete

for. influence on other Communist parties and governments against
Peking, the Sino-Soviet conflict has been a major factor favouring the
emancipation of most of the Communist regimes of Eastern Europe from
satellite status. This process began as early as 1956/7 with Chinese

. support for the 'Polish Qctober' and reached a climax with the
Rumanian Communists' "declaration of independence" of April, 1964, which
was also a declaration of ideological neutrality. Since then, however,
the mementum of this development appears to have largely exhausted
itself, On one side, Soviet ideclogical authority has been so far
eroded that the European'Soviet bloc has by now become much more
81m11ar to a cla551cal alllance under a hegemonial power, resting in
part on common 1nterests and in part on Russian military and economlc
preponderancy‘ln the region, and much less sensitive to 1deolog1ca1
issues than before. On thé other hand, the tactical skill of Khrushchev’s
successors and the doctrlnalre rlgldlty of the Chinese leadershlp have
left the Bast Europeans very llttle scope for independent manceuver
in exploiting the dlspute_for their advantage, This is not to say
that these governments an& parties are 1ikely to be brought Back ﬁnder
stricter Soviet discipline‘- Qpl& that they will henceforth have to
defend their independence within the .a.].l.ia.nce by relying on their own
increased domestic stability and natiqnal identification rather than

by playing on the Soviet néed for ideologicél competition with China
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that has largely ceased to be effective in this area.

The 1mpact of the potentlal m111tery threat constltuted by an independent,

;powerful and 1argely hostlle China on Soviet strategy, on the other hand,

is bound to grow, but 1t is 1n 1ts nature longhterm rather than short-
term.' In view of the long common frontler, the unsettled Chlnese
territorial clalms and the pressure of Chinese populatlon, the Sov1ets
have long accepted future terrltorlal conflict as a p0551b111ty, as
disputes with Peklng intensified with the growth of Chinese power,
they must have come to view it as a probablllty. Even the post—-

Khrushchev leaderq cannot have ser1ously counted on the success of

‘their efforts at reconc111at10n, and the marked ant1-8ov1et $rend of

the current 'Peking purges' has evidently confirmed their worst fears.
In view of the relation of forces, they do not régard a major war
with China as a danger for the near futures but the freqoency of

frontier incidents makes the possibility of armed infiltration on a

' gradually iﬁcreasing scale a constant worry %o them. DMNoreover, the

Soviets,'like nost %bstern‘observers (and for edually doubtful reasons)
tend to take it for granted that China will solve her problem of
1ndustr1a115atlon vhatever the present errors of her leaders, and that
her tremendous potential power will then become ectual. For the time
peing,'this means that the Soviets, besides ideologically competing
with the Chinese for the allegiance of the Communist parties and above
all of the nationalist movements and regimes of the underdeveloped
world, are endesvouring to create potential ccunterweights among Chinats
neighbours and to make their own frontier forces strong enough to deal

with infiltration attempts. This requires a policy of economic and in

‘pert military -aid to- India, of mediation between India and Pakistan,

of improved diplomatic and above all economic relations with Japan, and
of enough aid for Vietnam to offset Chinese influence there, but so
far only a very limited transfer of armed forces to Asia - either for

frontier protection or for aid to Vietnam,

This means that as of now, the preservation, comsolidation and
legitimation of the Soviet position in Burope remains the priority
objective of Soviet forelgn and mllltary pollcy, in other Words, the
rise of the Chinese problem has so far had only a 11m1ted impact on

Sov1et policy in Europe. The Sov1et leaders themselves probably expect

‘ tbat this w1ll change eventually, dependlng on the 1ncreaee of Chinese

power on cne side, the presumed dielntegratlon of the destern alllenoe

" on the other., It follows that thoy see their meJor 1nterest in

reiaping the fruits of that dlslntegratlon before the Chlnese danéer
assumes mMJor prOportlons. The replacenent of "NATO and the Wersaw
Pact" by a “European Securlty Svstem", a8 advocated by them, would not
end the Europeén Soviet bloc, which has other effective ties, but would

end the present ‘ties between the US and Nestern Europe and thus free
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 the Soviet Union from the strain of a military confrontation with

. American power, permitting it to devote the resources now tied down

- by that confrontation either to the Asian theatre or to domestic
'purposes; moreover, it would achieve this cbjective together with two
.others .- the acceptance by the West of the permanence of German partition
and the permenent exclusion of Western Germany from access to nuclear
weapons. All the signs point to it that the Soviets regard the
simultaneous or successive achievement of these three closely linked
objectives of their European policy as within reach in the comparatively
near future,"i.e. before the Chinese danger reaches propbrtions demanding

B

a reversal of priorities.

d) On the tactical .level, however, Soviet policy in Europe is somewhat
. hampered even now by the needs of ideological competition with China
in other regions, and above all by the war in Vietnam. This situation
makes active negotiation with the United States difficult and may
temporarily prevent partial agreements which would otherwise be possible,
thus imposing a certain rigidity on the Soviet diplomatic posture. But
for the present, phase, this does not prevent the Soviets from encouraging
the independent initiatives of General de Gaulle and thus weakening the
cohesion of the Western alliance; it is only when Western disintegration
appears far enough advanced for a settlement on Soviet terms that direct
negotiation with the USA will become indispensable.. In such a situation,
the Soviets would presumably not allow themselves to be deterred by 2
Chinese ideological attacks from exploiting an opportunity for scoring

substantial diplomatic gains in the West,

ITT. The Impact on the Western Alliance,

2) The direct effect of the rise of China as an independent power on the
policies of the West European states is definitely of a minor order.
Only Britain still has substantial -interests in the region threatened
by Chinese expansion; the danger to Malsysia and the widespread '
apprehension in fustralia have combined with the Chinese-Indian conflict
in meking Britain support the American policy for the militery coﬁtain@ent
of China., The continental powers, having no such regional concerns, are
free in principle to consider China's economic development as an opportunity
for increased trade, and the growth of her political and military power
as a Welcomerpotentiai pressure on the Soviet Union. But the economic
opportunities are limited by the narrow range of China's capacity for
exports, Political speculation on the need to support China against the
_Soviet Union has at times been outspoken in Germany, but has found no
echo in responsible circles in view of the acuteness of Chinese-American
conflict and the obvious- dependence of German policy towards Russia on
American support, In France, where no such inhibitions operate, the
diplomacy of Genergl de Gaulle has viewed the improvement of relations

with Russia as crucial for its strategy of European independence; hence
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de Gaulle has established diplomatic relations with Peking chiefly as a
mears of raising the value of French goodwill for Moscow, and also as a
preparatory move for possiblé French participation in a settlemént of the
Vietnam war - but he has never seriously considered giving major support

to Chinese ambitions., Even de Gaulle's oﬁtspoken critiéism of US policy
in Vietnam is based on the assumption that a unified, Commurnist Vietnam
will not be a tool of Chinese expansion, but will ori the contrary offer

a more stiblé basis for containing that expansion than would a continuation
of the war. o ' . ' ‘

