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. INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR_PEACE -

“Conference on Blocs, the German Probler and the Future of Europe

Vienna, 6th and 7th March 1968,

COMMON INTERESTS AND PROPOSALS FOR EUROPEAN
SECURITY

. by Dri Tamés Bécskai

Theorettcally, there are two ways to malntam peace and estabhsh securlty in a
region:- _

a

(a) - ‘through the application of force and power; and
(b) N through a network of agreements or an 1nternatlonal system of pacts. Coe

Peace secured through the apphcatlon of power can be based elther on the hegemony
of one power in a region or on an equlllbrlum of two, relatlvely equal oponnents
{or groups of opponents). P

Under the pres_e_nt c1rcumstances m Eurooe, precar1ous peace is ensured by a balance _'
This is why.the p0551b111ty of the peaceful settlement of confllcts outsiae h,urope
depends too much on the situation in Europe. On the other hand, extra~European
conflicts affect the Buropean. scene and the p0551b111t1es of resolvmg European i
problems. . :

Peace in Europe, which,.as mentioned above, is based on the balance of the mam
forces of the two world—w1de social systems,; is.far from perfect, and many govern-
ments have proposed ways and means to improve and ensure‘it through international
agreements. This means a combination of the afore-mentioned theoretisal possibi-
lities of establishing security: under the conditions of the prevailing balance of
force, the introduction of a series of mutually a¢ceptable norms of international re-
- latlons the appllcatlon of Wthh would guarantee peace. -

Undoubtedly, the ‘elimination of force frorn the European scene, i.e. general and
‘complete disarmament, would be the ideal road to European securlty. But in-the
near futlure we ¢annot rely on disarmament. So we have to accept the ‘combination
of the balance of forces and a system of 1nternat10nal agreernents as fundamental
plllars of European securlty. ' o

Henoe we. have to say that we have the balance of power but we do not yet have ‘the
agreements, what are the points to be agreed upon and 1n what sequence'?

Two completely contrary concepts ha.ve been put forward regardlng Furopean
security and the German question. In some circles of the West, above all in West
Germany, it is said that the German question must first be solved, that is the two
German states must be reunified in order to bring.about securlty in'Europe. We
consider that the present circumstances call for a change in sequences Firstly, a
system of Eurgpean security must be established and then the German question can
be solved. Were we to make the security of Europe subordinate to the German



problem, this security would then depend upon ‘the policy of the German Federal
Republic, It should be noted that recently, before the formation of the new West
German government, President Johnson declared for the first time that the road to

a settlement of the German question passed through a reduction of tension in Furope.
Though only a tactical consideration in his part, it contains the admission of a reality.
Thus the starting point has to be the settlement’ of less difficult questions, those of
economlc technlcal and cultural cooperatlon promotmg all easmg of tension.

i

I mtend to prove ‘thati-

(a) all European states have a common mterest i solvmg the questlon of
European security and cooperation SR

(b) a number of identical or similar points exist in the proposals put forward
by different Governments for the solution of this question.

Common European Tnterests-in Economlc Competltlon w1th the USA

As far as Western Eurcope's relations with the USA are concerned we are witness— -
ing a contradictery process, On the one hand an Integrated Western Europe
represents an ever stronger competitor for the USA in the traditional branches of
industry. On the other, the more dynamic branches of science and production in
Western Europe continue, even to an increasing degree,; to be dependent on the

- “United:States, _

The Common Market has achieved considerable successés over the last ten years.
Yet, as Professor Bognér pointed out: "The balance of forces that has ernerged
-proves, however, that in three branches of industry. the. Common Market is capable
of competmg w1th the USA with any chance of success. These three branches of
Andustry - the chemical industry, machine and conétruction and electronics -
influence technical development, the total industrial structure and ¢apital concen~
tration’decisively. America's lead in thls field will increase further in the coming
decades, since the scientific and technical revolution also leads to a polarisation

in the developed world, as the eminent French economist, F, Perroux has proved

- by, mathematical methods.” 1

_lHere the questlon arises of whether these branches of West European 1ndustry can-
~not perhaps ‘be made competltlve. : ' : :

For this, however the followmg prerequlsltes are -necessary:- -
{a) more capital;
(b) greater sc1ent1flc capac1ty, and

(c) wider and securer markets .

-'The Soc:Lahst countrles of Europe are also mterested in developing three branches
of industry, Such a process, if carried out without cooperation between both
parts of Europe, would obviously be drawn out much longer, - Hence it would be
- mutually advantageous io join forces to achieve this common aim. The additional
capital needed to catch up on the US 'lead could bé raised by a complementary policy
of industrial development attainable through an advanced production technology.
" This would entail reciprocally supplementing investments, to enable capital savings
on both sides. Complementary structure ‘would release con51derable forces in
both West and East that could be used beneficially to modernise the economy .,

1) Professor J. Bognar, "Opportunltles for Economic Cooperation in Europe" -
"Perspectives" No. 5/196’7, PP 14~ 15, ‘
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The most promising method of w1den1ng rnarkets is that of industrial cooperation:

- consistent technical-and gconomic contacts between two or more production units,
preceding or followmg the reciprocal supply of goods. This might comprise the
mutual supply of products on the basis-of joint research and devélopment, the
systematic provlslon of machinery or appliances for large industrial plans, co-
‘operation on third markets, the acquisition of licences, exchange of documentation,
sub~contracting, the procurement of parts required for domestic productlon balanced
by equivalent deliveries of similar goods, etc. Industrial cooperation is, more-
over, the best remedy agamst payment dlfflcultles and - since agreed upon by the
partners concerned - is at the same time the most reliable way of 1mprov1ng the
export structure, . .

The assumption, that only countries or enterprises of the same or similar:systems
are capable of good cooperation has been refuted by experience. The safest point
- of departure for all economic cooperation is a commumty of mutually synchromsed
1nterests. i

. Economic'growth does not merely depend on how much labour and capital is "put in";
-it also. depends very largely on the kind of capital and labour input. . Technological
progress in turn is largely determined by education, by research and development.
Not merely economists and industrialists, but governments 100, have come to
: recogmze this, . "In advanced countrles something like '7% of gross national
- income is absorbed for these purposes. R and D alone now takes about 3% of
.. GNP in the USA, USSR and Britain. In other countries, the percentige is much
. less, ranging from some 2% in various industrialised countrles both East and
- West down to some O,3% elsewhere." 2)  With its higher 11v1ng standard and
favourable research facilities, the US also attracts a large number of West
European scientists., Let us not forget that in R and D accomplishments it is the
- totel figures,: and not the ratios and percentages, that count..  And here the
. M"economy of size" has a decisive say. Another factor is that it an.economy of
200 million people does R and D work on a national level or is spllt into 5, non-
coordlnated national entities, the outcome will be quite different due to ‘the doubling
and treblmg of research processes because of 1ack of coordmatlon.

The Somallst part of EurOpe has hlghly eff1c1ent sc1ent1f1c mstltutlons at its dis-

posal. - Centrally coordinated and financed, they are capable of extraordinary

: results. - Clearly, cooperation between. the research institutions, of East and
West, and their joint or coordlnated actlons would' R

(a) create "the most economic size" for research;

(b) minimise the- doubhng of operatxons 3 and g

(c) create the neCessary scientifi¢ back~ground - w1thout Wthh lastmg
success in the leadlng branches of industry is today unthmkable.

This would greatly help to close the technologlcal gap existing between the USA and
Europe.

European economy , strengthened and rev1ved by cooperation between East and West,
would.be in a position:~
(a) to expand its foreign trade with the USA ~. including i'rnports-from- it;

(b) to provide wider, more diversified and alternative aid to the economically
less developed countries in order to accelerate their development.

5 .
) Dr, Theodor Prager, "R and D for Nar or Wel:fare’P" "Perspectives”
No. 3/1967, p. 28. R



-4 =
What happens if cooperation Between East and West is not ach1eved? It would .
certainly slow down the economic growth of the Socialist countries of the contlnent
but would not have a historically lasting effect on this complex, Such a develop-
ment would affect the Soviet Union least of all; as a world power, it will continue,
by its own energies in international politics, to play one of the most important roles
even if, for one reason or another, European cooperation cannot be accomplished.
But "West Europe would be forced into a subsidiary position by the USA in the
economic and scientific fields, and demographically (from the point of view of laternt
.political potentialities) by the less developed world, above all Asia," 3

Common Inteérest in Eliminating US Interventipn in the European Economy. ‘

The particular position held by the reserve currencies made it possible for the
United States to settle their internal economic problems at the cost of other

. countries. . If the United States spent more abroad than it received, it was able
to cover the margin of deficit with its own currency which was equivalent to taking
a credit, For in these cases the Americans claimed goods or services from other
countries without an equivalent compensation.

For many years America has had an adverse balance of payments, [t was partly
settled by gold, and was partly cancelled by short-term debts. These debts - the
foreign dollar holdings ' - today amcunt to more than double the remaining US goid -
reserves,  !f they were to be presented for exchange, the United States would, -
so to say, have to go bankrupt or raise the gold price Wthh would be tantamount

to a devaluatlon of the dollar. o : .

As the central banks of‘the West European countries have up ioc now accepted dollar .

bills instead of gold for the settlement of American debts, they have 1mported infla-—-; o

tion from the United States to their own countries. For a certain part of the -

goods and services offered in these countries was taxed away by the Amerlcans ang,

at the same time, the dollar holdings of the central banks and the credlt structure
built up on them were used to increase the monetary. cn*cula’uon. -

In addition, US busmess-men used the” credlts recelved by the USA from the Euro-
pean countrles to buy up important branches of the growth-industries in Western
BEurope and subordinated its activity to the interests of big American, concerns. .

This system of {inancing the balance of payments: deflclt of a reserve currency,
country enabled the US to pursug an expansionist foreign policy.. The aggress.we
war in Vietnam, the widespread network of foreign. military bases throughout the
world, the "ald” directed against the independence of the countries in development,
are not only the result of the immense productive capacity of American industry,
but also to a considerable degree to this world monetary sysiem,

The devaluation ¢f the pound showed that Britain cannot afford simultaneously to

be a world monetary centre, large~-scale exporter of capital and world gendarme of
the second drder. The non—-acceptance of further dollar holdings.by some central
banks, above all that of France, also “shows that to be No. 1 world gendarme,
No. 1 world exporter of Caplt’tl and No. 1 world monetary centre goes even beyond
the great powers of the USA, o

America's partners in Western Europe have made it clear that they are no longer
prepared to pay the American balance of payments deficit by increasing the circu-
lation of money in their own countries.

3) Professor J. Bognir, op.cit. p. 27.
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Despite this situation, America does not want to rid itself of this deficit by cutting
down its inflated arms expenditure, by stopping the war against the Vietnamese
people and by abandoning its expansionist foreign policy. It wants to reorganise
the dollar at the price of its w*est EurOpean allies.,

In order to restore confidence in the dollar, President Johnson has put forward
an-economy programme by which the Amerlcan government wants to reduce the
balance of payments by thiee- thetisand million dollars. This amount is roughly
equivalent to the American balance of payments deficit for 1967+ Less:optimistic
‘Observers, however, believe that last year's deficit must be calculated at from
'3 5 to 4 thousand mllhon dollars, . -

A closer analy51s of the Amerlcan Mausterity programme" , however, shows that it
does not penetrate down to the real roots of the balance of payments deflolt. For
the military expenditure, in particular that required for the daily more costly war
in Vietnam, that encumbers the American balance of payments. by the expenditure of
foreign currency. to the tune of nearly 2 thousand million doliars is not to be cut.

Instead of this the NATO allies are asked tc cooperate partially in financing the
stationing of American tro¢ps in Europe, to buy moré armament "goods" in America
and to invest their official dollar reserves in long-term American treasury bonds.
And that is not all! Europe is not only asked to cooperate "voluntarily" in
.stabilising the dollar, America is to impose certain sanctions on it. Restrictions
“on American.investments in- Europe, limitation of American bank credits to foreign
-countries, and limitations on-the American tourist traffic are to economise an
amount of 2 5 thousand million dollars.  This programme creates the danger of
a serious obstruction to economic growth in Western Europe. The' American
-measures will result in the exportation not of inflation but of deflation to Europe.
The credit supply will be considerably lower on the Furopean capital market and
- the demand on this market by American firms will increase considerably, This
. will result in 1ncreased rates of interest which will also be contingent on the need
to prevent the flight of the "hot currencies" to America, ° This leads to a restric~
tion of producticn, employment and technological development ' =

As the Americans also want to increase the surplus ifi'their balance of trade, they
will strike a heavy blow against the foreign trade of the West European countrles
with the introduction of the export reimbursement system and the import compensa—
tion tax; apart from the high duties announced, these countries will now also have
to overcome the obstacles of the compensation tax. If the West. European countries
reply to the American challenge by taking similar protectionist measures in trade
and money transfers, the Western world can go back to the conditions of post-war
bilateralism that are obstructlve to development. ' :

However, Western Europe has an alternatlve to the harmful pohcy of docilely
followmg in the train of the American economy: this alternative is to build up an
-all=European economy, in which the concerted economic and scientific capacity of
the socialist and capifalist parts of Europe would be capable of competmg with the
United States.- A Furope with close cooperation in economy and secience would

be capable of’ providing considerable economic and technical aid to the countries in

_ developrnent. This aid would.in turn lead to a conmderable éxtension of the market,
lowered costs and brisk employment and at the same time would create a market in
Europe for the developing countries. An economic developmeént in Europe that takes
into account the need to industrialise the developing countries and creates a new
industrial division of labour with them, is a much more attractive alternative than
that of bearing the burden of reorganising the American balance of payments and

of p0551ble new Amerlcan adventures.
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Common Interest in Increasing and Concerting Aid to Developing Countries,

It is necessary to emphasise the historical significance of a qualitative increase and
a qualitative 1mprovement of economic aid to the developing countries: From the
economic pomt of view, the technological-scientific revolution creates productive
forces requiring the whole world population as a market. Hence the purchasing
power of this population has to be radically increased. . This is only possible
through the overall, agrarlan and industrizl develdpment of the 1ess developed
countries, :

From the political point of view, far-reaching tensions exist because the economic
gulf between the economically under—developed countries and the rest of the world
widens continuously. These tensions are heightened by the fact that the distribu-
tion of the world's economic resources does not correspond to that of its population.
While at present 71% of the world's population inhabits the countries in development
(to rise to as much as 81% by the year 2000), their national income amounts to only
11% of the total of the world's national income. So if they remain dependent only
upon their own resources, thése countries are incapable of joining the rapid
development which, with 1ts ever more homogeneous political history and highly
developed means of communlcatlon the world of today requires, :

No solutlon to this extraor-dmarlly difficult problem is poncelvable on the basis of

the classical world trade and .world market principles; the rich would only become
richer, the poor poorer., The amount of goods to be redistributed on a world scale |
(currently O,63% of the GNP of the developed world) must first be raised and the
power of absorption of the developing countries then increased, so that the goods

can be effectively placed,

In this context the question of disarmament has to be raised. In arms expenditure

we find the resources which could be converted to the aims of economic development,
both in the economically less developed countries, and in the industrially developed
world itself. At the same time, experience has shcawn that the ‘easing of tensions
cannot be made a function of genera.l and complete dlsarmament whereas the opposite -
may be the case. = i - '

Hence, an easing of the tension in a major sphere of confrontation such as Europe
might contribute essentially 16 the starting of a disarmament process., ILet us have =
a look at the potentialities of disarmar’nent‘ for development,

It is a well-known fact, that the developmg countrles with relatively low capita
incomes must mtroduce technology requiring increasing per caplta inputs of capiial
in amounts generally excéeding the means at their disposai, It is rather difficult
to calculate exactly the capital requirements of the developing countiries and I shall
only try to estimate here the order of magnitude of their annual requlr_ements. :

In my attempt to assess the required annual volume of capltal I assume the following
conditions:

(a) the cap}:‘jal—output ratio in the developing countries amounts on the average to

3,5:13
{b) the rate of She population growth in the developing countries will be 3%
annually; .
4) "Worldwide and Domestic Economic Problems and their Impact on the Foreign
Policy of the United States", Washington, 1959, p. 57, and W, W, Rostow,
) "Stadien wirtschaftlichen Wachstums", Gottingen 1960, p. 59.
5

A, Sauvy, Rate of Population Growth in the Less Developed Countries According
to the 1960/61 Census. Paper E/Conf. 39/B/30, UNO Conference on the
Application of Science and Technology for the Beneflt of the Less Developed
Areas. Geneva, February 1963.
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{(c) the growth rate should allow for an annual 5% increase of the present per
capita national income, .