In the ﬁnited Std%es; on the 6fhéf hahd, the risé of'China as an independent
power has tended to produée a gradﬁal'but'majqf_revefsai of political and
strategic priorities. American policy—makefé hévé tended'tb view the
Communigt military effort in Vietnam ag the spearhéad of a Chinese
expansionist offensive which, though using different methods, would be
comparable in sericusness to Stalin's post-war expansion in BEastern Europe,

and have interpreted the Chinese propagandh for the .spreading of 'people's

- wars' as proof of serious plans for such-an offensive, with scant regard

for actual Chinese capacities or actions. The fact that an acute danger of

‘Communist victory in Vietnam in 1964/5 coincided with a period of com-

- parative détente or at any rate quiescence in Soviet-American relations in

Europe has therefore led the US administratiim to c:melude that the conflict
with China in Asia had bécome more practieally urgent, if not more
theoretically important, than the conflict with the Soviets in Europe, and

that the military containment of Ching - of #hich the Vietnam war is

“viewed as a focal sector - has become the priority task of American policy,

to be pursued at the price of a withdrawal first of initiative and attention,
and eventually alsc of part of the armed forces, from Europe. In‘this_
frameworlk, the fact that the conflicf with £hé Soviet Uﬁi&n is not militarily
acute, and that Soviets and Americans have a common interest in settling it
as the Chinese danger gains in importance, has led to a tendency_to.regérd

that older conflict as outdated and tending to settle itself, or at any

. rate as no longer dangerous enough to justify the economic and military

effort involved in maintaining American forces on the. former scale in Burope

or. the political and mental effort involved in the active pursuit of a -

. settlement favorable to Western interests., The result has been a de fagto

withdrawal of American leadership from the YWestern alliance,

The withdrawal of American leadership in turn has greatly strengthened the

"disintegrative tendencies within the Vestern slliance which had long beén

at work for other reasons. It has enabled -General de Ganlle to withdraw
France from the intégrated NATO organisation with overwhelming popﬁlar
support. It Has also enabled him to take an independent initiative in offer-
ing the Soviets proposals for a Buréopean settlement which, while substantially
different from the Soviets'! own objectives and in accord with essential
Wegtern interests, cannot possibly acnieve the results desired unless

coordinated with American policy and backed with the full weight of American
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power, West German opinion, aware that a ccllective settlement fulfilling
their demand for natiecnal unity cannot be achieved without such backing,

and watching as the decisive bargaining asset for such a settlement -

the presence of American forces on the Elbe - is being frittered away, is
increasingly turning to ideas of secking their own bilateral arrangements

with the Soviets, and if necessary even with the East German government,

on the Gaullist model. The most probable cutcome, if these deve10pments
continue, is a Buropean settlement on Soviet terms, leading to a cutting

of the present links between the USA and Western Furope and to a gradually
increasing dependence first of West Germany and then of the rest of continental

Furope on the preponderant power of the Soviet Union.

Conclusion.,
The growth of Communist China into an independent factor in world affairs
constitutes a potential threat to both the present superpowers and their
allies, but not a major actual threat to either. A successful solutioé
of the difficult problems of Chinese industrialisation is likely to make
her a more immediate threat to the Soviet Union than to the United States,
if and when it happens, Yet while the Soviet Union has responded to the
potential threat in a rational way, i.e. by & limitéed long-term effort;with—
out an immediate shift of priorities, and is still concentrating its main
energies on obtaining a favourable settlement iﬁ Burope before the Chinese
danger becomes acute, the United States have anticipated the danger of‘tomorrow
by a present shift of pricrities to the detriment of their European interests.
As a result, the rise of China has in the last few years led to a much more
rapid disintegration of the Western than of the Bastern alliance in Furope,
and may paradoxically help to bring about a major shift in the world baiance

of power in favour of the Soviet Union.
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The recovery of the economies of the European countries
after the devastation of the Second World War has enhanced thelr
general p051tion in the international community and given new
dimensions and a better prospect to the role of Burope in the
‘affairs of the world. There could be little doubt even in 1945
that the dislocation of the economy of Europe was ooly a temporary
factor. It affected the international position and status of
most European countries deeply, but they still had all the human.and
material resources that were needed to bring about rapid rehabilita~

tion.

Aithough the position of the countries which lost the
war made their recovery more:diffiouit,'they also made rapid Progress,
pafﬁl& on account of the advantage of not having to bear during
the crucial &eafs of reconstruction the coots of the postwar re-
armament and other expenses connected with the activities of the
victorious nations overseass ' The reapéearance of European countries
as important economic factors on the world market occurred was

little affected by which side.they had been on in the past war.

Postwar Europeé could now be playiné én'even more impor-
tant role were it not for another effect which the war had on the
0ld Continent. The division of Burope into two political spheres,
caused over a period profound and lasting damoge to international
relotions both within Europe and on a world-wide scales. This -
division was not caused by Eufopean antagonisms alone. ‘ft
started principally from disputes over the postwar settlement
within Burope, but it soon expanded to cover issues about areas
far away from Europe, in some cases areas which had never been

under European influence before.

[



Even more significant is the fact that this division
developed into a prolonged state of high tension between the two
Super Powers, the United States and the Soviet Unione. The first
of these is not a European Power and the other is not a solely
European Power, the greater part of .its territory being in Asia.

The Cold War gradually became a conflict of world-wide significance,
but Europe remained its,mostwiﬁfortant scene ' for many yeers. - There
can be no doubt that this development, much more than the ravages

of the war, affected the international position and the foreign policy
of each and every European coun%ry. Ae an erea, Europe certainly
remained handicapped after the war because of the division and the
Cold War.

There ie, however, ﬁore to fhis develoément than the direct
consequences of the division and the ensuing conflicte. In the East
of Europe a Super Power developed and soon was involved in a prolonged
Cold War with the other Super Power across the Atlantic, the United
States. None oflthe Western European Pouiers developed into a
Super Powere. A fundamental end 1ast1ng dlsequlllbrlum thus emerged
and must be added to the other effects of the divisicon, cau51ng further

harm and creating new problems for international relations in Europe.

The efforts of the Western countries to organize a purely
. Buropean coalition soon proved unsatisfactory and in the spring of
1949 -NATO came into being. The Westerm European countries entered
in this way into an alliance with the United States, under the
pressures of the rapidly intensifying Cold War. It would lead us
too far astray to discuss here whether these countries could not
have acted dlfferently and have avoided thereby the full development
of the Cold War with all its consequences. The fact 1s that the
division of Europe, once accepted as a lasting feature w1th the
development of the Cold ilar, necessarlly brought the 1ntroduction of
the United States into the internal affalrs of Europes

This new element in the modern hisiory of Europe could’
not be overcome elther rapidly, or by relying chiefly on the re-
sources of the countries concerned, as was poseibie with the economic
recoverys  Only a complete and final disappearance of Cold waf
tensions and of their traces could contribute decisively to the
ending_of the political dependence of Western Euroﬁe on the United

States of America.

The attributes of a Great Power have changed profoundly
since the beginning of the Second-World War and during the postwar
years.  Modern scientific developments and their application to

the military and economic activities of industrially developed



nations emphasize bigness in all respects: the size of the domestic
market, the huge aggregate national prodiction and financial resocurces,

as well as vastness of territory.

The United States was the-one nation which immediately .
after the:war possessed all the attributes for a modern Great Power,
a Super Power. It was in that country that the nuclear_Weapon'
was first manufactured and tried outs Relying on all her advan-
tagés, the United'States could eﬁbark on an ambitious course of
foreign policy. It appeared tolmany that this was the only possible

country qualifying for the status of a real Suoer Power.

The other possible Suﬁer Power tas, of course, the Soviet
Union. It was by no means obvioua that she could make up for the
heavy damage and losses sustained during the war and at the same
time raise her technical and ihdustrial level to the mark needed for
a successful entfy into the race as a Super Powers ‘But, as frequent-
1y happeps in history, that which was not obvious happened never-
thelesss The Soviet Uﬁion pefformed the miracle and comparatively
soon after the war the world faced the emergence of the second |

nuclear Super Powers

The balance thus established, .which has contributed greatly
to the lessening of the Cold War, did not solve- the problem of the
diseguilibrium in Europes In other words, the ending of the Cold
War in I'hrope'still depended, now even more, on the solution of

conflicta between the Super Powerse.

The most important consequence of the East-West division
in Europe was, therefore, the dependence of Western Europe on the
United States and the increased influence of relations in other
parts of the world on relations within Burope. It is ﬁot necessary
to emphasize that this influence brought new complications.to the
relations between the two parts of Burope and that the continual
turbulence in various parts of the world became a continuing

negetive factor in the political relations among European countries.

The problems brought to Europe by the aftermath of the

war, together with the additional compllcatlons 1n3ected 1nto the

Buropean 51tuatlon through the Cold War in other parts of the world,

made real progreas in the direction of East-West co-operation
practically impossible. The effecta of situations in remote places
were heightened by the fact that in most cases European Powers still
had considerable interests there and were llnked with the problems

in which the postwar dlsturbances had their orlglns.