In assuming condition (¢}, I was aware that it will seem exaggerated to many of my

- fellow economists, Gross output in Shese countries has increased at an annual
rate.of 4% only in the last ten years 6), However, with such growth rates the .
developing countries will need 17 - 18 years to double gross productlon and nét less
than 80 ~ 100 years to attain the present level of output'in the deveIOped countries.,
I refer to the gross output and not per caplta production to ‘achieve the present level
for which they would neéd Several centuries. At thé same “tifiie ‘we mugt fake into.
consideration the extremely low per capita national ificome in the developing coun-
tries, (about ¥80 a year '/, a five per cent increment of which gives only 4 per
capita a yeans S - . . ST

Even t)hls growth rate, significantly higher than that envisaged by the experts of
FAOB and the United National Development Decade 9) cannot raise satisfactorily
the extremely low per capita consumption and is not able to allow for the absorption
of the redundant manpower, It would not solve the problem of increasing per capita
inputs of capital, but, nevertheless, it would contribute to diminishing the gap be-
tween the develdped countrles and the developmg countries, which at present is
widening.

Nevertheless, even this unsatlsfactory growth rate demands enormous productlve
1nvestments. © csreernn : L

R TS,

TABLE _1, The _Re-qﬁ'ireé Investment in Percentage of the National IHCOI‘.'EXQ;':;:?;;
Annaal POpula"iidH;!"""""' . Afinual growth rate of per capita national income
: . - ~capita output ratlo -3.5
Growth Rate (%) . — 7 : "
o ‘ O 1 1 2 3 4 B
i O.. = 3.5 1 7 10.5 114 1 17.5
; " : . : 1 ; . ; :
Pl 35 1T bo.10.5 1 14 1745 21
i o i ; M ; : . L
L2 o ‘? -1 10.5 1 14 17.5 7} 21 24.5 .
i3 10500 14 1 7.5 121 f 2.5 28
; L i —— L 1 ; 1

K

f'

! \'

Thus a growth rate of 5% of. the natlonal mcome w1th a populatlon growth of 3% at
a capltal—output rat;o of 3, 5 requzres the investment of 287 oi the’ natlonal income

--annually. ! lengey, : ; IR

- At.present, accordlng to es-'-clmat'e's of- Leentlei the aggregatb productive investiment
=.in the un%l&rdeveloped countrles 11es between 7 7 and 11.3% of-the- Gross National
~Product Lo LT i e

H T -
R S T

6) K Ivanov B Batsanov "What Dlsarmament w1ll glve to Developmg Countrles"
Mosoow 1965 Pe 34

7 See- J Stanovnlk "Im Schlagschatten der Satthelt" Vlenna 1965, p. 25

8) Resport of the Presuient of TAO, Dr B. R ben World Populanon Con:ferehce,
19 5 p 10, , : _ . _

9) A 5% mcrease of the natlonal income annually.
10) "D1§armament Economic Ald and: ECQI’;OIHJ,C Growth" Pe:ace
1965, p 158

W, Leontief,
Research Somety (Internatmnal) Papers VO1 M,

e T T
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Parviz Khalatbari puts the average ration of investments to the national income in
the developing countries as 10% 11), - :

TABLE 2.  The Ration of Capital Formation in Developing Countries ')
Per cent 7of national ;_inéome S ' Per cent of GNP :
-Country Year Ratio Cduntry Year Ratio
- Mexico 1950 7.2 Afghanistan 1954 5
- Chile- 1950 9.5 Ceylon 1954 5
Panama 1950 7.5 Pakistan 1954 -6
- Philippines 1952 6.4 Indonesia, 1954 5
Puerto Rico 1952 1 7.6 ‘Philippines -~ 1~ 1954 8
India  § 1953 . 1.7 . - Chile | 1954
Colombia 11950 1 16,3 Argentina 1954 ¢ 13
Congo (Bélg) | 1951 1 21,7 ~ | Brazil 1954 14
Nigeria 1951 1 5.1 | Colombia 1954 | 14 D)
S b DVénezuela 1954, 123 B
1 Y '

~ “THs ‘ab6ve-iientioned 28% of thé ‘national ificome 6t the devaloping cotntries amount,

.according to calcula
50 billion by-1975 ¥

Sio_ns of Khalabari, to.® 22.5 billion in 1966 and. will increase to
... This is a productive investment programme of about 3 360

billion over ten years, .--Taking into considexation the costs of thé training of
-~ national ‘personnely adequate housing-and-other necessary investments into infra-
structure, the total investment would amount to a round figure of % 500 billion.,

"Itis interestirig to note’, that the dbove~—mentioned Soviet study, analyzing the

available concrete projects for Asia, Africa dnd Latin America, arrived at a

similar figuré: "If we are to procedd from the projects available now (see Chapter
1v,:V, Vi) for tapping the power and other natural resources of these countries and
the consequent possibilities for the comprehensive development of industry, transport
and agriculture adcording to very rough estimates, the total expenditure for these
purposes., including the training of national pérsonnel, would amount approximately
%ast, -.$.160,000 miltion

. 10 .F200,000.million for.Southeast . Asia .and ‘the Middle
for Africa and 140,000 million for Latin America," !

1-:1)'5‘
12)

13)

14)

op. cit, p. 472,

15) op. cit. p. 80/81.

Including imported capital,

Rostow, c‘}’p'._ci‘ﬁ. » PP+ 62 and 2(‘57.

Parviz Khalatbé,ri', "Das Problem der Be\}blkéi"urigéstabilisig;idh’g in den
Entwicklungslandern", - "Deutsche Aussenpolitik”, Berlin, 1966 Vol. 4, p. 473,
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" The actual net investment figure (1961) of the developing countries was around

2 14 billion 12). The arms expenditure of thése states, especially that of those who
adhere to military pacts, spent under the pressure of the world-wide arms race, =
constitutes a direct deduction from the wealth created by the population and which
would be so important for the advance of their peace%l economy. Calculations
" based on a study by Emilée Benoit and Harold Lubell '/ show that this deduction is
arvound ¥ 13 billion, -The same study contains the following important statement:

"It emerges from our Table that the less developed couniries are now spending
. a total of considerably over Z 1 billion a year for weapons procurement alene,
Thus, even allowing for a 10% rate for testing and renewal, about % 1 billion
in resources of an essential industrial type, well suited to contribute to
industrialization, could be made available to the less-developed countries
from their own resources, without cutting their present military power in the
least -~ simply by a weapons freeze and the abandonment of further military
buildups: i.e. by ending the arms race at least in the less developed countries
themselves, H the major military powers were willing to extend guarantees
to protect the less developed countries against aggression .... they might,
with no additional drain on their own resources, release over a billion
dollars a year of key resources for economic development, Moreover, un—
- less the arms race in the LDCs is stopped soon, the amounts spent on
military personnel as well as procurement are likely to,increase greatly
as more sophisticated weapons systems are obtained. 2]

It seems rather dubious, whether the developing countries will agree to disarm in an
armed world and rely on the guarantees of great powers. Thus, general disarma-
ment seems to be the only remedy, alleviating the DCs from this burden. Neverthe-
less, Benoit and Lubell made a significant point, drawing attention to an additional
source of capital formation in the less developed countries.

A number of developing countries are producing arms and developing arms produc—
tion, In a few Asian, African and Latin American countries the arms industry
constitutes a significant part of national industry with the most up~to~daie equipment
and the most qualified fechnical specialists., In the absence of data concerning the
capital invested into arms production I only mention this important problem. At the
same time I would like to note that the armies and arms production in the DCs con-

- sumes a considerable part of the very valuable and very rare middle-level.and high-—

level manpower, ' : o

- Taking into consideration the above mentioned factors, the capital formation in the
DCs in case of a general disarmament would increase, without serious problems by
S 1,5-2 billion, in resources well suited to contribute to industrialisation, Con~

. cerning the remaining %11 to 11,5 billion spent on the pay and suppeort of military

personnel, military medical and education services, up~keep of buildings, opera~-

tion and serviecing of planes, tanks, ships, etc. military construction could partly
be used as counterpart contributions to foreign aid (see riext section), partly inte~
grated into the medical, educational, etc. system of the country, economizing
thereby on a significant part of infrastructural investments necessitated by agri~

cultural and industrial development, .

On the basis of the aforesaid, at the initial stage of a general disarmament process,
capital (productive and infrastructural) formation in the DCs wéuld amount to a sum
‘between @ 16 to 17 billion, contributing.to & programme with an average annual
capital requirement of $50 billion., - An annual average of $ 33 to 34 billion foreign
aid is required, . :

16) J. Stanovnik, op. cit, ps 127,

17) B. Benoit and Harold Lubell, "World Defense Expenditures" , — "Journal of
Peace Research, No, 2, 1966, pp. 105, 108, 109,

18) inid., p. 112.
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In 1965, the less developed countries received foreign aid from both government
and private sources amounting to $ 10,979 million @, The real volume of this

aid is significantly less, as we have to deduct the payments of the DCs to the = -
industrial countries.  The World Bank estimated that the repayment of capital and -
interest by 74 developing countries alone amounts to an annual total of &5 billion_g;)). e
This was equal to 20% of their export earnings. Therefore, we can estimate in

an optimistic way the present level of foreign aid-as 5 billion, “An-anrual increase
of foreign aid, amounting-to %28 - 29 billion is required. :

The only possible source for a sum of this magnitude is the world defense espenditure.
The sum allotted to procurement is something under %40 billion, to construction
slightly under $5 billion,to military research and development programmes around

$ 14 billion, the operations and maintenance bill (running -defense agencies, military
and education services, operation and servicing of planes, tanks, ships, etc.) runs
to ¥ 33 billiop and something under $ 40 billion goes for pay and support of military -
personnel 21, A combination of a supply of productive equipment, fuel, building
material, medicaments and trained manpower for production as well as for medical

and educational services in the framework of $28-29 billion lies within the possib—
ilities, if the arms race stopped and a gereral and compiete disarmament started. -

The use of that sum, in conjunction with domestic efforts and resources, would
suffice to enable all the economically underdeveloped countries of the world to over—
come their econamic backwardness and to approach closely the current level of
industrial output in such developed countries as the United Kingdom and France

within the next 10 - 15 years. As the Soviet draft of the "Declaration concerning
the Conversion to Peaceful Needs of the Resources released by Disarmament", = -
which was submitted to the 17th session of the UN General Assembly declares: - -

"With these resources it would be possible to set up from thirty to forty . .
power-based industrial centers of world significance in the underdeveloped
countries.of Asia, Africa and Latin America., To do so it would be neces-—~
sary to harness and make extensive use of the rich resources of those '
countries. in water-power, petroleum, gas, ferrous and non-ferrous metal:
ores and other natural wealth, Industrial development would make it .
possible.to exploit the surrounding agricultural areas on a modern techni=
cal basis ..... These projects are not idle fancies,-but realistic éstimates.
They have been worked out by eminent scientists on the most recent achieve~

ments of science and technology.

The creation in the Asian, African and Latin American countries of several dozen
power-based industrial centers of world importance would lay a firm foundation for
industrialization of the developing countries, would enable them to overcome the
narrowness of the agrarian and raw-material structure of their economy, and
would radically change the present division of states into highly or less developed
industrially. e T . ‘

Thus, disarmament and the conversion of immense resources to peaceful needs
would give ample scope for the development of peaceful cooperation between states,
on the basis of equality and in the interests of all concerned to the benefit of all
countries, great and small, economically developed and under-developed; it~ -
would ensure the growth of production and would provide employment for additional "
millions of people, ' S . - :

.

19) O.E.C.D. "Mitteilung an die Presse", Paris, July 20, 1966.,

20) Stanovnik, op. cit. p. 119.

21) Benoit and Lubell, op. cit. pp. 111, 112.
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Common Interest in a Growmg Role for Eurqpe

A leading Hungarlan oolumnlst leor Petho has wrltten the followmg.

"In the recent period, the shaping of a modern concept of Europe and of
‘an overall European viewpoint have come to the fore. The Soviet Union
has put forward the idea of setting up some kind of EurOpean solidarity
organisation, similar to that already existing in connection with Africa,

Asia and Latin America...... Recognition that a community of culture
exists in Europe and that the face of Europe can be perceived behind the
present day profile of the rations, is becoming mcreasmgly widespread.
If we examine our own mental a‘ctltudej we shall agree that it is at-least
as much 'European' as Natlonal " : -

’I‘hls continent, as Maurice Lambllllotte emphasmed

.« .is still capable of playing an 1mportant hlstorlcal role. it will not
be able to exercise this role as a power in arrogant vanity abouu its past,
but rather as a creative force for culture and peace. It is' not solely

. the matter of Europe providing a2 link between the USA and the USSR
" .but of a.more creative vocation - not to leave the world under a dual
leadership, and to go even further and reopen the essential dialogues
) with all nations of Asia and Africa and all the vital forces of Latin’
- American countries ,.... It isin this do aln that 1ts long historical
\ 'experlence can serve 1n modern tlrnesa” r51

7 The flrst prerequlslte for carrying out such a mlss:mn 1s that Europe should
“resolve its own internal dlfferences ' Sem

Non~dissemination of Nuclear:’\la\'feaiponsi '~ a Prerequisite for the Solution of

European Problems

'In this context I must emphasnze the elgmﬁcance of a nuclear non-~dissemination
treaty. I fully share the views expressed in the memorandur of "European
-Security of the World Council of Peacé, stating that "the present situation reveals
‘a particularly’ dangerous factor Wthh could prejudice the whole development to—

- “wards a constructive all—European ‘solution: this -is the further dissemination of

"“nuclear weapons in Burope, Preventlon of the*German Federal ‘Republic ob~
-laining any dccess to nuclear weapons is an imperative task; its-achievement

- will -influence further developments decisively.” ). Any access to nuclear
‘weapons- by the GFR would create a completely’ new and dangerous situation,
blocking the way towards an easing of tension and cooperatlon 1n Europe towards
the negotiated settlement of European problems, ‘

- 22) leor Petho, "Some Questlons of European Securlty" = MPerspectives”,
No. 1/1966, Vlenna, ps 22,

23) M. Lambilliotte, ”European Collectlve Securlty", ~ "Perspectives",
- No, 1/1967 Vlenna, Pp. 24 = 25;- S

24) Memorandum on EurOpean Sec:urlty, adopted by the World Counc11 of Peace,
Geneva, 16 June 1966 in "Perspectlves" No. 5/1967, p. 13,
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The Inviolability of Frontiers -~ a Second Prerequisite

Any discussions about the state frontlers of Europe is in time with the revanchist
efforts and aims of the GFR Government and the nationalist groupings within.the
GFR. Apart from Western Germany, no country in Europe questions present
frontiers nor raises the problem of their revision. The frontiers are not a sub—-
ject for neégitations ,; as the GFR government puts it, as no ohe can negotlate
about things it does not POSSESS..

The present borders in Europe are the consequence of the secbnd world war, which
. was-launched by Germany and was lost by the Third Reich, . The present: borders
represent the geo—economic, political'and historical system which teutonlc expan—

m"smn iried to destroy over the centurles .

'Any attempt to opén a dlscussmn orr: thls theme would only increase tensmn in
Europe. - Any attempt to revise the borders by force would. be disastrous for
Europe . _

. As long as the GFR fails to recogmse the present frontiers, 1t is 1mp0551b1e 0
bel1eve in the renunclatlon of force proposed by the GFR government. o

The well- known phllosopher Karl Jaspers, in his book "Wohin treibt dle."'

'~ Bundesrepublik?" . (Whither the Federal Republlc’?) deals extensively with the

1mportant ‘question of the territorial status quo and the recognition of frontiers.
His book was sharply attacked by those who are blind to realities. 'In his’ ‘reply
he wrote: "This non-—recogmtlon of frontiers is, in itself, a thréatte peace.

If I demand a revision of the frontiers, which de facto will- not take place and can-
not in any circumstances be expected, this, by the very natureée of the thmg R
implies a threat to peace, whatever one may say."

.

European Problems to’ be Solved by Europe

The GFR government could not pursue its revanchlst policy. w1thout the backlng of
the US government. The American presence in Europe- — the econoniic and
monetary consequences of which we have already dealt with is hindering the
settlement of European problems because it encourages non-acceptance of the
realities: the existence of two German states, the acceptance of the inviolability

of frontiers by the GFR government. It also disturbs the normalisation of relations
between the two Germanies, thereby causing human sorrows and problems, which
would disappear in a state of normal relations between the GFR and the GDR, in a
Europe where tensions are eased.

Common Points in Different Proposals for Eurcpean Security

There are quite a number of common points in the dlfferent proposals for detente
and security in FEurope submitted by East and West.

(a) Nuclear-free and limited armament areas..

An agreement on limited total strength of armed forces and armaments in an area to
be decided upon on both sides of the line dividing Eastern and Western Europe was
proposed by then Prime Minister A. Eden at the Geneva "Summit Conference"
(21.7. 19553[ A note of the USSR government (17.11,1856) dealt with the elimina—
tion of all bases in a 800 km,. wide zone "on both sides of the demarcation line,
within two years. It proposed a reduction of foreign troops in Germany by 35%
and, later, gradual disarmament leading up to complete demilitarisation. A letter
from twelve Democratic Congressmen to the President (December 1956) proposed
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demilitarisation including the withdrawal of all foreign troops from a 1,000 mile
wide area from the Rhine to the frontiers of the USSR, Hugh Gaitskell, then
British Opposition leader, in his speech at Harvard University (11.1.1957)
suggested the gradual withdrawal of foreign troops.  In his first plea, Polish
Foreign Minister A. Rapacki (UN General Assembly, 2.10.1957) proposed the
creation of a nuclear—free zone covering both German states and Poland, The
second Rapacki Plan (14.12,1958) included Czechoslovakia too; its third version
(4.11.1958) scheduled the process as follows:~ 1st stage: freeze on nuclear arma~
ments; 2nd stage: complete denuclearisation and simultaneous reduction in con-
ventional armaments. In two broadcasts on the BBC, George Kennan suggested
the withdrawal of foreign troops from both German states, Poland, Czechoslovakia
and Hungary, and proposed that both Germanizs withdraw from military-alliances
- as well as a ban on the stockpiling of atomic weapons in this. area (25,11. 195%-and

2.12.1957).  The Joint Statement by the British Labour Party and TUC (23.4.1958).

suggested that the pact-bound countries of Central Europe withdraw from alliances.
Senator Humphrey, speaking on the BBC (4.2,1959), supported the gradual with- -
drawal of forces from both Germanies and Eastern Europe, creating a nuclear

free zone with arms limitations. The German Social Democratic Party in its

Plan for Germany, (18.3.1959), included the GFR, GDR, Czechoslovakia, Poland
and Hungary in a nuclear—free zone of limited armaments; an identical proposal

was put forward in the Plan for Germany of the Free Democratic Party, (20.3,1959),
envisaged, for both German states and Central Europe: immediate cessation of and
no German participation in nuclear weapon tests; renunciation of atomic armament;
participation in a nuclear-free zone; renunciation of the manufacture or procure—
ment of ABC weapons. The first Unden Plan, (26,10,1961), called for the forma~ -
tion of a club of non-nuclear nations. Its second variant, (15,4.1964), called for

a ban on the dissemination of nuclear weapons, The Kekkonen Plan, (28,5, 1963),
asked for the creation of a nuclear~free zone in the Scandinavian area (Sweden,
Norway, Finland, Denmark and Iceland). Bulgarian Foreign Minister J, Bashev,
(16.6.1964), proposed the creation of a nuclear and missile-iree zone in the

Balkan Peninsula,

(b) Non-aggression Treaty between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organisatidn

and/or an all European Security Treaty

The idea of a NATO~Warsaw Pact Treaty formulated in the Note of the USSR
government, (17.11.1956), thai of an all-Furopean Security Irealy in the
Memorandum of the USSR government, (8.1.1958),  The former proposal was
seconded by the Labour Party Programme, (8.1.1964), calling for a security pact
between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation 10 guarantee security in
Central Europe. The second proposal was also formulated in Hugh Gaitskell's
aforementioned speech, in the First Statement of the British Labour Party and
TUC, (23.4.1958), in the Plan for Germany of botn Social Democratic and Free
Democratic Parties. '

(c) On the question of borders, the Potsdam-Agreement , signed on 2nd August
1945, put the present western territories of Poland under the administration of the
Polish state.... The Warsaw Declaratiod by the government of Poland and the GDR,
(6.6,1950), and the Zgorelec Agreement, (6.7,1950), proclaimed the inviolability
of this frontier. %)garding the interpretation of the Potsdam Agreement, let us
quote Cordell Hull "Prime Minister Churchill had suggested a five point solu-
tion .....5econd, Poland to receive East Prussia, Danbig and Upper Silesia as
far as the Oder River,"  Churchill himself declared in the House of Commons,
(24.5.1944), "There is no question of Germany enjoying any gharantee that she
will not undergo territorial changes, if it should seem that the making of such

25) "Memoirs", London, 1948, Vol. II.
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changes renders more.secure and more lasting the peace of Burope." . The inviolo-
' bility of :Erontlers was emphasmed repeatedly by President de Caulle. The resolu-
tion adopted by the-Labour Party Conferencejp(Blackpool 4.,10,1961), stressed
thatthe present frontiers were final. - Senator- Humphrey, on 1 September 1961,
proposed that the USA should recognlse the present frontlers o Poland.

{d) On the reumfrcatlon of Germany the opinion of the European Socrallst Countrles

. is that it.is' primarily a matter for the Germans themselves to settle, In this

- settlement the point of departure must be the fact ithat two different social systems

- exist in the whole of Europe and wiil have to find ways of working together, .

Recently ,- the Paris Centre d'Etudes de Politigue Etrangére, an institute-closely
linked with the Qual d'Orsay, published a study €/ proposing a German Confedera—
“tion, The study 1s an elaboration on H. Wehner 5 proposals for an economic
commumty of the two Gerrnan states. :

--1'share the view of Foreign Minister Rapacki that: "recognition of the ex:_stlng _
territorial and political status quo should also be in the interests of the US,. Bui
the European poliey of that power is but part of its global policys And'it is my

" deep conviction that US, g%obal pohcy is based on unreallstlc premlses and extremely

o dangerous conclusions."

‘Europe s task is not to become 1nv01ved in the dangers created by US pollcy, but
. ~"~"t0 serve as an example to the US for- another alternatlve. . .

26) "“"‘”Siotlerheitsmodelle fiir Buropa" -(—Se'Curitj'"Models' ‘fbf‘E‘ﬁfbﬁé)’,’ in
Europa—Arc_hiv, 25.‘1 .1968. ,

27) Lecture dellvered on November 18 1967 , in "Polish ._?e.r;splle_cti_:\ges'_',ﬁ,' |
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Conference on.Bloes, the Gerizan Problem and thei_
Future of Burope : ; ‘
Vienna, 6th and Tth lMarch, 1968

CERIANY AND TAST-WEST RELATIONS®

by Paole Calzini . ‘
from Istituto Affori Internazionali,
Raome '

The German problem, a crucial factor in Bast-West relations whose
importance today has once again captured the attention of political
. observers, has: its rodts. in the postwar policy which led to the
division of that country. It was precisely in those very years wvhich
were characterized by a rapid shift from a policy of cellaboration
to one of increasingly vroncunced antagonism between the Soviets and
the West, that the process of the division of Germany was begun. The
guidelines for a common European, ond thus German, poliecy worked out
at Yalta and later legally embedicd at Potsdam, could be considered
as outdated by the end of 1946, thus opening the way for unilateral
policies in the West as well as . in the East. The prospect of a decisive
conflict at the time concerned the entire Buropcan continent, by now
bound to an increasingly rigid division into two opposing sides; in
guch o gituation, Germany could not escape a similar fate. The policy
put into effect along largely pre-existent frontiers in the rest of
the continent was put into effect in Germany along lines running within
the country itself, with the result that a situation vhose dramstic
and perilous aspects stood out in an obvious way was created.

It is not our task (and the brevity of this historicel resumé would
render it most difficuli) to single out the specific responsibilities
of the two sides in order to deteriine whether the YWest or rather the
Soviets were the initiators of this process. The prevailing impression
is that both of the contenders were driven by pressing politico-
ideological motives and by power to act in a parallel fashion so that
every move by one side ended up by corresponding to an equivalent counter-
move by the other. The criticisms expressed in some Yest Gorman
circles which presume a lack of political capacity on the part of the
great Western powers that the division could have bLeen avoided with
greater foresight, seem to be out of place. Buch criticisas, other
than overlooking the fact that, to a certain extent, the division re-
presented the historicnl price which German aggression had to pay to
the anti-Nazi coalition, do not scem to take account of the objzctive
reasons which existed in support of such a situation.

It is certain thot Germany's economic potential and military
strategic importance following the war were such as to give her a key

#From: Lo Spettatore internazionale, Bnglish edition, Vol.2, No.6,
November-December 1967.



position in the siruggle for influence in Europe bétween the hegemonic
powers, that is to say, between the United States and the Soviet
Union. And it was in fact for precisely thesce reascong that thesce two
Powers became involved in a bitter struggle dircected ot integrating
their German sectors in to their respcctive politico-militory systems
as o means of creating an allied force witliwhich to oppose the other
capp. The division was rapidly put into offect nlons the lines of
demarcation between the resmpective occupation zones, thus cutting the
country in tvo on a completely artificial basis; the sawme principle
wvas adopted for the city of Berlin on wvhich a fourpower occupation
regime had been imposed; o regime vwhich had presupposed a lenghty
period of interallied collaberation ~nd certazinly not the creation of
two separate ciiies,

Thus, through the grndual concession of the prerogatives inherent
to sovercignty, two cqually artificisl stdtes, represenicd by Vest
Germany and East. Germany, were cstablished on this basis. In beth
cases the Germans as 2 notion were the object of an cxternal diktat
imposed by political considerstions to which, deprived as they were of
any institutional instruments for the expression of their own position,
they were not ahle to oppose any alicrnative. Thug, it con well be
gaid, they werc forced to accept the ‘estern and Sovict decisioen,
although it vwas not long beforc irreconcilable antagonisms betreen
.philo-Occidental and philo-Soviet elements within the country grew so
strong as to cause & decp divisicn between German political groups,
in particular those of the Left. : '

FProm & chronological point of vicw, the first to formulate a
"separatist" German policy was the West which, in the course of 1947,
had already decided to establish an autonomous German state and to
then integrate it into the Western alliance sysztem. Thus, in 1949,
once the threc occupation zones had been unified, the German Federal
Republic, with its capital at Bonn, wns created; Llater, in 1954, -ith
the Paris ngrecments, it becanc a member of Nato. In only a few yaors
West Germany had. reacquired its status as a sovercign nation and the
disposition of a national army, cven though it was integrated into and
under the control of. the Western alliance, - '

The Soviets procecded in o gimilar fashion with the analogous
eperation of the consolidatien and the integration of those regions
of Germany which had been occupied by the Red irmy. Once .the first
phasc of the postwar period (in which ‘the German rcgions had been
thought of primarily as lands to be cconomically exploited) had
nassed, lMoscow became concerned with creating an allied German state.
In 1949 the German Democratic Nepublic (GDR) was sct up with its
capital at Bast Bevlin; - later, in- 1955, it became a member of the
Warsaw Pact which had been created thet some year as a.reaction to
the German PFederal Nepublic's cntry intc Noto., Once agnian, although
on o less defined basis than in the cose of Jest Cermoany, a new
statey represented by Bast Germany, appearcd on the Europcan scenec.

Unlike the ¥est, however, which had always insisted consistently
on 2 "sepoaratist" politicnl line, the Soviets demonstroted certain
uncertainties and contradictions in this regard. “hilc proceeding
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with their plans for strengthening the ¢DR, the Soviets did not

seem, at least until 1955, to have compictely given uvwp the alternative
hope of reaching an agrecment with the West on the creation of a .
united and neutral Germeny. . This was the period in which plans were
worked out by lMoscow for the creation of broad ncutral zones in Burope,
which were to act as a sort of buffer zone betwecen Bast and Vest,

- and to which Germany would have in fact belonged. Stalin in 1952, in
vhat remains the most cxplicit propesal in this regard, and Beria and
Halenkov later in 1953-19%4 in a morce confidential manner, cxpressecd
intentions to this effect. The decisive rejection of this point by
the West made it impossible to test Moscow'!s real intentions, leaving
rany doubts about the seriousness of o proposal which was to & greas
ecxtent motivated by the desire to block the rearmament of West Germany
and 1ts adhesion to Hﬂto. ;

By 1955 the prosnects for the rcconstruciion of German unity.
within the near future had disappeared, and thus in both the East and
the West the validity of a two Germanys' policy was confirmed. Al-
though originally begun as an external settlement, the process of the
consolidation of two scparatec states now bogan to develop a dynamic
of its own based on opposing cutonomous political courses of acyion,
This complex phenoncnon was fostercd by the adhesion of the two states
to antangonigtic politico-ideological theses, and by the weight of
socio-cultural elements rooted in a certain bqulCnOC of the German
enimus which historically has been driven towards gxpansion ond integra-
tion in the East on the one hand and in the West on the othur. The
Adenauver and Ulbricht regimcs, hoving been founded on this combination
of past and present clements, developed in thesc years porallel pollcles
dirccted at the strengthening of thgir respective regimes.

Neverthecless, it was not without great differénces betwecn then,
due primarily to the fact that in terms of territory, population and
economic resources the Federal Republic had emerged from the process
of division in o much stronger position than the GDR, that the two
German states were established. TFovored by $hese conditions and by
ample Westorn assistance, the TFederal Republic was able to make o
rapid and spectacular revival., The German miracle, which above all
ifeXs supported by widespread popular adhesion to the regime's official
policy, assured Westoern Germany of a role of growing importance on
the Buropean scone. Gradually, the Federal Republic acquired o position
of considerable cconomic importance and, within certain limits, this
importance applied to the sphere of military policy as well, for VWest
Germany soon it became an important component of the Western alliance.