-On the other hand, we cannot overlook the’ fact that the-
conflicts in the under-developed regions and where new States emerged
after the c¢rumbling of colonial empires, would never have grown .to
ex1st1ng proportlons 1f there had not been the Cold War, which
1n3ected S0 _much fuel 1nto the flames of the process of decoloniza-
tlon- Furthermore, the Cold War 1nf1uenced the 1nternal develop~
ment in most of those countrles and regions, pr010nglng the period
needed for stablllzation or even 1ntroduc1ng new factors,such as
to make 1t unllkely that stability would be attalned in the fore-

seeable future.

The major problems inherent in these regions are of a
lasting nature. inadequate econonic development, stagnant standards
of living, problems connected with the shaping of new States and
the remodelling of society after independence etc. With the
probablllty of the continuation of the confrontation of the Super
Powers on a world-w1de scale, it has to be assumed that these
lreglons will for a long tlme to come exercise a, negatlve influence
on internal developments in Europe, if 1ntra-Eur0pean relations
continue to depend dlrectly on the relations between the Super
Powers. This probably remains true even if we accept that the
Cold War has lost its intensity and will not be revived to the

same degree known in the early Fifties.

In this argument no attempt'has been made to pass judg-
ment on the merits of the‘case of eitner of the Super Powers in the
overall confrontation of the Cold‘War. This should not be taken
as a lack of personal opinion, nor as an -indication that no
distinction could be drawn. This has been done partly because
such a judgment would not change the conclusions drawn and because
it would be difficult in a brief review to treat the subject in a
conscientious manher snd cover adequately all situations and all

periods of the Cold War.

... In sum then, the Cold War is a confrontation which cannot
be solved as a European problem and within Europe alone. For the
purpose of our examlnatlon it is therefore of paramount 1mportance
to examlne whether it is posslble to 1nsulate in some way the
1nternal problems of B "urope from the negative 1nf1uences of a world
full of contlnulng problems whlch may well lead in the future to
confllots of one sort or another. . In practical terms the questlon
is whether it is p0551ble to relleve the pressure exerclsed by the
conflict between the Super Powers on the relatlons of European

countries with each other and with the Super Powers.
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It is obviously neither possible nor desirable to try to
reduce the communication, and today this means interdependence, -
between Furope and other parts of the world.” On the contrary,
it is desirable that Buropean countries develop further their
relations with non-European coﬁntries,as in fact some of them are
doing with incréasing effectifeness{ The direct involvement of
the European countfies in the Cold Qar led to a reduction in the
scope and content of thesé,relations: the lessening of Cold War

tensions resulted in an improvement once more. .

The anti-colonial movement in Asia and in Africa and

the process of decolonization has not unnaturally produced tense -
relationships between the former colonial Powers and the newly

. established States, but taken as a whole the countries of Western
Europe have eventually succeeded in bringing about tolerable if not
co-dperative relations with the former colonies. Except for some
cases of acute conflict in the colonies remaining and some cases of
post-colonial conflicts, the major source of conflicts in the former
colonial eéﬁires is not primarily based on the relations of those

areas with former colonial Powers.

"The main problem therefore appears to be how to mitigate
the effect of the involvement of BEurope in the Cold War, In other
words, how would it be possible to reduce the negative effect of
the nuclear disequilibrium in FEurope? Developments so far have

. gshown that it is possiblé to establish better East-West relations
on a bilateral basis in Burope without jeopardizing the security or
other interests of either side. It appears to be worth the effort
to examine further the opportunities and possibilities which would
open up if the assumptions and énxieties of tﬁé éarly'postWar years

were more radically overcomes : - o

This examination must; naturglly, start from the present
situation of still very close and exclusivé groupings on both sides
“in Baropes It would be unrealistic to advocate starting with the
elimination of the several forms of close association binding
tégether the countries on either side. Most of them have grown
out:of co-operation in peaceful activities and even the military
pacts are more likely to wither away through disuse than to be

abrogated sﬁddenly.

This proposition depends, however, on the reply to
‘several important questions,'among'them particularly whether it is
possible and acceptable to ignore the threat of a possible cOnflict
in which the two sides of Eurcope would stand in the shadow of a

major nuclear clash of the giants; whether it is possible to develop



friendly relations among c¢ountries with such-different ways of life
and systems of Government; and whether it is possible.to overcome

the internmal problems of Europe, particularly the German question.

The first of these questions, about the threat of a major
niclear war, leads to another preliminary gquestion: how much do the
existing military blocs contributé to the defence of the particiﬁants?
This is one 6f the most important questiorns rélatiné to the Buropean
political situations There are now three distinct positioné: -
reliance on the military establishmeﬁt of one of the Suﬁer Powefs,
development of national nuclear forces and non-reliance on miclear
weaponse A real alternative to the existing position can only be
a general acceptance of the third attitude: non-reliance.on nuclear
weaponse. Reliance on national forces can, obviously, apply to only
& small number of European countries and also implies to some extent

.the reliance on a Super Power; we can thereforé exclude this.

"It haé”alféady been argued‘that the reliancé on weapons
of another country does not give security if the use of'thgsé‘
weapons'would'bring'mortal peril to the country usiné.them. I do
not propose to dwell at length on this argument, it is well known
and I believe quite convincinge - 1 am therefore ready to accept
the general conclusion- that. a Super Power will intervene in a conflict
only if her vital interests are in jeopardy and that this will apply
even more strongly in the case where nuclear arms are to be used
against an adversary who possesses the capacity of retaliating on a

_comparable level of striking power.

If we accept.this, then we must also accept that:

(a) such Power will intervene even if not formally
engaged to do so, and

(b) +that any provocation which would call for an inter=
vention will be deterred regardless of the existence
of formzl engagements.

" Tn other words, the only military safeguard a non-Super Power can
count upon in an armed world is the existence of counterbalsncing
nuclear Forces, irrespective of legal obligations and alliances,

In fact, it would be nonsensical - and no Statesman would do it -

to try to predict the behaviour of an adversary or any third'party
in an anticipated conflict by reference to the text of existing
treaty obligations. But, there is another side to this problem.
Even if a conflict involving, directly or indirectly, the major
nuclear Powers did not affect the interests of a non-nuclear Power,
this country could-be drawn into a dangerous situation in the ecourse
of the conflict, either legally or by rsason of geography. - This ia

a calculated risk accevted every time a country adheres to an alliance,



but this risk assumes a specific meaning in this era of nuclear
weaponss The new aspect of this risk is being increasingly recog-

nized in contemporary internaticnal relations.

Apparently the old maxim "si vis pacem para bellum" has
become obsolete and the preservation of peace is not well served by
the rattling of arms« In particular, the adherence to alliances
does not add to the weight of a deterrent which is concentrated in
the striking pover of a fully developed nuclear military establish-~
mentes Inasmuch as the balance of nuclear deterrence contributes
to the maintenance of peace, this balance éan hardly be upset by

the addition to a bloc¢ of non-nuclear military forces.
F

On the other hand the two nuclear Super Powers necessarily

’ act as polarizing forces in the wider field of international rela-

tions. They contribute thereby to a more organized pattern of
international tensions, more organized directionally, developing
dangerous levels of intensity, as we have so frequently witnessed
in the postwar years. The policy of deterrence and the general
attitude of preparing for war in order to preserve peace increases
the danger of war and actually reduces the security of alle This
has produced an increasing sense of frustration after so much effort
and resources lave been invested in the armaments race. In fact
the blurring of the sharp edges of polarization in international
relations and the softening of the structures of the military blocs
are notable consequences of the failure of the "prepare for war"
attitude. ‘

It appears therefore that an eman01pat10n of European
countries from the past attitudes towards their external security
is not an unrealistic dream, but a purposeful projection into the
future of attitudes which are already taking shape. The decisive
element in this new trend of thinking appears to be the recognitien
of the importance of preventing a relapse into high tensions in the
relations between European countries which is seen as a threat
closer to reality than that of facing, in a possible war, an over-

whelming adversary fully armed with all types of modern Weapons.

¢ It is not surprising that -the improvement in intra-

 European relations developed simultaneously with the recovery of

the economies of countries on both sides in Eurcpe.  Notably in

Western Europe the 1mprovement of the economic position led to
—n

e ans e

greater reliance on non-mllltary elements in foreign relations. 'It
e e e~
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created a new splrlt of national- 1dent1ty and self-confidence which

e S e

led to more 1ndependent attitudes in forelgn relationse This was

——r -

dupllcated by a similar trend in Fastern Europe and the way was



paved for fuller relations. despite the tensions still prevailing-
over Cold War issues. . Tensions were also lowered under the influence

of these processes and of other developments in the world.

- Among the other developments which contributed to the
lessening of Cold War tensions we must include the successful resist-
ance of the non-aligned countries to the pressure of the polarizing
forces to divide the.whole world into two irreconcilable bloes and
to the other more positive aspects of the international activities
of those countries. There -can be little doubt that the very
existence of non-aligned countries and their growing influence on
international relations contributed greatly to the reduction of
tensions and to a more flexible pattern in international relations

in general, and in particulér in divided Europes

Thus, under. several influences, the inherent inter-depend-
ence and complementary nature of the two sides of Burope, helped by
geogra?hic proximity and historical background, regained strength
and opened brighter prospectse In particular the Western countries
began to realize that they must not consider their attitude towards
the countries of the East only in the light of the might of the
. respective military establishments, but primarily in terms of the
immediate and. real prospects of co-operation in fields in which they
are by no means inferior .and in which they do not have to rely on
support from across the Atlantié. The Eastern countries-began to
regard their relations with the West without the overwhelming
distrust and anxiety of the earlier years of high tensions. With
a greater sense of internal and external security, they became more
and more feady to expand and intensify relations with partners on

the other side of the fence.

It would be too much to say that the nuclear disequili-
brium between the East and the West. of Europe, of which mention was
.made in the beginning, has thus been overcome, but the shifting of
emphasis from the military to the civilian aspect of foreign
relations undoubtedly creates more favourable openings for further

progress in East-West relations.

The second point, concerning the possibility of co-
operation between countries with differing social systems, should
cause_nq,particularxproblems. My own country, Yugoslavia, has given
ample evidence that these differences, if they are not burdened with
other elements of a more specifically political nature, do not present
too great an obstacle to friendly co-operation.. Examples illustrat-

ing such relations "across the fences" are abundant and well-knowns



They range from close co-operation in econontic affalrs, 1nc1ud1ng
industrial and sclentlfic co-operation, to the elimination of visas
and in some cases even passports for the movement of persons across
the border. At one time even military aééistancé proved to be a
form of co-operafion acceptable to both sides. Contingencies which
led to this aspect of co—bﬁeratién have fértunately long since

disappeared.

In recent years the experience of Yugoslavié has probably
been of some use in the efforts to develop more extensive contacts
between the countries of the East and West in Eufope in general-

It is significant that co-operation along these lines C6uld:develop
to the existing level of intensity and in so many fields in spite
of the existing military organizations on bbth'éidés. It stili
remains, however, to be seen how far this development can proceed

and it is worth examining what could expedite ite

It is apparent that the recognitibﬁ'of a mutual interest
in the development of economic relations and in particular in
matters related to economic develoﬁment’cén serve as an initial
inducement. Ideological and conceptual differences in general,
cannot be fully overcome but it is possible to set them aside,
without sacrlflclng them, of course, and ‘pass on to practlcal
activitiés. It is better to do this than to try to remove the
differences by seéarching for a compromise or by trying to impose
one's own views. Ideological differences, eliminated from the
sphere of inter-State relations, can continue to exist. ILiberated
from the constraints of the raison d’état, they can even become
a positive factor, stimulating the progressive development of
mankind.

In the case of Eést—Westlrelations-in Europé, aé well
as-in other similar cases, the feal reason for conflicts are not
conceptual differences, but the practical, eminently‘pragmatic
attitudes and aspirations of States. All existing international
differences can easily be explained without blaming them on ideo-
logical differences. It is significant that all ideological or
religious wars of the past have been settled without solving the

conceptual or religious difference.

The last of the three questions relates to the practical

problems of contemporary Europe, particularly to the German qﬁestion.ﬁé
This,of course, is a real problem, but it can become an obstacle to
the consolidation of relations in Europe only if the countries of |

L. Europe make it an obstacle. From a practical point of view it

t appears generally accepted that the German question cannot be solved
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w1thout a consolldatlon of relatlons 1n Europe, and also that it is.
1mposslble to change or shift any ex1st1ng boundary or d1v1d1ng 11ne
in Europe w1thout a war and that a war must be avoided. All thls
would normally lead to the conclu81on that thls partlcular problem
should be laid aside and all efforts applled to creatlng more

favourable circumstances for a solutlon in the futurec.

*

One is tempted to add also that the German questlon is an
outstandlng example of a problem which becomes more insoluble in
pr0portlon to the endeavours made to force a solutlon of 1t. L do
not propose. to dlscuss thls questlon further here, as 1t is being
given all the attention necessary in another place.l While mentione
ing it as one spec1flc current political preblem of Europe, I wish
only to add that one should not expect the ending of the Cold War

to open an era w1thout problems or even conflicts.

Ex1st1ng pOlltlcal problems in Eur0pe, if reduced to
their proper, realistic, proportions cannot be congldered as un-
avoidable causes of the continustiom of the division along the lines
of the Cold Ware Ehrope:has had problems in the past just as it
will have.them in ﬁhe future. Many of them have been solved or
successfully set aside even during the postwar.years; for example

the settlement of the Austrian question and that of Trieste..

Summarizing this brief examination of anti-Cold War trends
in Europe it is appropriate to emphasize the prevalence of positive
developments, as ' well as the fact that the original pattern of
relations in the Burope of.the Fifties has already changed consider-
ably for the better. In fact,politieal and economic relations have
grown substantially over the boundaries set by the bloc pattern on
both sidess  Recent politieal and eeonomic transactions between
the East and tﬁe West indicate that the momentum of this anti-Cold.
War frend is gaining and the problem of defining the place and role
of Eu:ope in the world is steadily‘moving out of the sphere of

speculation into the sphere of existing or potential reslities.,

‘Rather- than defining it in the context of an alignment
of military powers with centres in the United States and the Soviet
Union, we must take into consideration other factors. affecting more
directly and continuously the pattern of international relations.
.The world was, after all, not divided into two military blocs and
the development of nuclear arms has made a show down along these

lines unprofitable in any circumstances.

-Areas of the world which were in the past only passive

elements in the picture became active and something like a new part
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of the world came into being, often referred to as the third world.
Mostly within this area a new political attitude was shaped, an
opposition to the division of the world into two blocs, an effort

to keep out of the alignments which developed under the impact of
the Cold War. We have already noted that the Cold War has also
brought . antagonism and conflict into these parts of the world,

but an increasing number of countries there succeéded in maintaining
their independeﬁce-of action and entered the world scene as a new

and independent political force.

For years most Buropean countries in the East and in the
West ignored or underestimated the significance of this new force,
the non-aligned countries. Even the concept of non-alignment was
misunderstood and frequently criticized from both 51des. In recent
years this attitude has given place to a slightly more serious exaf-
ination of this development and also to the_beglnnlng of contacts in
a spirit of better understanding. The fact that this change took
place more or less at the same tiﬁe both in the East and in the
West opens some possibilities of éo-operation in a much widened

frameworke.

This would probably not bring the majority of European
countrles to adopt the position of the non-aligned countries as
it was defined at the high level conferences in Belgrade in 1961
‘and in Cairo in 1964. The elements-of that platform which are
derived from the specific positions of these countries would probably
not be generally acceptable in the more developed European countries,
nor would it easily fit into a pattern of regional integrations which
have developed in the political as well as in the economic fields

in both parts of Europe. But this is not of particular importance.