The Dnst German policy of consolidaticn in the s~me years was as
difficult and contradictory as the revival of Vest Germany was rapid
and impressive. Throughout the second half of the 1950's the GDR,
starting from a very weak cconomic pesition and deprived of the
necessary popular conscnsus, lived in a state of permancnt crisis which
was kept under. control by Soviet support alone. There is no doubt that
without the massive prescnce of Mosaow - of whlch the armed intervention
in 1953 which suffocated the revolt in East Berlin ropresents only
the most dramotic episodce - the Ulbricht regime weould not have
survived, Given these difficult conditions and its strict dependence

e
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on the Soviet Union, the role of Zast Germany within the Yorsaw
Alliance remained o very limited one which certainly cannot be com-
pared to the corresponding role of the Federal Republic in the West,

The t$wo Germanys, cach of which wns tightly integrated within its
respective allinnce, even if they enjoyed widely differing positions
of strength and prestige, now confronted each othcr with total houtllltj.
At Bonn, under-the leadership of Adenaucr, a pollcy of no-contract
prevailed townrds the Communist bleoc in the conviction that Gernan
unification could be srrived ot ornly by operating from a position of
strength, thus compelling the Sovicts to grodunlly withdraw from Bast
Gormany. Adcncuer's govornmunt rejected cvery call by tho domestic
opposition for the development of 2 truly autonomous diplomacy; the
attainment of reunificntion wns considercd possible only as the rosult
of collecctive action by the Test, ag according to the sunrantees given
to Bonn by the allics in the 1954 Apgrccemente of Paris. The Hollstein
Doctrine, which aimed ot keepins the problem of the GDR alive on the
international lovel through the threat of the rupturc of diplomeatic
relntions with countries having formal relotions with East Borllq
(the USSR being the only oxccntlon) represented the basic instrument
of this pollcy

In Tnst Berlin, the Ulbricht regime, cntrenched in rispid positions
both in its interanationnl rnd domestic rel-tions, could, ~fter the
1956 wave of liberalization, be called onc of the most eoxtremist-
states of the region. Thesce wore the years in which the Basit German
lecdership obscrved the Chinesc eoxperiences in socinlist construction
and the extremism of Chinese international conceptions with great
intercest, thus regording any posglblo Bast-West contoct on the problem
of reunificontion with suspicion. This attitude, which revealed the
regine's profound state of internal wenkness, could not fail %o
croate difficultics for East Berlin in its relations with its castorn
allies who were more favoroble to the idea of ditente. In Polnand, in
particular, there were exyressions of disagreement with the Bast Germen
linc, and cven the USSR secemed compelled to support the Ulbricht regime
more for reasons of '"force majecure'" than for any real politico-
idcological solidarity. ‘ N

The extrewist stances of the two Geormanys must be cvalunted with-
in the framework of the general cold war climpte which prevailed in
thosc yonrs in the relations between the two bloes. The contncts
which $ook ploce between 1955 and 1957 confirmed, irrcgardless of
all gencral cxpressions of good will, thc¢ basic incompatibility of the
positions of the two sides. The plan prescnted at Geneva by the
Soviets for the creation of a European sccurity system which would
replace dato and the treaty of Yarsaw was rojected by the Vest for
reagsons of scourity and politicnl consistoncey (the allicd commitment
to the Federal Hepublic on reunlflcatlon) And the later and somewhat
lcss compolllng Proposa als advanced by ilogecow for a nen-agpgression pact
between thé Hato and -the arsaw allisnces, and for the creation of
zones of nuclear disarmament ctc., met with no bettor results. All
of these proposals, in fact, stomed from the desirce to tbiain the
reeoznition of the Zuropcan political and territorial status guo and
thus of the existence of two Gerinnys vhieh the Jest uvas absolutely
unwilling ‘to aceept., Thus, it could be said that the problem of German

e/
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reunification was by now scen by the great opposing powers in the
drastic terms of a policy directed nt the consolidation of the allied
German state and cventunlly at the absorption of the Germon state
heretofore integrated in the opposing alliance. ‘

‘ Therc is thus nothing surprising if, in the pericd 1958-1962,
some of the mest dramatic episodes recorded in the period of the cold
war in Burocpe took place in the German scctor.  This was the moment,
‘it should be remembered, in which certain new factors (teehnological
and military progress, cconcmic succesgses, rovived diplomntic
initintive) scemcd to gunrantec o real superiority to the communist
bloc, in the military os well as other scctors. Strengthencd by this
seeming advanvage, it seewmed to the Soviets to be the moment in which
te pass from 2 policy of détente to one of pressures seared to .obtain
their traditionnl objeciives in Germany. A complex poelitico-dipliomatic
policy was put into motion as a means of ~rriving at the formal re-
cognition of the GDR, which would be guarantoed by =~ peace treaty with
the West recognizing its political and territorial integrity in every
respect. lloscow, by creating a serics of politico-diplomatic crises
over Berlin, aimed 2t whoat has been defined as a super-Iglia; thot
is at a new formal agrecment cn the division of DLurope in general, and
on that of Germony in particular. An internationsl guarantce for
Ulbricht's regimes seemed at that moment o be the only means of
assuring thce survival of Bast Germany, troubled above all by the massive
exodus of the best part of its labor force.

At the same time the Soviets had set for thomsclves an even more
~wbitious objective: to arrive at o change in the Turcpean bnlange of
power by applying political and diplomatic pressures on Bonn such as
to cncourage its gradual scparation from the VWest and from the United
States in porticular. By striking out at Bonn's basic aspirations for
reunificntion, they hoped to attain its isolation and thus the possibility
of the neutralization of West CGermany with all the imnginable conse-
‘quences for the Burepean equilibrium. The objective of loosening the
relations between the United States oand the Federal Republic, which
springs from the fear that such rclations might eventually lead to
Bonnts atomic rearmament, has been revalcd as onc of the censtants of
Soviet policy in Europec.

Under such conditions, wrelations with Bonn {despite the re-cstab-
lishment of diplomntic relations in 1955), remnined quite cold, in-
filucnced as they were by the rigid position of the USSR towards the
Federal Republic and vice versa., This attitude, for that matter, was
shored with coual if not greater zeal by the varieus countrics of
Bastern liurope, and in particular by those directly involved in the
German question. The rearmoment of Yest Germnny, ~nd her official
policy townrds the GDR, towards the eastern {rontiers and fovards
nuclear arms arc factors giving rise to girong feors in the Lastorn
capitals. * In Warsaw as in Praguc, in Budapest as in Belgrade, the
common preoccupation with Bonn's .attitude is translated into solidarity
“vith Bast Borlin irregerdicss of how little sympathy they really have
for the Ulbricht regime. Throughout this period the "German problem"
hase represented onc of the most important factors of cohesion for the
Eastern bloc hoth in tho relations ameong the People’s lJemocracics
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themselves and thosc between thew and the Soviet Union. For Hoscow,
this common anti-Gormon sentinment, which embraces broad non-communist
strata in the region, has represcnted a strong clement of support for
its politicnal and diplomatic nctions. As a result nlso of the con-
ditions of undcbotable supremecy in vhich. it continues to mind itsclf
throughout the Coumunist arcn, the Soviet Union wns able to present o
compact and rigidly conti-Bonn front to the Vest. -

Scviet policgy, supported by the other Communist rogimos; vns not
to attain any of the objectives 41t had sct for itself, and rother
HMoscow's incopacity to forece the gituntion in Germany tas reovealed. In
1962, in the framewerk of o zoncral reshapins of Sovict international
policy, influcnced by a serics of ncv factors (such as the Vestorn.
technico~military revival, domestic cconomic difficultics, cbstoacles
to internntional action), the military rnce for Germany came to a
closc. The cclleetive commitient by the Yest and $he attitude of the
Federnl Republic had succecded. in containing the Soviet offensive and
thus in revealing 1its intrinsic flimsincss. Dospite some differcnces
of position the Nato countries, and in particular the United Stntes,
hed provided o gucrantee to test Germany which loft no room for Soviet
panoeuvres, »Seyond the diplomntic dialogue the Westcern pelicy of no-
contacts was all-cmbracing, basced as it was on the conviction that
gunrantecing the division of Germnny by cstoblishing agrecements on.
disarmoment and sccurity which night confirm the Europeon sintus quo
would .be intolerable.

With 1962 a nev phase in lioscow'!s German policy bhegnn; o phasc
adjusted tc the nced for greater caution on the iaternntional scene.
The Soviets abandoned their policy of pressures geared to obtain the
stipul~tion of o peace itreaty with the West, and instead put all their
crphasis on the strengthening of the GDR. The prioritics which had
been mointnined among 3ovict objectives until this point were inverted,
and internetionnl rccognition was no longer considered.a presupposition
to the GDR's domostic consolidation, but vice versa domestic stabiliza-
tion was scen as & pre-condition for international recommition.,  This
task was made much edsier by the adoption in Berlin in the summer of
1961 of the so-cnlled "defensive meosures™, whose cconomico-socinl
and .psychologicnl conscquences were to be of great importance for the
Ulbricht rcgince. The hypothesis of Gerunn rcunificntion was at this
tine postponed to o distoent future; it vould be influenced by the
domestic developuents within Yest Germany (such as the risc of socinlist
clements) which were heyond the dircet responsibility of lloscow,

The firm commiiments made by the 3oviets in support of the GDR
did not, on the other hand, hinder them from beginning o conpaign of
"avances" and contacts with the Federal Republic in 1964. The per-
sistent fear of Benn's nuclear rearmament and the desire to exploit
the dissent within the festern canp drove Ileoscow once agaln to‘attompt
o policy of diversion. The nttention cnlled on thnt occasion by certain
observers to the risk of another Rapallo scoms rather cxaggerateds
yet this doces not exclude the possibility that hod negotiations -
unexpcectedly interrupted by the foll of Khrushchev - Beem procceded
vith, therc might have been significant results on the ccononic and.
commercial, and perhaps cven on the political, level. In this'gogar
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it is worthwhile %o underlinc. the permancnt ambivalence in the Soviet
attitude in which o strong tomptation to roach a dircet agrodment writh
the Germon IModeral Republic in an ~Anti-dmerican sensce renains an
~alternntive to the basic plan of reaching a USA-TUSSR compronisce on

the German problem. Given the personnlity of Khrushchev, it weuld
secn plausible thot althouzh he wos not aiming ot the impossibility

of a reversal of ollinnces, he was prcpared to ploy this hond to the
very end. A significaont factor was the oxtreme irritation expressed
by the East German regime about such contrncts, to tho point that o
note of relief at the announcencat of the f£all of Khrushchev wns nllow-
ed to lcak out, : : o

At the same time thrnt the East-ilogt confrontation over the CGorman
problom hos continued, tendencies of nntionnlist inspiration within
the two . opposing alliances hove goined strength, with the result thet
the unity of the twe systems has been weakened. The process is o
meaningful one among the member siantes of the Tarsaw Pact iwvhore sitrong
polycentric tendencics have developed as o renction to the cxcessive
centralizotion of the past. The cose of ‘Ruanniz is but the most
evident nonifestntion of a state of mind, vhich cxists to different
degrces of intensity in 231 the people's democrocics, cager to cleoinm
growing margins of autonomy in domoestic nand intornntionnl policy. This
revival of the national principle in Festorn Turope has assumed  the
chorocter of o drive for the rovision of the Communist community
institutions (Comeccon and even the farsaw Pact) and the otteonuantion of
the Sovict hegemony. -

The GDR is the only Communist state which is an cxception to
this trend 2nd which is opposcd to polycentrism and to the weakening
of tices with the USSR; on the centrary, thesce tics have becen formnlly
confirmed in 2 trenty of nllionce and mutunl assistance stipuloted in
1964 (on the model of similar agrcemncnts sismed earlicer between.
Hoscow and other Duropean Communist regimes). For the Ulbrichi regime,
the ¥Warsaw Pnct represents the indisnensoble collective instrument to
‘contain Yest Germony claims. .iny factor likely to weaken the present
gtructure of the allirnce is thus considercd a dangcerous attack on
the multilateral guarantee of dits own positions.

In the sniie period similar polycentric tondencics have been ro-
vealed within the ecstern allirnce waich ore cousing the wenkening of
the community structures. The annlogy with the Jrstern situntion is
obvious cven if great differonces, duc among other thinss to the
particular impetus of the drive for ccononie integration of the Comnon
VHorket czist. Here too there is .an extreme cnsge, represented by
Prance, the rovealer, in rothor clamorous torus, of n .general tendency
which cmbraces, with difforent nunnces, -the various uenboer countrics
of Nnto, The situation in the fest is. complicated by the facet thot
the hegemonic pewer as well, thot is8 the United Stotes, is incrcasingly
involved in policices of global importnnce which scem to be leading to
o -reshaping of its commitments in Buronce. This trend is that nmuch
more preoccupying,. according to German observers, in that it coincides
with the contrrry strengthening of thoe Soviet commitment in Durope.

The wvenkening of the alliances, on the other hend, hos contributed
te n meaningful revivel of primarily cconomic rolations among the
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countries of FEast and ‘lest Turope, After a long period of silence,

the dialosgue between the two Duropes began once again with the re-
“vival of the great themes of coexistence after the Cuban crisis of
1962, ‘hat is particularly significant is that despite the existence
of community instituticns in both of the two regionsz, relations have
been tending to develop on a bilateral basis between individual
countries. UIrance, Great Britain, Germeny, Italy, etc., have been uni-
laterally proceeding with their own contacts exploiting both new and
traditional factors of prestige in the area. 1In the same way, Rumanie,
fugoslavia, Poland, etc., are meking efforts to establish and review
fruitful contacts with the “‘edt on the same basis., ‘ '

The Federal Republic thus finds itseif -in a very delicate positiong
she is inclined to regard the prospect of a direct RBast-lest dialopue
which is not based on 2 united festern position with great caution,
There is, in fact, no doubt that these new trends have had an important
effect on the position of the Testern countries on the German problem.
In the late 1950's and. ea-ly 1960's the tendency among Bonn's. allies ‘
to consider the division of Germany as a tolerable if not a downright
satisfying situation d4id, in fact, become strengthened. Paradoxically,
it was precisely the "defensive measures" adopted in Berlin in 1961
which contributed to reinforcing this attitude by gusranteeing - a new
stability to the situation. The fest's commitment to reunificotion has
not been accompanied by any concreie proposals in this regard and‘at;
this point seems %0 have assumed a purely declaratory character designed
. above all to tranguilize the Boun regime. But the situation does not
end here; gradually even the appearance of a common ‘estern position
oh the German problem has been fading while differentiated national
pclicies have been evolving. Here, tco, it is ithe France of de Gaulle
which has stepped forward with, amonsg other things, the idea of a direct
agreement between Burope and the Soviet Union for a solution of ihe
problem. o o

Bonn's leaders are faced with the task of dealing with a highly
fluid situation and adjusting their political procram to the new con-
ditions without, however, disclaiming their traditional objectives. .
Since the prospect of attaining reunification by operating from a
positicn of strength within a Nato which is capable of imposing its
will on the USSR has been sceriously weakened, new and more complex
questions have arisen. ith regard fc Dastern Furope in particular, .
the Bonn regime is hesitant about developing a more courageous policy
despite its traditional economic and cultural influence in the area,
Aven after the transfer of povwer from Adenauer to Srhard a policy of
immobilism which put a brake on any deviation from the traditional
line continued %o prevail; in method as in objectives it was iupossible
to escape from the Adenauverian plan, Only an isolated . voice was
raised to contest the official political line, and only a few first
steps of economic importance were taken with the creation of commercial
missions in various eastern couniries., But we are dealing with very
limited initiatives, mere foreshadowings of change in a slow and pain-
ful process of development.

It was neces ary to arrive at the coalition governmenti headed by
Kiesinger in order, primarily as a result of the desire of the Social
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Democrats, to begin to lay down the lincs of 2 new political course.
By this time the opinion that it was necessary to carry out an auton-
omous Dpolicy towsrds the Zast (if nossinle with the agreement of the
Ufestern allies) had geined credence; & policy which would be based,
among other things, on the strong appeal that the high economic and
technological potenticl of ‘est Germany can have in this area. The
offer to the Dastern Iuropean countries of the re-establishment of
normal diplomatic relations, and thus the abandonment in their case
of the Hallstein Doctrinc, reveals Bonn's desire to tazke part in the
new course of Bast-lest rclations in order to derive whatever advantages
possible. ‘

Reservations and crificisms of the Kiesinpger government's policy
are net, in reality, lacking. In the eyes of many ohservers the
government remains strongly compromised by its refusal to consider
the eastern frontiers as definitive, to renounce atomic weapons and to
recognize. the GDR. The first two points in particular are considered
unsustalnable, and supporters of the third point, the recognition of
East Germany as the only means of bringing about the liberalization of
that regime, are by no means lacking. Hevertheless it would be unduly
simplistic to speak of a change in tactics alone and Bonn's purely instru-
mental adjustment to the new situntion. A+t present, in fact, new
elements of ambiguity and contradiction have appeared in the official
policy itself such as to lecave alternative hypotheses open. Tec begin
with, legsl, territorial reunificaticn in the strict scnse is no longer
spoken of as much as the necossity to restore frecdom of expression
to the Dast Germans. In the second place, the policy of contacts with.
the Hastern countries, even if it ig qualified by the non-recognition
of the GDR and -is instead cxplicitly directed at that country's 1solutlon,
need not necessarily lecad to this result. The new linc can in fact
also be interpreted as a direct means of preparing public cpinion ‘and
the Gernan political class for a gradual normalization cof relations
with the CGDR.