The important prospect which may grow out of closer and
better understanding between the less developed non-aligned countries
and the countries of Europe is the placing of the international
_ _re}ations of EurogeanAcountries in a wider frameworke. In this way
it may be ﬁossible to overcome the uneasy feeling'of confrontation
withiﬁ Eurcpe ana the tendency to overemphasize the military aspect

of the international situation.

The success of the less developed countries, under the
leadershlp of the non-zligned countries, in pressing the fundamental
economic problems of their regions into the centre of the pre-
occupations of the councils of the world has greatly contfibuted to
the degree to which demilitarization of internatiénal relations has
already been achieveds Once the economic éroblem of the less

developed regions of the world came to compete for pficrity with the
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military'and political problems of: the more. developed parts of the
world a fundamental change of atmosphere began to develop in the

debates in the United Nations and in other places.

These economic pfoﬁléms became, naturally, highly charged
political questions once they were put on the conference table, but
the distinction is'in the way of the solutions which they require.

In this sense they are here considered as economic problems and by
virtue of this specific character they have exercised a demilitariza-

tion of internationszl relations.

' Of course, this does not mean thét the militafy aspect,

and in particular the armaments race, has been or could be automati-

cally ﬁut under contrdl. The result to be expected from a more-
‘ systematic and energétic:éffort'in the field of economic development,
particuiérly in helpiné.an accelerated development of the less
devéloped countries, might only be still heavier reliance on economic
measures in international relations and a greater readiness bf all
sides to accept economically indicated compromises in the debates
on disarmament and in other fields of political or military

negotiationse.

* In particular one would exﬁect'that a gfeatéf emphasis on
economic solutions would qontribute to less emphasis on the nuclear
discquilibrium in Zurope. In other words; if on both sides more
attention is given to the economic ﬁrobleﬁs of ths world, it would
not only mean more resources for péaceful‘acfivities but also iess
apprehension about the possible aims 6f the other side. This could
create more confidence, because the assumed intehtions of the other
side, rather than the existence of an impressive military establish-
ment, are the main sources of anxiety and of an over-emphasis on

military matters.

| As & matter of fact, on both sides in Europe the main
anxiety is no longer genera%ed by the fear of a conflict across the
dividing line in Europe but by the fear of the possibie spreading of
a conflict which might originate in some place far away from Europe,
even withoﬁt the direct participation of any Buropean Power in the

initial stage.

On both sides in EUrOPé.countrieé are now tsking a more
independent view of these problems, thus ehhancingnthe t}end of
moving away from a pattern'inlfdreign affairs subordinating the
‘national interest to a group interest. Thé balancing of military
potentials through alliances is giving place to thé effort towards
strengthening the internal and ineternational position of a country

through the extension of its economic relations and activities.
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T T e contimiation of this trend is favoured also by the”
evolution of the policies of the less developed mon-aligned countries.
They have successfully resisted the efforts directed toward including
‘them"into bloc alliances and have established an area of non-alignment
in the world, which has received recognition as an -important element
in fhe'béttern of international relations. -: They are now bent more
on efforts to find bétter solutions to ‘their-individual and collec-
tive economic problems and to the prevention of the spreading of local
conflicts in areas of the less developed parts of the world, than on
efforts to reconcile the Super Powers, as they tried to do until only

a few years agoes

It may therefore be easier now than ever before to find an
increasing number of points of agreement and co=-operation, on a
platform which would unite the non-aligned countries of the less
developed regions of the world and the countries of Europe and which
would be founded on purposes and aims acceptable irrespective of the

adherence to a military alliance or a bloc.

The lesson of the last ten years, beginning with the initial
period of the relaxation of tensions of the Cold War after the 1955
Summit, does not necessarily point to the adoption of the full
platform of non-alignment by all Buropean countries, but rather to a
further shifting of the emphasis from military to non-military,
principally economic, problems. After all, the adoption of the
policy of non-alignment by all Buropean countries, including the
Soviet Union and the major Luropean Powers of the West, would not
have much senses. The policy of non-alignment has had its justifica-
tion primarily because the major Powers of the world did not accept
ite

On the other hand that content of the platform of non-
alignment which reflects the specific position of the less developed
countries would necessarily become redundant if the highly developed
countries assumed a co-operative attitude tb these questions. The
European countries.cannot disregard the plight of the less developed
parts of the world without paying for it with & deterioration of

relations in their midst.

Europe has ceased to be the breeding ground of Great Powers
and the mastery over Burope no longer automatically brings with it
domination over the world, Europe has lost most of its physical
projections in other parts of the world, its overseas possessions,
The sooner the remainder goes the better for all European nations.

The links between Europe and the rest of the world must of necessity
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change .. further. than that. ;. Only. with more. ingge_pélp_dwen‘gp- of judgment
.oy rand,freedom: of action towerds,.other;Povers,;can tho- copntries.of
_.vBurope re-establish the internal palance in then‘ eontinent and the
' ..proper.balance.yith other. parts °.f-;1€¥1‘?:-§?01?;’-‘1.;!!." . They, sannof; expect
 security and.stability,in one part, of the, continent, if, this is not
true for .the other, regardless of 211 differences nandconflicts which

- may: still exist or which .may arise .from their. living.so.closely.
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LEQ MATES

The recovery of the economies of the Eurcpean countriee
after the devastation of the Second World War has enhanced their
_ general position in the international comminity and given new a
' dimensions and a better nroepect to the role of Europe in the
affairs of the worlds There could be little doubt even in 1945
that the dislocation cf‘the economy of Eurofe was only a temporary
‘factore. It affected the international position and status of
nost European countries deeply, but they still had all the human and
material resources that were needed to bring about rapid rehabilita-

tion. -

Although the p031t10n of the countrles which lost the
war made their recovery more dlfflcult, they also made rapld progress,
partly on account of the advantage of not having to bear during
the cruclal years of reconstructlon the costs of the postwar re-
armament and other expenses connected with the activities of the
victorious natlons oversease The reappearance of European countries
as important economic factors on the world market occurred was

little affected by which side they had been on in the past war.

Postwar Europe could now be playing an even more impore
tant role were it mot for anothér effect which the war had on the
0ld Continent, The division of Burope into two political spheres,
caused over a period profound and 1aeting damaée to international
relations both within Furope and on a world-wide scales This
division was not caused by European antagonisms alone. It
started principally from disputes over the postwar settlement
within Europe, but it soon expanded to cover issues about areas
far away from Europe, in some cases areas which had never been

under Buropean influence before.

1



Even more significant is the fact that this division
developed into a prolonged state of high tension between the two
Super Powers, the United States and the Soviet Union. The first
of these is not a Eurcpean Power and the other is not a solely
European Power, the greater part of its territory being in Asia.

The Cold War gradually becéme‘a conflict of world~wide significance,
but Burope remained its most important scene for.many years. There
can be no doubt that this development, much more than the ravages

of the war, affected the international position and the foreign policy
of each and every European éountry- As an area, Hurope certainly
remained handicapped after the war because of thé.divisioh and the"
Cold Ware.

There is, hﬁweﬁef, more fo ﬁhis dévelopﬁent than the direct
consequences of the division and the ensuing conflict. In the East
of Europe a Super Power developed and sgon was involved in a prolonged
Cold War with the other Super Power across the Atlantic, the United
States. None of the Western European Powers developed into a
Super Powers A fundamental and 1ast1ng dlsequllibrlum thus emerged
and must be a&ded to the other effects of the dlylslon, causing further

harm and creating new problemé for internationai relations in Europe.

.The efforts of the Western countries to organize a purely
" BEuropean coalition soon proved unsatisfactory and in the spring of.
.- 1949 NATO came into being. The Westerm European countries entered
in this way into an alliance with the United States, under the
pressures of the rapidly intensifying Cold War. It would lead us
too far astray to discuss here whether these countries could not
have aéted differently and have avoided thereby the full development
of the Cold War with all its consequencess The fact is that the
division of Europe, once accépted as a laéting feature with the
development of the Cold War, necessarily brought the 1ntroduction of
the United States into the internal affairs of Europe.

This new element in the modern history of Europe could-
not be Jovercome elther rapldly, or by relying chiefly on the re-
sources of the countrles concerned as was possible with the economlc
recoverys. Only a complete anq flnal dlsappeargnce of Cold War
tensions and of their traces could contribute decisiveiy to ﬁhé’
ending of the politica; dependence of Western Europe on the ﬁnited

States of America.

The attributes. of a Great Power have changed profoundly
since the beginning of the Second World War and during the postwar
years. . Modern scientific developments and their application to -

the military and economic activities of industrially developed



nations emphasize bigness in all respects: the size of the domestic
_market, the huge aggregate national production and financial resources,

as well as vastness of territory.

The United States was the one nation which immediately
affer the war possessed all the attributes for a modern Great Power,
2 Super Power. It was in that country that the nuclear weapon
was first manmufactured and tried outs Relying on all her advan-
tages, the Unlted States could embark on an ambltlous course of
foreign policy. It appeared to many that thls was the only possible
country qualifying for the status of a real Super Power.

The efher possible Super Power was, oflcohrse, the Soviet
Union. It was by no means obvious that she could make up for the
heavy damage and losses sustained during the war and at ﬁhe'same
time raise her technical and industrial level to the ﬁark'needed for
a successful éntby inte the race as a Super Power. But, ag frequent-
1y happens in history, that which was not obv1ous happened never-
thelesss The Soviet Unlon performed the miracle and comparatively
s00n after the war the world faced the emergence of the second

miclear Super Power.

_ The balance thus establlshed, whlch has contrlbuted greatly
to the lessenlng of the Cold War, did not solve the problem of the
dlsequlllbrlum in Europe. In other words, the endlng of the Cold
War in Burope still depended, now even more, on the solution of

confllcts between the Super Powers.

The,most 1mportant consequence of the East-west.division
in Europe was, therefere,_the dependeneerof Westerﬁ_Europe on the
United States and the increesed,infiuence of relations in other
parts of the world on relationslwith?n Eurepef  It is not necessary
to emphasize that this iﬂfluence‘brought new cemplications to the
relations between the-two parts of Eﬁrope and that the continual
turbulence in various parts of the world beeame e continuing

negative factor in the political relations among European countries.

The problems brought to Europe by ‘the aftermath of the
war, together with the additional compllcatlons injected into the
Buropean situation through the Cold War in other parts of the world,
made real progress in the direcpionrbf East-West co-operation
practically impeéeibie. " The-effects of’sitﬁetions‘in'remote places
were heightened'by the fact that in most cases Eur0peen Powers still
had considerable iﬁtereets.there and were linked with the problems

in which the postwar disturbanées had their originse.



On the other hmnd, we cannot overlook the fact that the
-conflicts in- the under-developed regions and where new States emerged
after the crumbling of colonial empires, would never have grown .to
existing proportions if there had not been the Cold War, which
injected so much fuel into the flames of the process of decolonlza-
tion. Furthermore, the Cold war 1nf1uenced ‘the internal develop-
ment in nmost of thoae countrles and reglons, prolonglng the period
needed for stablllzatlon or even introducing new factors,such as

to make it unlikely that stability would be attalned in the fore-

seecable future.

The major problems inherent in these reglons are of g
lastlng nature: 1nadequate economic.development, stagnant standards
of living, problems connected with the shaping of new States and
the remodelling of 5001ety after 1ndependence etc. With the
probability of the contlnuation of the confrontatlon of the Super
Powers on a world-wide scale, it has to be assumed that these

regions w111 for a long tlme to come exercise a negative influence
on internal develoPments in Europe, if 1ntra—Eur0pean relatlons
continuerte depend directly 65 the relations tetween_the Super.
Powers. This probably remains true even if we accept that the
Cold War has lost its 1ntens1ty and will not be rev1ved to the

same degree known in the early Fifties.

In this argument no attempt has been made to pass judg-
ment on the merits of the case of either of the Super Powers in the
overall confrontation of the Cold War. This should not be taken
as a lack of personal opinioh; nor as an indication that no
distinction could be drawn. This has been done partly because
such a judgment would not change the conclusions drawn and because
it would be difficult in a brief review to treat the subject in a
conscientious manrier and cover adequately all situations and all

periods of the Cold War.

In sum then, the Cold War is a confrontation which cannot
be solved as a Zuropean problem and within Europe alone. For the
purpose of our examination_it is therefore of ﬁaramount,importance
to examine whether it is possible to insulate in some way the
internal probieus of Hurope from the negative influenees of a worid
full of continuing problems whlch may well lead in the future to
conflicts of one sort or another. In practlcal terms the question
is whether it is possible to relieve the pressure exerclsed by the
conflict between the Super Powers on the relations of EuroPean

countries with each other and w1th the Super Powers.
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It is'ébviOusly neitﬁer poSsiﬁlé nor desirable to try to
reduce the commuﬁiéation; and today this means interdependence,
betweén Eurdpe'and other parfs of the world. On the contrary,
it is desirable that European countries develop further their
relations with non-European countries,as in fact some of them are
doing with increasing effectiveness. =~ The direct involvement .of
the Burcpean countries in the Cold War led to a reduction in the - .
scope - and content of these relations: the lessening of Cold War

tensions resulted in.an improvement once more. .

The anti-colonial movement in Asia.and in Africa and
the process of'déCOlonization has not unnaturally produced tense
'relationéhips between the former colonial Powers and the newly
established States, but taken as‘a whole the countries of Western
Europe have eventually succeeded in bringing about tolerable if not
co-operative relations w1th the former colonies. Except for some
cases of acute conflict in the colonies remaining and some cases of
post-colonial conflicts, the major source of conflicts in the former
colonial empires is not primarily based on the relations of those

areas with former colonial Powersa

The main problem therefore appears to be how to ﬁitigate-
‘the effect of the involrement of Burope in the éél& waf, in other
‘words, how would it be possible to reduce the negatlve effect of
the nuclear disequilibrium in Ehrope? Developments sp far have
shown that it is fossible to establish better East-West relations
on a bilateral basis in Europe without jeopardizing the sécurity.or
other interests of either side« It appears to be worth the effort
to examine further the opportunities and possibilities which would
open up if the assumptions and anxieties of the early postwar years

were more radically overcome.

This examination must, naturally, start from the present
situation of still very close and'exclusivelgroupihgs on both sides
in Europe. It would be unrealistic to advocate startiﬁg with the
elimination of the several forms of close association binding
together the countries on either side. Most of them have growp
out of co-operation in peaceful activities @nd even the military
pacts are more likely to wither away through disuse than to be
abrogated suddenly. '

This propositioﬂ depends, howevér, on the reply to
several important questions, among them partlcularly whether it is
poss1ble and acceptable to ignore the threat of a p0551ble confllct
in which the two sides of Europe would stand 1n the shadow of a

" major nuclear clash of the giants; whether it is possmble to develop
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friendly relations among countries with such different ways of life
and systems of Govermnment; and whether it is p0581b1e to overcome

the 1nterna1 problems of Europe, partlcularly the German guestions

The first of these questions, about the threat of a major
nuclear war, leads to another preliminary question: how much-do the
existing military blocs contribute to.the defence of the participants?
This is one of the.most important questions relating to the European
political situations  There are now .three distinct positions:
reliance on the military establishment of one of the. Super Powers,’
development of national nuclear forces and. non-reliance on nuclear
weaponss A real alternaiive to.therexisting position can only be
a general acceﬁtence of the third attitude: Lﬁon-reliance on nuclear
weaponse Reliance on national forces can, obviously, apply ;o oniy
a small number of European countrles and also 1mp11es to some extent

the reliance on a Super Power; we can therefore exclude thls-

It-has already been argued that the reliance on weapons -
of another country does not give security if the use:of these
weapons would bring mortal peril to the country using them. I do
not propose to dwell at length on,this argument, it is well known
and I believe qﬁite convincing. I am therefore ready to accept
the general conclusion that a Super Power will intervene in a conflict
only if her vital interests are in Jeopardy and that this w111 apply
even more strongly in the case where nuclear arms are. to be used
against an adversary who possesses the capaclty of retallatlng on a

comparable level of striking power.