Despite its serious limits and ambiguitics the new Ostpelitik of
the Federal Republic has not failed to arouse broad and complex re-
actions in the Dastern camp. One of the more interesting consequences
of Bonn's political initiative is that it has shed light on the degrec
ol - political differentiation on the German problcm which has in the
last years been created awong the various Comnunist regimes., The
Uarsaw alliance secms gericusly divided as a result of the question of
the rc-establishment of diplomatic relations with the Federal
Lepublic; for the gouthern and Balkan nations, which on the whole are
in favor of the proposals nmadc by Bonn, a series of factors was determ-
inings the .absence of fronticer problems, strong cconomic motivations,
and a public opinion which was well-disposed in this direction. Tor
the northern nations, on the contrary, which have unsolved frontier
problems with the Federal Hepublic, the importance of their political
zoals ocutweishs any congideration of economic and commerclal opportun-
ities, (A particular case is that of Czcchoslovakia as sone synptoms
of uncertainty in her attitude clearly demonstrate). Poland, in
particular, displays an extremely rigid attitude which 1is due, cther
than f¢ understandable precoccupations of an international nature, to
important domestic rcasons. Thc necessitics of the defence of the
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stern frontiers, in fact, guarantees wide popular support to the
Gomulkm regime and represents & very important sleomeit of diversion
from the porallel but laitent anti-3Soviet feciing. -

Finally, the reaction of the GDR.is of considerable interest
becnusc of theupoliticai and diplomatic ability with which she reacted’
to Bonn's Ostpolitik., The DR, in fact, demonstrated the influence
which it Has gained in tle last ycars within the Communist camp, and
showed itsclf capable of conducting o pollcy 0f pressure and persuasloﬂ
on the U353R:and the other Communist reglmos. Many factors have con-
tributed- 40 -this developucni: to be gin with there is the considerable
economic ‘and social strengthening. of the .regime which has made the
GDR the sccond industrial power in the Communist campj; in the second
place the reduction after the break with China of the extent of the
Comnmunist camp to o purcly Buropean dimension and thus the rclative
strengthening. of all the other meubor states;  and in the third place
thoe key role occupied by the GDR in the defence of the Sov1et Union
and, more menerally of the castcrn alllanoe.

'The‘action;taken'by the GDR to Stem‘the Bonn initiative vas an
important factor in the blocking (except in the casc of Rumania) of the
re-establishsent of diplomatic relations with the countrics of )
Dastern Durope. By underlining the danger thet a seplit amony the
Communist countries could result from the differing positions taken
with regerd to Bonn, Bast Derlin was able to bring about the interven-
tion of the USSR (whlch is vitally intercsted in thc guestion over and
above hor cvaluvation of the significance of Bonn's new nollcy) in
order to prevent a ncw factor of division from ripening in the easte rn
camp. Other than using the nediation of tioscow to guarantec herself
the multilateral protecction of the members of the Yarsaw alliance, the
GDR then =ct sboult establishing a scries of bhilateral anti-German
agreements with several of the countries of the arca.

he decisions taken in this case confirm that today, in dost
Berlin, any action liable to disturb the situntion is likely to. be
considered negatively in the conviction that time is working in favor-
of a further strengthening of the GDR. Any contrary point of viocw,. such
as that o more flexible attitude towards Bonn - thereby presenting a
more liberal image of the GDR - would favor her prestige -in %osicrn
Burope, is, for now, out of thc quéstion. Iven the faet that such a
policy, in so far as it is cxpressed in the demand for a right of veto
over the rolations between the Coumunist regimes and the Tederal
Republic, might couse stroang reactions within the Communist camp which
could facilitate isolation - which is feared above all elsc - does
not seem to be taken into conoldorwtlon. :

The common position - towards the Pedorﬁl 400hbllG - Whlcn os
arrived at by thé vorious Communist rogimes (Wunanla excludcd) at
Karlovy-Vary in the spring of this year constitutes a success for
East Derlin but does not represent the final word on the problem.

The unity achicved nt Karlevy-Vary has served to temporarily block
the initiatives of the Kiesinger government, but has certainly not
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cstablished an organic unity of position awmong countries whose
interests differ so considerably. ‘hen, and if, Bonn decides to re-
launch a policy . based on further concessions, above all in the question
of the recognition of the. eastern frontiers, there iz no doubt that

the crisis will be destined to be reopened. In the USSR, which is the
arbitér power in the area, as the Test Germans have very realistically
understood, -the situation is being considered with growing concern,

The Soviets know that they cannot restriet their policies to a defence
0of the European status quo, as Bast Berlin would like, but that it

is neccessary to develop a more dynamic and flexible position whlch will
meet the problems created by the new situation.

The recent events on the Buropean and internntional scene nmake
it elear that it would be opportunce to redraw the old politico- dlplonutlc
guidelines. The sbvious parallelism between the tensions iroubling
the Hoto alliance and those afflicting the Varsaw Pact reveal that
there is a widespread state of crls1s in tho prosont international
order,

It is precisely with rcgard to the nocessity of crenting a now
intcrnational order in Burcope which is capable of guarantceing suflficlient
stability and equilivbrium that the CGerman problen has been raised
again in its full impertance. The rcal key %o the powver strugdle
being waged in the heart of Burope, as political obscrvers note unan-
imously, is the German key. Germony's strategic position in the
center of the continent and the strength of 1to Goonomic potential (the
two Germanys, re-united, would hold the third place in the world's
industrial prodvctlon) moke Gornany o detormining elemant in any new
intcrnational settloment, How that the postwar formula which placed
the two German states irithin two rizid alliances and presupposcd
their effcective political and cconomic integration within these two
systems has been weakened, the necessity for new solutions is at hand.
The quesitions are those which have always existed:s zrcunificention or
an indefinite prolongation of the status guo, ad then, what type of
reunification and which status quo in particular

The now factor, in respect to the post, which hag put the pro-
spocts of solution in new terms, lics in the autonomous strengthehing
of the Federal Re-ublic (and, within certoin 11m1+s, of the GDR) whlch
has taken place. This menns that while the structures of the Europea
alliances have tended to beecome more fluid,  those of the two Gormanys
have become increasingly rigidified, thus creating a center of ten-
gsion in the heart of Turepe. The Gormans have gradually traraformed
themselves from mere objects of the political deecisions of thc hege-
monic powers, as was the case even in the 19350's, into political actoers
with their own political programs. The phenomenon of rediscovered
autonomy, which cxists today to different degreces for all the medium=~
sized and small powers, assumes in the German case.a potentially
daﬂferous character duc to the persistent antaq monism between the two
states, - The dilemma for the Turopcans, that of how to coordinate the
exigencics of stablllty with those of the Germen problem, is now pro-
sented in particularly comnlex terms. ‘ '

There is, in fact, no doubt - and this is demonmstrated by the
greater cutonomy which has been acquired in these yeors - that the
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strengthening of the tvo Geruman states, Bast and "est, ronders an
agrecd-upon solution in Burope much more complox today. The Tederal
fepublic and the GDR, thouzh from very diffoercnt positions, both loock
with suspicion upon the cevolution taoking place in the relations withe
in the two alliances and betveen the two alliances themselves., The
Bonn icadecrs arce deceply opposed to o revision of the Nato structure,
not %o mention its dissolution, in the feor that the price for a new
European order will be paid with the consolidation of the status quo
in Germany. The bilaternl rcloations which have been established

with France, or cven with the United Stotes, cannot, in the cyes of
Yest Germon public opinion, compensate for the value of the multi-
lateral protection of the Atlantic alliance as the only real suarantec
vis-ﬁ-vis'the Soviets. In Dast Berlin, on the other hand, it.is sus-
pected that o loosening, or even vorse o dissolution, of the Varsaw
allinnce as a means of reaching agrecment on a Buropecan sceurity pact
might lead to the opposite consequences - those desired by Bonn - of

a change in the stotus quo regarding the German problem, The arachron-
istic appecals made to the strengthening in traditional terms of the
Yarsaw alliancce benr out this feer of isolation, as do the objectively
rather justified requests to procced with a policy of cconomic inte-
gration in Comccon. = Thec Dast Germans, too, despitc the stipulation

of bilatcral agrecments with the USSR, Poland and octher Bastorn
nations, coatinuc to consider the multilateral alliance ns the bost
guorantec in the fece of the advcrsary'S‘initiativos;

It has thus come to the point in which a cortain similarity can be
observed in the positions taken by Bonn and by Bast Berlin with regard
to thc development of Bast-ilest relations, which in both of the
capitals is scen from: the particular ansle of its own politienl exigen~
cies. For both the Federal Republic and the GDR the process of inter-
natignal ddtente ourht to ston primarily from a solution of the German
problem as cach side interprets it. TFor both, on the other hand,
détente serves to strengthen contacts and relations with the cnemy
camp with the aim of i1solating the other feruany. The political and
diplomntic offensive of the Kiesinger government constitutes the most
revealing. exanple of this trend on Bonn's port. But it should not be
forgotten that Fast Berlin as well, within the limits of its capacity,
is sccking to broaden its relations with all the “'estern countrics other
than the Federal lepublic (even though strong cconomic relations still
cxist botween the two Germenys), o '

In this situntion Buropcan, Sovict nnd American policymakers
arc increasingly .obliged, in dealing with the German problem, to take
account of the positions cxpresscd by Bonn and by Dast Berlin. Those
views should be clarificd. If it is in fact true thet no onc can legit-
im~tely contest the right of the Germans to moke their own national
problem the object of ~utonomous politico-diplomatic action which is
supported by all the means vhich their strengthencd position allowrs
them, i1t must on the .other hand be underlined that policies aiming nt -
a solution of the Gernan problem cnnnot be considered only as an '_
internal gquestion between the two Germnnys. e implications of power
which would be related to any TZuropcan settloment inecluding the
Federal Hepublie and the UDR reguire that o harmonious solution %o
the two problems be found in order to avoid the risk of clashing
intercsts, : '
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The attainment of on a@rocd -upon solution for reunificntion or,
on the c¢ontrery, for o ‘normalizotion of relations between the two
Germanys vhich is based on the status quo, cannot be considercd as the
pre-condition for a further rdlaxation in Zast-'"cst relations. It
would in fact hardly be realistie to choosc the sector of grectest
tension between the two. opposing camps as the starting p01nt for a
general agreement in Furope.  This 1s truc both for Donn, in its.
insistenee on cxercising almost o ri ht of tutelage over the relations
between the Testern couatrlhs and the GDR, and te a certain degree on
tying together the scparate -gquostions of the non-recognition of the
GDR and of the castern frontiors\(tho subject of the gquostion of
nuclear -arms is insteoad more autonomous), and for East Berlin when it
links the problem of its rccognition to that of . the rclations between
Bonn and. the eastern countries. The {inding of a solution for
Germany, in fact, must be censidercd as but an elcwuent, no matter how
crucial a’onc, of a more gencral Zuropean agreement and, in any ovent,
as the final—result'of the gradual hormdliz:tiqn of,East—ﬁes%‘rclatiohs._:

It is 0"enorally agreed that the solution of the Gérman problem is
dircctly linked to a general re-organizotion of interstate rclations.
in Lurope, and it thus remains for us to consider whnht concrcte
prospects exist‘today'in-this dircction. There ors certoin reomarks
which can ko made in this regord. There is no doubt thnt, even heyond
the policics of the statcs themsclves,- thore exist strong objective
incentives for eliminnting the system of two opposing alliances and
for strengthening inter-Buropcan relations. On the cconomic level’
the general industrial developnent and the gradual standardiszo tlon
of production and techhology which have taken placoe among Turopean
countries works in the dircetion of greater Buropean coliaboration, .
(This is that much morc truc in the casc of tho Dastern countrics
vhich nced to become part. of thc international market .and to attain .

the more advanced fechnological level of the “estorn countrics), ~The
great development of activity on the culdural and social level vhich
has -faken place in Burope both on the mass and on the $lite lovels | B
also constitutes an importont stimulus for the growing contocts between
East and “/est. And this subject couwld be annlyzed at greater depth
in order to.sinsie out the forecs and the socinl groups- which have
been exerting pressure in this direction. Today, in fact it ls .
society, thot is, somcthing beyond the structure of Stuues and alllﬁnceo,,
which tends to strengthen the trend toward a morc marked Luropean
interdependence on the vorious ccomomic, social nnd cultural 1Cvéls.

A13. these elements, when ioken together, tend to modify the s5it-
uation of precarious stability which was crested in recent years and
to cncourage a new internaticnal vpolitical ordcr on the Duropcan
continent., The gquesiion is now being raiscd from all sides if the
Yestern and Iestern alliances will be able to revain their prescnt
structurcs much longer. In the cnsc of Nato, whose member states will
in 1968 ve faced with the problem of roncwing or not, their member-
ship in that alliance, revisions and ronovations arc being called for
in order to mcet the nocc081ty for more open rele vtions with the
Fastern couniries and for a more cfficicnt parinership between “Jestern
Furope ond the United States. As for the ”ﬁfo“w Puct although the
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twenty-year date of expiry in 1975 is still quite distant, it seems
propable that someé type of internal reform will take place well before
that date. Here, too, it is not merely a qusstion of affronting the
problem of relations with the West but of estabiishing a new basis for
the relations among the IZuropean Communist regimes themselves and bet-
ween them and the Soviet Union. 3Both of these cases reveal the strict.
correlation which exisis betwsen the trend towards opposition to the
respective hegemonic power, and the drive To reconstruct a Buropean
equilibrium which is based on the more dircct participation of the small
and medium-sized powers.

It is precisély in such circumstances that the Soviet thesis presented
at - -the Conference of Bucharest in 1966 and restated this year at Karlovy-
Vary for the establishment of a system of European security is significant.
The moment, even from the psycholczical point of view, is a favourable one
for an initiative of this type, and in addition allows the Soviets to emerge
from a dangerous state of political and diplomatic inertia in Zurope.

Even if 1t is no simple matter to define the eastern proposals on the

basis of that which, aside from several fixed peints, is generally ex—
pressed in the documents from Bucharest and Karliovy=Vary, a few initial
observations can be made in this regard. For Moscow, the Buropean
security project is to gradually set up a series of diplomatic agreements
among the countries concerned, which will deal both with . a mutual guarantee
of the borders and nuclear disarmarent, and with economic, cultural aru
technical cocperation based less on the balance of power than on a relation-
ship of reciprocal- trust. Although the formula of' the elimination of the
blocs has been éxplicitly adopted, it does rot seem that the Soviets fore-
see, at least not in the near future, & total dissolution of the alliances,
but rather a reduction of their mllLtary character and the preservatlon of
their politieal structure. ‘

The modification of-the European state system through mutual agreements
which will be able %o create an atmosphere of ftrust among the countries
concerned, will ensure the preservation of the two blocs within, however,

a broader general internztional structure. This would allow the develop-—
ment, even or the bilateral level, of more open and direct relaticns bet-
wenn the Buropean countries under the umbrella of a multilateral system.
guaranteed, it would seem, in the final analysis by the USSR and the United
States. Moscow's attempt, vis-a-vis the United States, to become the pala-
din of a pan-Furopean movement in such a way as to exclude the United States
or at least to reduce its role within the Security Pact is, nevertheless,
obvious. But we are dealing with an attempt alone, because within the
eastern camp itself this hypothesis, which would give too strong a role to
the USSR and to the TFederal Republic, will be considered negatively by the
various Communist regimes concerned as they are with malntalnlng s certain
‘equlibrium in Furope.