If we accept this, then we' must also accept that:

(a) such Power will intervene even if not formally
~engaged to do so, and :

(b) that any provocation which would eall for an inter-
vention will be deterred regardless of the existence
of formal engagements.

In other words, the only military safeguard a non-Super Power can .
count upon in an .armed world is the existence of counterbalancing
nuslear Forces, irrespective of legal obligations and alliances.

In fact, it would be nonsensical - and no Statesman. would do it -

to try to predict the behaviour of an adversary or any third party
in an anticipated conflict by reference to the text of existing
treaty obligations. But, there is another side to this problem.
Even if a eonflict involving, directly or indirectly, the major
nuclear Powerehdid rot affect the interests of a non-nuclear Power,
this country could be drawn into a dangerous situation in the course
of the confllot, either legally or by reason of geography. This is

a caleulated risk accepted every time a country adheres to an alliance,



but this risk assumes a specific meaning in this-era of nuclear
weaponse The new aspect of this risk is being increasingly recog-

nized in contemporary international relations.

Apparently the old maxim "si vis pacem para.bellum" has
become obsolete and the preservation of peace is not well served by
the rattling of armse. In particular, the adherence to alliances
does not add to the weight of a deterrent which is concentrated in
the striking power of a fully developed nuclear military establish-
ment. Inasmuch as the balance of nuclear deterrence contributes
to the maintenance of peacé, this balance can hardly be upset. by

the addition to a bloc of non-nuclear. military forces.

On the cther hand the two muclear Super Powers necessarily
act as polarizing forces in the wider field of intéfnationélzfelé::
tionse They contribute thereby to-a more organized pattern of
international tensions, more organized directionally, developing -
dangerous levels of intensity,.as we have so frequently witnessed
in the postwar yearse. The policy of deterrence.and the general
attitude of preparing for war in order to pireserve peace increases
the danger of war and actually reduces the security of all. This
has produced an increasing sense of frustration ;fter,éo much effort
and resources have been invested. in ‘the armaments race. In fact -
the blurring of the sharp edges of polarization in international
relations and the softening of the structures of. the military blocs
are notable consequences of the failure of*the "prepare. for war"
attitude.

- It appears therefore that an eﬁéhbipa%ién of European -
countries from the past attitudes towards their external security
is not an unrealistic dream, but a purposeful projeétioﬁ into the
future of attitudes which are already taking shapes. : The decisive
element in this new trend of -thinking appears to be the recognition
of the importance of preventing a relapse into high tensions in the
relations between European countries which is seen as a threat
closer to reality than that of facing, in a possible war, an over-:

whelming adversary fully armed with all types of modern weapons.

- It is not surprising that the improvement in intra-
European relations*develqped_simultaneuusly=with-the recovery of
- the economies of countries on both sides in Eurcpe... Notably in. -
. Western Europe the improvement of the economic position led to
. greater reliznce on non-military elements in foreign relations. It
created a new spirit of national identity. and self-confidence which
led to more independent attitudes in foreign relations.. This was

duplicated by a similar trend in Eastern Burope and the way was



paved for fuller relations-despite the tensions still prevailing
over Cold War issues. . Tenslons were also lowered under the influence

of these processes and of other developments in the world.

. Among the other developments which contributed to the
lessening of Cold War tensions we must include the successful resist-
ance of the non-aligned countries to the pressure. of the polarizing
forces to divide the 'whole world into two irreconcilable bloecs and
to the other more positive aspects of the international activities
of  those countries., There can be little doubt that the very
existence of non-aligned countries and their growing influence on
international. relations contributed greatly to the reduction of
#egsions and to a more flexible pattern in international relations

in general, and in particular in divided BEurope.

Thus, under several influences,- the inherent inter-depend-
ence and complementary nature:of” the two.sides of Europe, helped by
geographic proximity and historical background, regained strength
and opened brighter prospects. - In‘particular the UWestern countries
began to realize that they must not consider their attitude towards
the countries of the East. only in the light of the might of the -
‘respective military establishments, bul primarily in terms of the
immediatée and. real prospects of co-operation. din fields in which they
are by no means inferior and in which they do not have to rely on
support from across the Atlantic. The Eastern countries began to
regard their relztions with the West without the overwhelming
distrust and anxiety of the earlier years of high tensions. With
a greate;_sense of internal and external secqrity,.they became more
and more ready fo expand and intensify relations with partners on .

the other side of the fence.

- It would be too much.to say that the nuclear disequili-
brium between the East and the West of Burope, of which mention was
made in the beginning, has thus been overcome, but the shifting of
emphasis from the military to the civilian aspect of ‘foreign
relations undoubtedly creates more favourable .openings for further-

progress in East-West relations.

- - The second point;, concerning the possibility of co-
cperation between countries with differing social systems, should
cause no particular problems. My own country, Yugoslavia, has given
ample evidence that these differeénces, if they are not burdened with
other eléments .of a more specifically political nature, do not present
too great an obstacle to friendly co-operation. . -Examples illustrat-

ing su¢h relations M"across thée fences" are abundant and well-knowne



They range from close co-operation in economic affairs, including
industfial and scientific co-operation, to the elimination of visas
and in some cases even passports for the movement of persons across
the border. At one time even military assistance proved to be a
form of co-operation aeceptable to both sides. Contlngencles which
led to this aspeet'of co-oPeration hafe fortunately lopg since

disappeared.

In recent years the experlence of Yugoslavia has probably
been of some use in the efforts to ‘develop more extensive contacts
between the countrles of the East and West in Europe in general.

It is 51gn1flcant that co-operatlon along these lines could develop
to the ex1st1ng level of 1ntenslty and in S0 many flelds in spite
of the ex1st1ng military organizations on both 51des.. Tt still
remains, however,zto be seen how far fhis develoﬁment can proceed

and it is worth examining what could expedite it.

It is-apparent that the recegﬁition of a mutual intersst
in the development‘of economic relations and in particular in
matters related to economic development can serve as an initial
inducement. Ideologicel ahd conceptuai differences in geﬁeral,
cannot be fully overcome but it is possible to set them aside,
without sacrificing them, of ccurse, and pass on to practical
activities. = It is better to ‘do this tﬁan to try to remove the
- differences by- searching for a compromise or by trying to impose
one's own viewss ldeological differences, eliminated from the
sphere of inter-State relations, can continue to exist. Liberated
from the constraints of the raison d’état, they can even become
a positive factor, stimulating the progressive development of
mankinde.

In the case of East-West relations in Hurope, as well
as in other similar ‘cases, the real reason for conflicts are not
conceptugl differences, but the practlcal, emlnently pragmatlc
attitudes and asplratlons of States. All existing 1nternatlonal
differences can easily be explained without blaming them on ideo-
logical differences. It is significant that all ideological or
religious wars of the past have been settled without solwving the

conceptual or religious difference.

The last of the three questions relates to the practicai
problems of contemporary Europe, particularl& to the German question.
This,of course, is a2 real problem, but it can become an obstacle to
the consolidation of relations in Europe only if the countries of
Europe make it an obstacle. From a practical point of view it

appears generally accepted that the German question canncot be solved



= 10 -

without a consolidation of relations in Burope; and also that it is
impossiblehto change or shift any exieting boungary or dividing line
in EurOpe without 2 war and that a war ﬁust be avoioede A1l this
would normelly lead to the conclosion that this particular rroblem
should be laid a51de and all efforts applled to creating more

favourable circumstances for a solution in the future.

One is tempted to add also that the German question is an
outstanding example of a problem which becomes more 1nsoluble in
proportion to the endeavouru made to force a solutlon of 1t. I do
not propose to dlscuss thls question further here, as it is beiné
glven all. the attentlon necessary in another places While mention-
ing it as one speclflc current polltlcal problem of EuroPe, I wish
only to add that one should not expect the endlng of the Cold War

to open an era w1thout problems or even conflicts.

Exlstlng political problems in Furope, if reduced to
their proper, realistic, proportions cannot be coneldered as un-
avoidable causes of the continuatiom of the division along the lines
of the Cold War.  Europe has had problems in the past just as it
will have them in the future. Many of them have been solved or
successfully set aside even durlng the postwar years: for example

the settlement of the Austrian question and, that of Trieste.

Summarizing this brief examination of anti-Cold War trends
in Furope it is appropriate to emphasize the prevalence of positive
developments, as well as the fact that the original-pattern of
relations in the Europe of the Fifties has already changed consider-
ably for the better. In fact,politieal and economic relations have
grown substantially over the boundaries set by the bloc pattern on-
both sides. Recent peolitieal and eeonomic transactions between
the East and the West indicate that the momentum of this anti-Cold
War trend is gaining and the problem of defining the place and role
of Europe in the world is .steadily moving out of the sphere of

speculation into the sphere of existing or potential realities.

Rather than defining it in the context of an alignment
of military powers with centres in the United States and the Soviet
Union, we must take into consideration other factors affecting more
directly and continuously the pattern of international relations.
The world was, after all, not divided into two military blocs and
the development of muclear arms has made a show down along these

lines unprofitable in any circumstances..

Areas of the world which were in.the past only passive

elements in the picture became active and something like a new part
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of the world came into being, often referred to as the third world.
Mostly within this area a new political attitude was shaped, an
opposition to the division of the world into two blocs, an effort

to keep out of the alignments which deVeloped under the impact of
the Cold Ware. . We have already noted that the Cold War has also
brought antagonism and conflict into these parts of the world,

but an increasing rumber of countries there succeeded in maintaining
their 1ndependence of action and entered the world scene as a new

and independent political force.

For years most European countrles in the East and in the
West 1gncred or underestlmated the 51gn1flcance of this new force,
the non~aligned countries. Even the concept of non-allgnment was
misunderstood and freduentiy cr1t1c1Zed from both sides. In recent
&ears this attitude has given ﬁlace to a slightly more serious exam=-
ination of fhis deveiopment and also to the beginning of contacts in
a-spirit of better understanding. The fact that this change took
place more or less at the same tlme both in the East and in the
West opens some p0551b111t1es of co-operation in a much widened

frameworke.

This would probably not bring the majority of Zuropean
countrles to. adopt the position of the non-allgned countries as
it was def;ned at the high level conferences in Belgrade in 1961
and in Cairo in 1964. The elements of that platform which are
derived from the.specific.posifions of these couotries would probably
not be generally acceptable in the more developed Buropean countries,
nor would it easily fit into a pattern of regional integrations which
have developed in the politicel as well as in the economic fields

in both parts of Europe. But this is not of particular importance.

The important prospect which may grow out of closer and
better understanding between the less developed non-aligned countries
and the countries of Eurcpe is the placing of the international
.'re;ations of European countries in a wider framework. In this way
it may Ee_possible to overcome the uneasy feeling of confrontation
within Europe and_fhe ﬁendency to cverempﬁasize the military aspect

of the international situation.

The success of the less developed countrles, under the
leadership of the non-z ligned countries, in pressing the fundamental
economic problems of their regions into the centre of the pre-
cccupations ofrthe councils of the world has greatly contributed to
the degree to which demllltarlzatlon of international relatlons has
already been achleved. Once the economlc problem of the less

developed reglons of the world came to compete for priority with the
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military and political problems of the .more developed parts of the
world a fundamental change of atmosphere began to develop:in the.

debates in the'United Nations.and in other places. 3

These economic problems became, naturally, hlghly charged
political gquesticns’ ohce they were put on the conferenée table, but
the dlstlnctlon is in the way “of the solutlons which they require.’
In this sense they are here considered as economic problems and by
virtue of this specific character they have exercised a demilitariza-

tion of international relations.

Of course, thls does not mean that the mllltary aspect,
and in particular the armaments race, has been or could bé automati-
cally put under control. The result to be expected'from a more
systematic and energetic effort in the field of economic development,
particularly in helping an accelerated development of the less
developed countries, might only be still heavier reliance on economic
measures in international relations and a greater readiness byvall
sides to accept economically indiceted compromises in the debates
on disarmament and in other fields of political or military

negotiations.

In partlcular one would expect that a greater emphasis on
economic solutions would contribute to less emphasis on the nuclear
disequilibrium in Furope. In other words, if on both sides more
attention is given to the economic problems of fhe world, it would
not only‘mean more resources for peaceful activities but also less
apprehension about the possible aims of the other side. This could
create more cohfidence, because the assumed intenfions of the other
sidey rather than the existence of an impressive military establish—
' ment, are the main sources'of‘aniiety and of an OVer-emphasis on

military matterse.

As a matter of fact, on both sides in Europe the main
anxiety is no longer generated by the fear of a conflict across the
dividing line in Europe but by the fear of the p0551ble spreadlng of
a confllct which might originate in some place far away from Europe,
even without the direct participation of any Buropean Power in the

initial stage.

On both sides in Europe countries are now taking a more
independent view of these problems, thus enhancing the trend of
moving away from a pattern in foreigh affairs subordinating the
national interest to a group intereste -The balancing of military
potentlals through alliances is giving place to the effort towards
strengthenlng the internal and ineternational p051t10n of a country

“through the extension of its economic relations and activitiess
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# = 7 The continuation of this treénd is favoured-also by the
evolution of the policies of the less developéd non-aligned countries.
“They have successfully resisted the efforts directed toward including
them into bloe alliances and have established an.area of non-aligament
in' the world;.which‘ﬁés"receivedrrecognition-as.an important ‘element
in the pattern of international relations. They are now bent more

on efforts to find better solutions to their individual and collec-
tive economic problems and to the prevention of the spreading.of local.
conflicts in areas of the less developed parts of the world, than on
efforts to reconcile the Super Powers, as they tried to do until only

a few years ago.

It may therefore be easier now than ever before to find an
increasing number of points of agreement and co-operation, on a
platform which would unite the non-aligned countries of the less
developed regions of the world and the countries of Europe and which
would be founded on purposes and aims acceptable irrespective of the

adherence to a military alliance or a bloc.

The lesson of the last ten years, beginning with the initial
period of the relaxation of tensions of the Cold War after the 1955
Summit, does not necessarily point to the adoption of the full
platform of non-alignment by all European countries, but rather to a
further shifting of the emphasis from military to non-military,
principally economic,-problemss After all, the adoption of the
policy of non-alignment by all Europesn countries, including thg
Soviet Union and the major Iuropean Powers of the West, would not
have wuch sensees The policy of non-alignment has had its justifica-
tion primarily because the major Powers of the world did not accept
it.

On the other hand that content of the platform of non-
alignment which reflects the specific position of the less developed
countries would necessarily become redundant if the highly developed
countries assumed a co-operative attitude to these questions. The
Burcopean countries cannot disregard the plight of the less developed
parts of the world without paying for it with a deterioration of

relations in their midst.

Europe hzs ceased to be the breeding ground of Great Powers
and the mastery over Lurope no longer automatically brings with it
domination over the world. Europe has lost most of its physical
projections in other parts of the world, its overseas possessions.
The sooner the remainder goes the better for all European nations.

The links between Burope and the rest of the world must of necessity
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change' further than that.  Only with more independence of judgment
and freedom of-action towards other Powers, can the countries.of
‘BEurope re-establish the internal balance in their sontinent énd-the
proper balance with other.parts. of the worlds = They cannot-expect
security and stability in-one part of the continent if this is-not
true for the ather, regardless of all differences and conflicts which
may still exist or which may arise from their liviig so closely

together.