The European security plan deals with the German problem in the usual way;
that is it calls for the formal partiecipation of .the GLR, her state sover—-
eignty fully recognised, in ‘the cnllective system. Thus the consolidation
of the status quec of the region oncé =2gain appears to be the basic objective
of the Soviets with the advantage, with respect to the past, of being able
to count-on -an East Germany which is strong on the economic and social

level and, at least apparently. has achieved a certain stability on the
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pelitical leVel.' But this ‘ls not merely an attempt to ensure the partlclpa—
tion of the GDR in the negotlatlons and thereby %o 'guarantee her legitimacy
as a state in such a way as to bring about de facto recognltlon by the' -
Western countries, . &s was the case. at the time of the firsi proposals '
on European security presented. in the mid-50's. By making - the' Bast German -
presence at the conference table a. precondltlon for a European conference,' :
the Soviets are attemptlng to pre~establish a. position of: strength for -
themselves in the future dlscu551ons of which Germany represents, one of -

the basic themes. ' In the event that their proposal might not be accepted -
the USSR will in any case he left with a good card which she can pldy

on the propaganda level regardless of what would be her real reactlons,.u
not to mention those of East Berlin (and Warsaw)

Bven 1f at present we are faced only w1th the p0351b111ty of negotlatlons
on the topic of European security, given. the hesitations of the Soviets ™ -
themsélves to. indertake negotiations.of such importance, it is necessary el
to begin to deal with the question. In fact it could net be said, at-

least: for the. time being, that the terms of the problem and the p0331b1—3'j
lities of alternative proposals have been sufflolently analysed by WesternT
political circles, '

It-is not?pure chance that several of the most authorltatlve appeals 1n o
this regard have stemmed from groups in the Federal Republic who are
werried by the absence of Western counter—prop0oals. The fear of these‘
groups is that the Soviets may be allowed the advantage of taking the _
initiative without being forced to commit themselves to the idea of ne-
sgotiations, This would allow Moscow to unload a part of the! 1nterna1 ten-
~sions of the Communist camp onto the Western camp therby accentuatlng -
its uncertainties and divisions without having its real.intentions put
to the test., There is no doubt about the fact that deep. lels;ons ex1st
- among . the p01nts of view of the Western allies on the p0551ble forms of ”
" "an-international settlement. For the United States it is essentlal that
- the two alliances continue to exist (even if it is willing to accept someé
revisions) as the only -effective guarantee of equilibrium in, Europe-"'
rather -than attempting to set up new and equally artifieial systems of ~
- relations. among the states, it is worth—whlle for the moment to. rely
upon’ the Russian—American bipolarity. As for the German problem, as is
perhaps demonstrated by the reduction. of troops in the area, it does not
seem - that VWashington intends. to commlt itself in search of new effectlve
'solutlons., ' -

De Gaulle s France, én the other hand, would like to put an -end to the“
present system of alliances and negotlate the Geérman problem dlrectly
with the USSR within the framework of a Pan-Buropean agreement which -
would exclude the United States. . Paris would aim at the preservation

" of -a divided Germany, making the domestic evolution' of  the GDR a pre—
condition to any agreement. As for the other Western countries such as
Great Britain, Italy - etc. which are also able to-play a role in this -
question, it does not seem for the moment that they are prepared to go
beyond general formulations which are not politically blndlng.. , '

This 81tuat10n explalns Bonn s ooncern and_ its call for. the-development
of a common p051t10n on the German problem. The position.of the West
Germans is becoming increasingly. delmcate g1Ven ‘the obJectlve dlffloultles
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in 1mpiementing"a‘po11cy line (and let us leave aside obJectlons relatlng
to~the real limitations of this policy) on the buSJS of an autonomous
“platform which is not. coordinated with that of its allies. Despite the
. prestige of whlch it dlsposes the Federal Republic is not for the time
beirig, as the latest developments in her Eastern poliicy demonsirate, ,
- capable of putting the situation into motion and arriving at an agreed-
upon solutlon to the German problem on her own. The Soviets on:the other
hand, well aware of the situation, are trying to capitalise or Bonn's
sense of isolation in order to weaken her contacts with hashlngton and

to play up the hypothesis of direct negotiations.

The'~ only Way out of thlu 51tuatlon lles not 1n Bonn's renun01at10n of an’ :
autonemous policy as regards a problem ¢rucial to her national inteYest,

but: that it succeeds in coordinating this policy with general Western:

pOlle. » 1t is necessary tec rcconsider the various problems in such a
way {5 il be ‘able to face the negotiations with a united vosition, bearing

in mind the pogsible terms of an agreement which can only be the result of .
reciprocal concessions. If the goal is a change in the European and German
status quo then it is necessary to know the limits of the proposed obgectlves
and to ¢learly delineate their contours in such a way as to prevent, among
other thlngs, confuslons of a semantlc order.

This i partlcularly valld for the concept of the status quo whlch has so
often been adopted in the German casé. In fact, a distinction must be )
nmede between the concept of territorial status gue, that is the preserva-
tion of = terrltorlally distinct Bast Germany, and. the concept of a poli~ =
tical-: status quo, that is the preservation of the present East German .
regive, Whereas on the first point, -the terrltorlal one, Bonn is beglnninglf
to demdnstrate greater flexibility, it does not seem willing to compromise
on the political rnature of ‘the Ulbricht regime. The maintenance of the '
1lleg1t1mate nature of the East Berlin government ig the condition laid
down by Bonn for its partieipation in any future negotiations on the grounds
that the present East German regime has lasted thanks only to Soviet support
and does.not enjoy & legitimate popular consensus. The problem of the GDR
status will thus represent one of the fundamental topics of negotiation on'
which comprémises cannot be made prior to arriving at the negotiations )
themselvés. The Hallstein Doctrine, it is maintained, has served to make
the problem of East Germanrrecognition a question of international im-
portance, and thus can only eventually be abrogated at the conclusion of
international negotiations. Otherwise Bonn would end up participating

in negotiations having abandoned, -a priori, her strongest card, and making
the acceptance of the Soviet thesis dn . outcome to be taken for granted

Given everything which has been sald up to this point, it seems clear that
given the prospect cf general negotiations in ‘the future, the fate of
Germany's future "structure will depend on the. more general fate of BEuropeé.
In this regard, =slbeit simplifying to the greatest degree and presenting
the possible outlinés of a new European state order in the most abstract

of terms, 1t would seem that two hypotheses could.be made. :

I ~ The process of the dlssolutlon of the present alllance system w1ll be
carried through to its logical conclusion; the naticnal states will take
on a new lease of life with the result that Furope will pass from the
present -bipolar eguilibrium to a traditional status quo founded on a
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balance of power among. states. Paradox1celly in an era which would witness
the reconfirmation of those values favouring. the identification of state ‘
and nation, the Germans would be the only divided people deprived of’ this

- right. The risks.implicit in suck a situation are obvious. The Federal
Republic,  lef% on its own and orientated towards the creation of a unlted
German state would end up by destroying the established equilibrium, It

is dlfflcult, in fact, to think of dimplomatic and military formulas which-
would be capable of- contulnlng the thrust of a CGermany charecterlsed by
increasing economic and social growth and by uncontainable polltlcal aspira-
..tions. In the absence of .effective supra-national structures in Furope
which would be a2ble to bridle the Federal Republic and protect the GDR, a .
ranid absorption of the latier by a unified Germany is not to be excluded.

. The process of reunification could also come zhout by psaceful means; as
the result of domestic political and social developments within the two
Germanyg ,but this would not alter the grave conseguences which reunlflca—
tion would have for the Buropean equilibrium . “And. the prospect of the
creation of -a unified, disarmend and necutral Germany witlkin a system of
national states hardly appears realistic. The memory of ‘the Versailles = .
experience, which led in the period between the two wars to the création =
of a Buropean systen which was incapable of contajnlng the asplrgtlons of
an unsatlsfled Germany, is inevitable. :

In reality, in ordcr to guarantee a new luropean state system which is.
“bared ‘on the division of Germany or on a united and. neutral Germany, the
participation of a United States and a Soviet Union whe are-in basic agree-
ment is necessary. 3But given present conditions.this: scems hardly llkely
even granting the possibility of a substantial improverment in MoseoW~
Washington relationg once several crucial points of friction (the war in,
Vietnam etc. ) are overcome- and above .all it would reconstruct a situation
of bipolar hegemony, this time explicitly agrced upon, which is precisely .

‘ what a new Europcan settlement would be c'eels.lng to ellmlnate., :

zmII - The process of the erosion of the present alllances will be 1nter-'.
preted in all its positive aspects and thus in hoth the Eastern and Westarn
“blocs new forms of ecoromic and politieal association will be created anong.
_the member states.” The European Communist stotes will arrive at a reorganl—'
sation of their mutual relations ‘both as regards the relations among the
People's Democracies themselves and those between them and the Soviet Unlon=
- The Western countrles, on the other hand, will create an analogvus situa- -
tiony; that is to say that they will put the relations within the Eurcpean
community and those between the latter and the United Siates on a new basis.
The possible solutioneg, both in the Bast and the West, present a very broad '
_range of alternatives depending on thé degreesof autonomy and of .intar- '
dependence which are proposed. What is important is that certain rigidities’’
in”relationships within the alliance are eased, and that more efficient -
structures are developed in order to find a correct point of equilibrium.. -
between the necessities of pluralism and of collectivism. This would be-
followed by a change in Bast-West relations of either a bilateral or multl—’”
lateral nature depending ‘on the prevailing trends of the period. On the.
basis of thls reinvigorated and mére flexible equilibrium the creation: of
an effeetive security system would be e0381b]e with the greatest probability: -
of success.

In a Europe in which the national motive vere tc give way to & broader
conception of community, a just solution could be found even for the
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problem of Germany. The'sﬁrengthenwng of relations between the'Eas%ern
and Western countries and the gradual relaxation of the’ Buropean atmosphére
would dedramsitise the Germah guestion and make the reunification an objective
to be .considered in a historical context; it thus would have a series of -posi-
tive consequences. To begin with, in the even’ of domestic pollt+cal crises
in the GDR, which are not.be completely excluded givén the rigidity of the
_ regime's present structure, these developments would impede- such crises from
degenerating into a popular wave of nationalism with all the imaginable-conse-
quences to the international order. In the second place, it would chcourage
..open and positive relations between Bonn and Eazst Berlin whose possible result,
.at the end of a lengthy evolutionary process of mutual relations, could be the
reconstruction of CGerman national unity. By beginning with partlctlarly important
contacts in the economie, social and cultural fields, it would then be possible
to proceed to increasingly close relations of a political nature. The pheno-
.menon of a reunification attained within the framework of a European security
system would not give rise to external tensions because it.would have eliminated
any drive for revisionism on the part of the new, united Germany.

What is more probable, however, is that in the climate created'by Buropean
-.normallsatlon, the basic elements which constitute the Federasl Republic and the

~J GDR will be strengthened, thus leading %fo a definitive confirmation of the

ex1stelce of twe Germanys; and this weuld occur without giving rise to external

_3pressures and without the aggravation -of mutual wntagonlsm.‘.ln-ﬁhis way two

autonomous (German states would be created;. each with. its own distinct national

‘and polltlcal physiognomy, cach endowed with an important role within its

respective system. The case of Austria, a German country which has succeeded

in gradually creating its own naticnal physiognomy and whlch‘today enjoys

.. a well-defined autonomous political and territorial personality,.is of ten cited
in support of the -realism of such a prospect. But it is obvious that we are

dealing with an example which has its owh particuler characteristics.

In the case of the GDR which, regardless of whether ot not any ‘domestic conso-
lldatlon takés place, is bound to remain a national entity with spe01flc charac-—
torlstlcs many questions (given the intrimsic difficulty of transforming the
national motlve into a basic element in its structure) remain unanswered.  Among
all the Buropean countries, Fast Germany is fthat which has the ‘strongest need to
participate in-supranational arrangements. For this reason limited forms of region-
. al integration with West Germany itself, or with its Eastern neighbours, - Poland

~ and CZechoslovakia, are not be excluded. As for the development of the East Berlin
" regime, that is, the liberalisation of its doﬁestlc-policies,‘thieiwould be greatly
~-facilitated by an atmosphere of detente and normalisation.

It is somewhat more difficult to hypothe51ze today about the trend which such

" liberalisation would take. The idea put forward in some quarters of the trans-
formation of the regime into a Titoist style state does not seem to take suf-
ficient account of the deep diversities in the origin and the development of
these two Communist states, Yugoslavia and Bast Cermany. Oh the other hand, the
possibility of an evolution of the traditional democratic type would appear

to be rather remote considering the profound economic and socizl transformation
- through which the country has passed in recent years. In any event, in the case
of both of these - hypotheses, we are entering the rezlh of" abstract speculation,
It is impossible today for us .to evaluate the international and domesiic factors
which are likely to influence the course of the evolutiOh.‘
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THE RELATIONS BETWEEN THE TWO GERMAN STATES ~ A
' PIVOTAL QUESTION OF EUROPEAN SECURITY ,

SR ' ' , .' by Professor Stefan Doernberg, SRS
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r’r

The creatlon of a lastmg European order of peace through a system of colleouve
sécurity wins an ever increasing number of active followers among the peoples of
Europe. The governments of the Socialist states have submitted for years numer-
ous proposals for a détente in Europe, The leadmg politicians of the West .
European states also-come to realize to an increasing extent that the creation of :

a European system of security is possible and also necessary in the interest of -* -~
peace and the well-being of all peoples of the continent in spite of the ex1stence of‘ ’
two opposmg political and somal systems in Europe, * '

The relations between the two German states are of great 1rnportance w1th regard
to the efforts for European security. There are above all the followmg reasons '
for it:- . . , L o

(1) “The frontier between the GDR and FRG is the only- frontler between two
‘European states that is not recogmzed and therefore a permanent scource
of danger. L

(2) The frontier between the two German states is:at the same time the longest
line of separation where the two opposing social and political systems in
Europe and the two biggest military groupings meet.

(3) - The relations between the two German states are marked by the GDR’
recognition of the sovereignty of the FRG while the FRG not only ignores
the sovereignty of the GDR but also regards it as its declared aim{o .
eradicate the existence of the other German state and to mcorporate it
" into the soc:1a1 and political system of the Federal Republic, .

(4) The differences between the two German states are not primarily based @ ° -
on state interests in the ordinary sense, but they are governed by social
and class contradictions, These widen even more the rift between-the . .. °
two German states and make the regulation of their relations, which'can -/
only proceed from the status quo more dlfhcult but also espe01a11y neces— o
sary. . . :

The basic requlrements of a stable European order of peace are above all T
- recogmtlon of the existing realities, above all of the ex1stence of two soc1a1
systems in Europe as well as on German soil; S i

— Trecognition of the territorial status quo in Europe, including all existing
frontiers, of the principle of sovereignty and the equality of all states;
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- readiness for disarmament measures, above all for the. conclusmn of a treaty
on the non-proliferation of nuclear arms;

~ readiness for the simultaneous liquidation of the two. military groupings and the
dismantlement 6f military bases on foreign soil;

- condemnation of non-European military conﬂicts',-ahovea.u of the US aggression
in Vietnam which is an imminent danger to world peace,

It is in the interest of all European peoples to meet these requirements since they
contribute to a high degree 1o safeguarding-their national existence. . The govern-
ments’of most European states already see the'necessity of meeting these require=
ments, though without making it their declared policy to stick to them in any case.
Although it is therefore a matter of generally known and recognized principles

they are not yet reality, The main reason for this is the resistance of one of

the most powerful capitalist states in Europe, the Federal Republic, which in
accord with the policy of war of the Johnson administration exerts pressure on
other capitalist states of the continent, For the West German government the
implementation of these principles is a serious obstacle to its great power aspira-
tions. It thus not only endangers the peace of its own people but also the securlty
of the peoples of Western Europe. . .

The reason for this is that the rulmg quarters in the Federal Repubhc occupy key :
positions-in NATO to which a number of European countries are linked, They. ..
occupy a dominant position in the EEC and the goal they pursue is the political,
economic and military unification of Western Europe under their supremacy,., From
this position the Federal Republic pursues its dangerous great power pol1cy Wthh
shows 1t to be the mam troublemaker in Europe. .

In the Federal Republic the same soc1a1 forces are in power as in the German :
Reich before 1945, Key positions are even occupied to an increasing extent by
persons who worked in the time of fascist dictatorship as state officials, officers’

in the Wehrmacht or in thé most important economic positions,.. They have not:
given up the goal of achlevmg supremacy on the continent, an aim which was also
pursued by German fascism during two world wars, and therefore refuse 1o re-
cognize the social, political, military and mternatlonal status quo which has
emerged in'the last 20 years. Components of this status quo are above all the
frontiers established as a result of the Second World War, the existence of the-
sovereign socialist GDR and the special status of West Berlm accordmg to inter-
natlonal law, : : N v
Bonn is the only European governrnent to demand the alteratlon of the status quo in
Europe. This manifests itself in its refusal to reccgnize all European frontiers,
in its nuclear ambitions, and above all in its pretension to. speak for-all Germans,
a potential declaratibn of war against the GDR, which is flrmly rooted in the
socialist camp. g } -

This policy is the main obstacle to a European peace settlement., Fa:ilmg to récog—-
nize the current relation of forces and encouraged by the imperialist war adventures
in Vietnam and the Middle East, by the reacticnary putsch in Greece and the atiempis
of NATO on the neutrality and sovere1 gnty of Cyprus, the Federal government now
pursues its goals still more energetically, The ruling circles in West Germany
openly solidarize themselves with the aggressors and the global strategy of the war-
party of the'USA on which their actions are based., They use their temporary
successes to stir up anti-communist hysteria. Thus they create a hotbed for the-
policy of the'neo-Nazi NPD which tries to outdo the CDU/CSU in the proclamation

of the expansionist programme.



The emergence of neo~Nazism in the Federal Republic has aroused concéern among

- the peoples of Europe and the world. = This concern was expressed in the declara-
tions of the Soviet government to the governments of the Federal Republic, the .
“UShA, Great Britain and France, handed over on December 8, 1967, -

The declarauon, th.ch was presented to the government of the Federal Repubhc,
) Says ’ . . -

‘";.-..:.-Those circles i the FRG who today unscrupulously step on the plai_forrri"of_
nazism again, obviously consider appropriate too the current international situation
in which the peoples are more and more often confronted with the aggressive and
adventurous acts of the 1mper1a.hst powers.

"By giving scope to the act1v1t1es of the neo-Nazis the West German p011t1c1ans

want to demonstrate overily that the FRG is standing in line with the currently
acting aggressive and war forces and that it intends to make a contr1but10n to the
sharpening of the international situation-in the future, too," .

Inspired by the benevolence of the CDU/CSU and particularly by its fight wmg,
the leaders of the NPD went a step further than the governmernt party'at their party
congress in Hanover, In addition to claims on territories of Socialist countnes,
they also made claims on.territories of the other neighbouring eountries of the
Federal Republic, on Northern Italy (South Tyrol) and-on the mcorporatmn of
Austria. :

The' power of the soc1ahst camp and the acuvny of the forces of peace in the cap-
italist countries make more and more. governments, also of capitalist countries -of
Europe, proceed from'a sober assessment of the relation of forces and explore
new avenues of secunty through relaxation -of tens1on. . '

In order to prevent further mternatlonal 1solat1on,attempts were: made durmg the
formation of the Kiesinger government. with the:participation of Social Democrat

ministers to camouflage West German pelicy as a pollcy of European securlty and
policy of détente. !

Kiesinger's goirernmental- declaration of December 13, 1966, avoided in a very-
striking manner and in contrast to Adenauer's and Erhard's practices the whole .
vocabulary of the Cold War which was either replaced by more conciliatory form=
ulations or many a problem was completely ignored. ‘The hew Chancellor main<
tained that "the will to peace and understanding among the peoples was the first
word and the main concern of the foreign policy of this government".

The governmental declarauon also said that for the Federal Republic the German
'queshon was' a rnatter of "peace and democracy".

However those searching for the concrete contents of these slogans of understand-
ing were dlsappomted Neither could one find the recognition of the Oder~Neisse
frontier in the governmental declaration nor the recognition of the existence of

two German states, and in vain did one look for clear formulations as regards the
Munich agreement as well as the:renunciation of nuciear armamant for the '
Bundeswehr. o .
It is a result of the vigilance of the peoples and the activity of the peaceful forces -
that the Federal government has to drop its camouflage more and more, - Asa =
result, the Bonn policy has not become léss dangerous, but it is more patent °
where the forces can be found who jeopardize European peace,

;I‘gél’? Federal Chancellor Klesmger told the Eoonormc Congress of the CDU m
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‘"One has 6 know ‘what is meant by this detente. If one understands by this:a.use

* that the stdtus quo must bé put up with ....s,then our policy of détente has indeed

not been understood,” (Bulletin of the press and information office of the F'ederal

government, Bonn, 31,1 1.67.) . )

On’ October 13, 1967, Kiesinger praised before the Bundestag the Social Democratic
ministers who have completely submitted to this conception of the CDU/CSU and ..
cited Willy Brandt, "We shall not.tolerate, take part in and talk about the retbgtu—
tion of the regime over there under mternatlonal law",

' (Bullet16n o’;‘ the'press and information office of the Federal Republlc Bonn, -
17.,10.67 : . '

And on September 21, 1967, Minister Wehner emphas1zed three essential’ pomts
of West German pohcy agamst the malntenance of the. status quo by callmg ‘
unacceptab1e° ' . Coa . .

"t (1) recogmtlon of Wést Beérlin as an independent pol-itical entit‘y; i

N (2) recognition of the other part of Germany as second soverelgn ‘state of the
C German natlon, and . )

(3) ‘recognition of thé Oder-Neisse lme as fmal frontler.“

(Frankfurter Rundschau, 22.9.67. )
This was still more clearly pointed out by Minister von Hassel when'he called the
iflcorporation of the GDR the prerequisit to a European ordex of peace.  Von
Hassel wrote in the official press service of the:CDU on November 2,-1967: - °

"But the forcible mainténance of the separation of Germany is one of the important
centres of tension in Europe and therefore Europe cannot find its peace in the long
term untll the reunification of Germany., We thus- Speak of a European order of .
peace as a long-term goal of our policy."

And Bundestag Deputy Gradl of the CDU made it clear in the monthly "Berliner
Politik" of December, 1967, that the Federal government also wants to make thlS )
concept bmdlng on other states, .

"German policy. must cont:mue to be mtent on making foreign countries show an |
attitude of non—recogmtlon taken by the Federa.l government towards the 'GDR' n

This attitude of the Federal Repubhc proves two dlfferent thlngs'

(1) Most concentrated expressmn -of the Bonn policy are its efforts at mcorporatlng
the GDR and the refusal emanating from this goal to recogmze the German
state of peace according to mternatmnal law..

. '(2) o Tﬁe government of the Federal Republlc doés not want to keep to the gener-
ally recognized rules of international law and tries instéad to force upon. .
other states its aggressive legal concention. This attitude shows itself
in the "inalienable legal positions” proclaimed by Benn which are contrary
to international law, Under Adenauer they were formulated as "right to a

home™ and are today "enricied" by the sole representation obligation for all

Germans proclaimed by Kiesinger and the pretension to propose’td ‘the GDR réla-

tions which ake declaredly not to be regulated by the recOgmzed rules of mter-

nat1ona1 law, 3 : , .

The Federal Republic declares to be willing to regulate its relatlons with all

states by negotiations and offers declarations on the renunciation of force, ' This

policy is reduced to absurdity by the ruling circles themselves because they are
not willing to renounce expressly and definitely all territorial claims, because
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they refuse to drop their sole representauon pretensmn for all Germans and beCause
accordingly they neither want to enter into negotiations with the GDR on an equal .
footing nor are they ready to regulate their relations with the GDR, e.g. through
the conclusion of a treaty on the renunciation of force wh1ch would be bmdmg under
mternatlonal law, :

But since the decisive fromtier between the two German states runs between‘ two
social systems and two military groupings, all "proposals for a détente" are only
camouflage as long as they are not directed to the GDR and the other European’ ..
states in the same form and with the same binding force forx, w1thout normal relatlons
with the GDR there cannot be a European détente. v

In the recent past the thesis has been propagated in the Federal Republic that the e
relations between the two German states are not a matter of relations under inter~
national law, but at best under constitutional law, This is to;justify in a.new. '
disguise Borm s alleged right to interfere with the internal affairs and above all
with the development of the social order of the GDR and to regulate the .Character ..
of the relations with the GDR on the basis of the West German "legal posmon“ L
instead of according to the rules of international law. T

The sole representation pretension was thus made more and more the 'e.ssence;a'nd'. )
irrevocable principle of the Federal Republic's Eastern and German policies with
the sole representation pretension draped as "sole representation obligation",

Federal Chancellor Kiesinger declared in this context,

"We have also made a few terminological changes which alarm some people; by
using less the term of sole representation claim, we do not drop this legal claim!
(Bulletin of the press and information office of the Federal governmént, Bonn, -
27.6.67.)

The parliamentary Secreta.ry of State at the Federal Chancellory Frelherr von'
Guttenberg characterized even more clearly the policy of the Federal Republic in
a speech delivered at Konigsstein (Taunus).on July 28, 1967: . "There.will be no
change in the Edsiern policy of the Federal governrnent. The world has changed.
To this the West has responded with its policy of détente ~ I say so_- called .
policy of détente, - This includes that German policy adapts itself to the dﬁferent
scenery. .- Methods must be adapted to the specific situation. But that does not
at all- mean that indispensable positions are nibbled at."

(Neues Deutschland Berlin, 16.8.67,) .

The purpose of the Federal Republic's decided mamtenance of the claim to speak for
all Germans and .consequently the non-recognition of the GDR was explamed by the )
influential politician of the CDU Ernst Majonica:

"In Germany it is our duty to interfere., We must connect the isotation of ..t:he GDR
with our greatest possible influence." - Voo
(Politische~Soziale Korrespondenz, Bonn,: 15.2i67, )

And the speaker.of the Bundestag Eugen Gerstenmaier went so far as 16 claim at
the Party Congress of the CDU- at Nordv.urtte mberg on June 24, 1967:"

"Recogmtlon would condemn every attempt at exerting mfluence on the Zone as
interference in the internal affairs of foreign states: = So it is clear that the ’
Federal government resorts to political, tactical and termmologlcal manoeuvres
under the pressure of the different balance of power. or pubhc opinion-but that it
does not give up polltlcal pr1nc1p1es and - if necessary. - is ready- for a direct
armed cotiflict iri ¢ase of a different assessment. of the. situation. .. . What official
politicians cannot express openly is plainly formulated in the press organs of the
Springer concern which influence the citizens of the Federal Republic by their
circulation running into millions,
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So "Bild- Zeltung" wrote in a comment on the aggression of Israel against the Arab
states that certain conclusions can be drawn from the events in the Middle East
which go well for the situation in Europe too. "Our Arabs are Walter Ulbncht'
People s Arfmy or the Czechs or. the.Poles or the three of them," : S

The pohcy of non~recognition of the GDR is to serve as legal protection for the
interference of the Federal Republic in the internal affairs of the GDR in future”
too w1th the employment of rmhtary means not excluded.

- The parliamentary Secretary of State at the Ministry of Defence, Eduard Adorno,
confirmed this lasting orientation on the potential employment of mllltary means
when he said that a powerful Bundeswehr is a prerequisit to efforts at finding
"acceptable pohtacal solutions for political problems still exnstlng in Central
Europe", : : s
(Kolnischer Stadtanzeiger, 4.5.65.) : : .

In the draft of an action programme of the CDU, submitted at the begmmng of 1968,
the following prmc1p1es are laid down:

"There cannot be recognition of a second German state ... .The state and economic
order in the Federal Republic must be comprehended as an all-German task.,"

The policy of the FRG is not.only: d1rected against the GDR. Its aim is the alter-
ation of the status quo in favour of the Federal Republic, "Therefore the German
Federal Republic welcomes and supports evgy move towards a detente if its goal
is to overcome the status guo'," {(Von Hassel, ib. )

The sole representatlon pretension and the refusal to recognize the GDR under .
international law are concentrated expressions of this policy of altering the
status quo in Europe.

A flrst mam reason for the claim that the recogmtlon of the GDR under inter-

"

‘-effectlve obstacle 1o the expansmnlst tendenc1es in the Federal Repubhcg.
It would thus be an nnjortant ._guarantee for security and _peace in Europe.

The government of the Federal Republic tries to exert pressure on dbther states and -
to_dictate to them how to form their relations to the GDR. As far as the somahst'.
countries of Europe are concérned, their representatives have clearly affirmed
time and again that the recognition of the existencerof two Germah states and the
establishment of normal relations of all states with the GDR are a preconchtlon for -
the creation of European securlty. . T '

Durlng thelr deliberations in Karlovy Vary the representatives of the Communist’
and Workers' Parties of the European states stated that the renunciation of force
binding under. international law, recognition of the existing frontiers, including

the state frontiers of the GDR, rununciation by the Federal Republlc of its revan- -
chist policy and its renunciationof-the access to nuclear weapons in any form are
prerequisits to the establishment of normal relations between all European states. .

The leading politicians of the West European states also realize more and more
that progress on the road to the relaxation of tension and creation of a Eurcopean
security system is only possible with the participation of the GDR. '~ Neverthe-
less, the West European states do not yet oppose resolutely enodgh the sole S
representatlon pretension of the Federal Republic,

The_second. main reason for the c:la1m that the recognition of the GDR under
international law is in the interest of all Furrlpean states 1s that it weould
be an expressmn of the soverelgntl of these states,
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- In the struggle for a stable European order of peace, the German Democratic
Republic plays a leading part. As reliable ally the GDR by itsconsistent policy
of security largely contributes to dooming to failure the plans of the ruling circlés
in the Federal Republic which are directed against peace and -security. Moreover,
the GDR is one of the most important industrial states on the continent which also
uses its great economlc power for.the formation of an order of peace in Europe.

A third main reason for the claim that the recqgmtlon ‘of the GDR under
international 1aw is in the interest of the European states is ‘that it
would mean a strengthening of the forces of peace and security in Europe.

The GDR develops its social order inspired by the confidence of its citizens and in
close cooperation with the other socialist countries, The GDR has at its disposal
the necessary material and spiritual means to lead socialism to victory, The GDR
does not need to be recognized by the West German Federal Republic for perfectmg
the construction of socialism. But in the interest of European security and the -
security of the citizens of the Federal Republic, which is $6lely menaced by the -
.current policy of the Bonn government, Bonn must be forced into recognizing the
realities and establishing normal relations between the two German states,- . To.
make it clear, the recognition of the GDR, the normalization of relations between
the two German states are not a GDR problern but a Europedn key question. . -

The normahzatlon of relanons between the two German states is in the interest of
all Furopean peoples. A unilateral approval of the alleged legal position- of the -
Federal Republic -~ willy nilly - amounts to a support of the Bonn policy which -
is directed against the status quo and consequently agamst EurOpean secunty.

The GDR has advocated for years the improvement of relations ‘between the two
German states. It regards the normalization of relations betweén the two Gerrnan
states as a contribution to the relaxation of tension inh EurOpe. This is especially
evident from the various initiatives taken by the GDR last year. . So Walter Ulbricht,
Chairman of the State Council of the GDR proposed in his message on the turn of the
"year of 1966 that the governments of both German states make an agreement on the.
..establishment of normal relations with each other and s1gn a treaty on the renunma-
tion of force in their mutual relations, : - :
In addition the governments of both German states should recognize the existing -
frontiers in Europe in identical agreed statements and agree upon the halvmg of
their armament expenditures as well as their renunciation of the possession, con-
trol or co—control of atonnc weapons.

The VIIth Party Congress of the SED held in April 1967 emphazmed anew the.neces~
sity of negotiations at government level on a basis of equality with a view to seeking
and embarking upon roads to détente, disarmament and normalization of relations
between the two German states. Tlme was ripe to change fundamentally the.
character of relations between the two German states. In s$pite of the existence

of different economic, cultural and other relations, the non-regulated relations
between the FRG and the GDR had become more and more a zone of danger for the
security of the peOples and states. For that very reason the VIIth Party Congress
of the SED came out in favour of holding talks between the heads of the governments
of the two German states, and that at the seats of government in Berlin and.-Bonn.

On May 10, 1967, Willi Stoph Chan-man of the Council of Ministers, proposed in
his letter to the West German Chancellor Kiesinger to enter into negotiations on
the normalization of relations between the two German states.

These flrst steps proposed by the GDR government are a mmlmum of what was
necessary to remove the chief obstacles on the way to the relaxation of tensmn
and creation of a stable European order of peace.

. . S
s i
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Kurt Jeorg Kiesinger, however, Chancellor of the West German Federal Republic,
rejected the proposals of the GDR government and went so far as to claim that his .
government must stick to the pretension to represent exclusively the whole of
Germany. : :

In July 1967 the GDR government addressed a memorandum to the governments of

other states in which it declared anew its readiness for ensuring European '

- security. - It emphasized that it will continue to do all in its power to bring about
normal relations between the two German states . based on equahty and to nnplement

the principles of peaceful coexistence in their relatlons. .

"The government of the German Democrauc Repubhc contmues to be prepared for
unconditional agreements based on equality and agreements -between the Prime
Ministers-of the two German-states, In a¢cordance with this, it is in favour of
talks between authorized representatives of both govérnments for the preparation
‘of these negotiations .... Peace and security make it necessary for the German

‘- Democratic Republic and the West German Federal Republic to take such an attitude
- 10 each other as is common among many other states with different social systems
which for many years, in Europe and all over the world, have been on good terms
in accordance with international law, for their mutual beneflt and advantage and
on the basis of agreements binding 1n international law."

(Neues Deutschland, 22.7. 196'? )

On September 18 1967 Wwilli StOph Prime Minister of the GDR addressed a new
letter to Kurt Georg Kiesinger, Chancellor of the’ FRG. Willi Stoph reiterated
his readiness for negotiations between the governments of the two German states on
a basis of equality and submitted the draft of a treaty on the establishment and cul=
tivation of-hormal relations between the German Democratic Repubhc and the
Federal Republic of Germany.

In the dra:ft of this treaty it is stated that the relations between the German Démo-~
cratic Repubhc and the Federal Republic of Germany are relations between
sovereign states of German nation which aim at peaceful coexistence and rapproche~
ment and which are marked by the apphcatlon of generally recogmzed pr1nc1p1es of
mternanonal law, . , .

Cn tius score the GDR proposed, "The governments of the two German states make
-an agreement on the renunciation of force, The government of the German Demo-
cratic Republic and the government of the Federal Republic engage themselves to

base thelr mutual relations on the followmg prmc1ples'-

respect of soverelgnty, equahty and non-interference in the mternal a.ffalrs,
- respect of the territorial integrity of the Furopean states and recogmtlon
. of the existing frontiers in Europe, including the Oder--Neisse frontier and -
* the frontier between the German DemOCranc Republic and the Federal
Repubhc of Germany, T . . 3 ‘

- recogmuon of West Berlm as an mdependent pohtlcal entlty,

recogmtlon of the mvahdlty of the Munich agreement from the very begmnmg,

~ . renunciation by both German states of the access to nuclear arms in any form
. or piling up nuclear arms on its territories," S

(Neues Deutschland, Berlin, 20 9 67.)

It was found out by public opinion polls in West Germany that due to this initiative
of the GDR more than 50 per cent of the citizens of the Federal Republic have
come to realize that the GDR must be recognized while up to 90 per cent demand
direct negotiations between the government of the Federal Republic and the T
government of the GDR. ..
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There is an ever wider circle of politically active forces in the Federal Republic
who do not only advocate the recognition of the GDR and warn against the dangerous
consequences of the current West German governmental policies, but also plead for
a discussion of the GDR proposals and develop their own alternatives to Bonn,
The scale of these forces ranges from workers to intellectuals, comprises large -
parts of the trade unions and the important youth organizations, and involves polm-
cians of all parties represented in the Bundestag at present. erters , publicists
and clergymen also play an active part in the concentration of forces of peace and *
democracy in the Federal Republic, Prof. Dr, Harold Rasch's statement is very
characteristic of these forces: SR s

"The Grand Coalition has not shown so far that it has understood the rea.l interests
of the country. The letter of Willi Stoph, Chairman of the GDR Council of '
Ministers to Federal Chancellor Kiesinger on September 18th, 1967, put forward
starting points for reasonable negotiations.  The fact that he demanded ‘the recog-
nition of the GDR as an 1ndependent state entity-and legal object of 1nternat10na1
law was no 'maximum claim' asthe government and the biggest part of
our press wants to make the people believe, but simply a matter—of-course,”
(Blatter flir deutsche und internationale Poht1k Stutigart, November 196’7 )

And.-a2 commentary entitled, "Détente Through Recognition" says;

"The cosmeticians of detente be told, 'the real rodd to détente only leads via the

recognition of the political realities, that is GDR, Oder-Neisse frontier ; the

necessity of European security guaranteed by the renunc1at10n of nuclear wea-
ns and fixed frontiers'."

Folatter fir deutsche und internationale Politik, Stuttgart, November 1967 )

The Federal Republic was created in violation of the Potsdam Agreement in

1949. It was founded with the aim of re-establishing the political and ‘économic
rule of Big Business first of all in the three Western zones to strive for a revision
‘of the results of the Second World War,

But the seolution of the national question of the German people required to learn the
lessans of German history and to eliminate those forces from the political and

economic power who are responsible for two world wars and two national-catastrophes.
These lessons of the German history were drawn in the East of Germany by the
foundation of the German Democratic Republic which was an answer to the division

of Germany and the breaking away of the three Western zones. :

In the following period the government of the F‘ederal Republic continued on its road
to the deepening of the division of Germany by joining NATO and forming the
Bundeswehr, The situation on German soil is at present marked by the existence-
of two sovereign German states with different political and social orders, In
addition, there exists the independent political territory of West Berlin which does
not belong to the Federal Republic according to international agreements,

Both the solution of the German question and above all the interests of European
security today require as a first step the normalization of relations between the two
German states, In this connection it must be noticed that these have to be set up
on the basis of usual rules of international law thus representing themselves a
factor promoting peace. That means that these relations must proceed from the
equality of the two German states, from the respect of their sovereignty and the ‘-
principle of non-interference in the internal affzirs, These principles must a.lso
be taken into consideration vis-d-vis third states, After their normalization the
relations between the two German states will show a particularity in that they are
relations between two states of a German nation, = From this result, for example, .
opportunities for the common cultivation of socio-historical traditions. But above
all they can be the necessary first stage of a later unification of the two German
states and West Berlin to a German national state which must show a peace-loving
character with adequate guarantees according to the lessons of history and the
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requirements of EurOpean security as well as in accord with the Potsdam Agree-
-ments and other agreements of the Powers of the anti-Hitler coalition,

The unified peace-loving Germany can thus only be a socialist Germany.

~The road to a unified Germany will not be short., For a long period,the end of
which cannot yet be foreseen, two social systems will coexist on German soil ~
just as in Europe on the whole. The regulation of the peaceful coexistence of
the two German states whose primary condition is the normalization of their rela-
tions is therefore the nucleus of the settlement of the German question at present
which is in the interest of the citizens of both states as well as of the European
peoples.

Walter Ulbrlcht Chairman of the Council of State of the German Democratic
Republic, sumrned up the constructive proposa.ls of the GDR for guaranteeing Euro-
ean security and solving the German question in his New Year message on the '
threshhold of the year of 1968 in the following five proposals.

(1) We Tenew our proposal for the conclusion of a treaty on the renunciation of
force between the governments of the two German states. It is my opinion
_that every West German who does not want to shoot at the GDR and its
: 01tlzens can subscrlbe to this proposal; :

@ - We stick to our draft of a treaty on the establishment and oultivation of o
relations on an equal footing between the two German states whichis
lying on the table of the Bonn government;

(3 We' propose negotiations between the governments of the two German states

as well as between the elected executive boards of the trade unions and -
- other mass organizations on the complete disarmament of both German states,

on the renunciation of the production, co-control and employment of nuclear
weapons ;  on the prohibition of piling up nuclear war heads on the terrie:
‘tories of the two German states and on the creatlon 6f a nuciear free zone in
Central Eurcpe,

(4) = Steps towards détente can be of real value only if the government of the
- West German Federal Republic renounces its aggressive sole representa—. ~
tion pretension and revanchism in any form, recognizes the existing e
frontiers in Europe, including the frentier of the GDR with the West
German Federal RopubllC and bans an y revanchist propagandaj

(5) On the strength of the mternatmnal)v valid Potsdam Agreement of the Four
" Powers, it is the duty of both Cerman states and their citizens to llquldate
mllltarlsm and nazism and to crush the hegemony of monopoly capital. -

This has been done in the German Democratic Republic, In the West German
- Federal Republic this duty has not bzen fulfilled yet.  The fulfilment of this -
duty is a tx.sm condition for the future of the nation, : B

The'German Democratic Republic and its citizens recogn"ze their dutv to help the

peace-loving and democratic forces of the West German Federal Republic politi-
cally and morally in accomplishing these tasks set by the Potsdam Agreement.

-0~0-0~0-0~0-~
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SOME REMARKS ON THE GERMAN PROBLEM

by Dr. Imanuel Gelss,
Bonn. .

For centuries Germany and the Germans have been a problem to their neighbours
and to Europe as a whole in one form or another. Twice in this century, the
haunting Gérman problem became a nightmare for the rest of the world, and but.
for Vletnarn it would still be today. -

Wars and c:onferences have been fought over the German problem, and although
present. anx1et1es may have been partly overshadowed by even bigger concerns,
potentlally the German problem continues to constitute a threat to European -
securlty. o . : :

But what 1s the German problem’i’ For want of a rational definition by someone
else, I venture to offer my own, provisionally and with trepidation,. beifig intrinsi=-"
Cally involved in it myseif. The German problem, I submit, consists of finding =~
an answer to the following question: How to organise the Germans traditionally.. T
the second biggest nationality on the Continent, placed, as they are, in the centre -
of EurOpe ). polltlcally and from the peint of view of power politics, in such a. way
that, in the long run, both the Germans and their neighbours are smultaneously
satlsfled . Such a solutlon has, so far ‘never.been found. - When Germany's’
neighbours were happy with the status quo ‘then, in the long run, the Germans
were unhappy and reacted by trying to change it 1nto their favour. - On the other
hand, when the Germans were happy with their lot, then their. nelghbours had '
reasons for fear or were actually threatened :

The main trouble with us Germans always was, ‘and still is, that we are too .

numerous and occupying or claiming large terntorles Wthh if united into one

single State, would almost automatically set up German dommatlon over Europe.
Since a powerful centre was always a threat to Europe, Germany 'S nelghbours

were interested in keeping Germany weak,

The Germans, on the other hand, resented such a state of affairs and again and
again tried to make the centre of Europe as powerful as possible. In‘their
reaction against the inevitable excess of power, Germany .S neighbours, in self-
defence, had o destroy or reduce German power to more manageable proportions
and in 1ts turn this again provoked the Germans to’ restore their former power,
etc., etc., So far, the history of the German problem has been a vicious circle
which & aturally defled any attempt at squaring it, and the Germans have not yet
found the v151on and the strength to break out of 1t. :



In order to do so the Germans would have to see and to accept the basic dilemma
which arises out of their numerical strength, central position. in Europe

economic power, technical skill and (alas, all-too-well proven) military prowess;
that all Germans can never be united in one State and be a firsi~class military
power on the Continent at the same time. In other words, whether they realised
it or not, whether they accepted it or not (and they never dld) they had, have and
always w111 have to choose between national unity and military weakness on the
one hand, and military power and national division on the other. They cannot
have it both ways, and every attempt in the past to enforce that elusive combination
of national unity and military power landed them only in national catastrophe, the
more painfully , the harder they had tried.

A rapid look at German history seen under such an angle will illustrate those
abstract reasonings and may give some hints as to the possible solution of the
perennial German problem. The Medieval "Roman" Empire of the Germans can
be interpreted as the first attempt at establishing German hegemony over Europe.
After the collapse of the Empire about 1250, BEurope was accustomed for centuries
to having a weak centire, There was in Germany, behind the contlnumg facade of
the lingering Empire, a kind of confused power vacuum, or'two great German
Powers (Austtia and Pru551a) neutralised each other. The nominal end of the
0Old Empire in 1806 only provoked the clarour for another Empire, this time more
powerful and efficient than the first one. In 1815 the European Powers, supported
by the conservative instincts of Metternich, admitted nothing more than the German
Confederation as a kind of "ersatz" for an Empire. It provided for a minimum of -
"national" unity and was so loose a political structure that it could threaten no
one, but would have been powerful enough for legitimate seli-defence, if the
German Confederation had beeh attacked from outside. Nevertheless, the
German Confederation was, in some respects, just as irrational a political
structure as the Old Empire had been, for though it comprised practically all
Germans, it also included many non-German minorities who had been conduered,
annexed or otherwise acquired through dynastic arrangements by the two great
German Powers, Austria and Prussia. Since the partitions of Poland, the
possession of Pollsh territories, in particular, had become symbolic of German
power in the East, :

In the age of growing nationalism in the 19th century, the Germans became more
and more dissatisfied with their German Confederation and also pressed for a
clear~cut solution along more national lines, But there were two difficulties,
which, in the end, helped towards the undoing of all German "national" aspirations.
First of all, the Germans never were a nation in the modern sense, i.e, a political
society within reasonably clear-cut frontiers, based on the principle of democracy
and the sovereigniy of the people, introduced by a democratic revolution or the
threat of democratic revolution., German "nationalism", it seems, has always
been a 'misunderstanding, There was (and is) no German natlonallsm but only

a "Reichspatriotism" at the best, chauvinism at the worst. Thus, the call for
a German "national" state could only end in the creation of the second Reich.
After a first attempt to re~constitute the Reich on a semi-revelutionary,
parliamentary and liberal basis in 1848/ 49, the new Reich was created, as is
known, by Bismarck in a rapid succession of three comparatively brief and easy
wars. The Second German Empire was in fact a military monarchy, with a
pariiamentary facade, super-modern in its bureaucratic and technical machinery,
and very soon also had a powerful economic basis; but it was anti-modern, even-
reactionary in its political and intellectual structures. The unification of most
Germans in-one "national" state (even if with cumbersome national minorities in
the @ast, north and west who amounted to about ten per cent of the whole popu-
lation) made the new Germany automatically the most powerful state in Burope.



Yet, at least in one respect, the Second Empire was a compromise, which

seemed to offer a reasonable solution of the perennial German problems the
Second Empire nad not achieved the absolute "national" unity of the Germans,

i.e, it did not include-all Germans, in particular not those of Austria, and its
position in Eurcpe was only one of latent or relative hegemony.  Bismarck

knew that his hard-fought compromise would be threatened the very moment Germany
tried to overstep these limits and to achieve absolute "naticnal" unity and absolute
German hegemony over Eurcpe.  This is why, after 1871, he declared Germany
to be "saturated", not only in order to dispel mistrust in European quarters about
the new centre of power and to accustom Europe to the new Empire, but also td -
warn German chauvinists who were, not satisfied with the "Lesser German"
{"kleindeutsche") solution achieved by Bismarck and almed at the "Greater
German" ("grossdeutsche") solution. :

However critical one may be of Blsmarck and his work one will have at least to
admit that he had an insight into the subtle dialectics _of the German problem. -The.
rapid industrialisation of Germany soon after the creation of.the Second Empire,

the drive of German industry in the age of imperialism soon made Germany forget

the relative restraint of Bismarck, German "Weltpolitik" tried to raise the )
Reich from the status of a continental power to a world power, equal only to the
British Empire, The-building of a powerful battle-fleet, second only 16 the . .
British, meant that the most formidable military power challenged the first naval-
power by sea as well., German-"Weélipolitik" inevitably led to a collision with

all the other world powers and thus to’World War I, which started over an apparently
minor matter, the conflict of the young rising nations in the Balkans with the dyn—
astic anachronism of the Dual Monarchy, the only German ally, and, as everyone
knew, of doubtful value. In July 1914, Germany egged or even bullied Austria

into war against Serbia; as Berlin perfectly well knew, this was bound to spark -
off at least a continental war with Russia and France, because she wanted not

only to preserve her basis for a successful "Weltpolitik" (which would have been
threatened by the disintegration of Austria-Hungary), but also her own conservative
political structure, which would have been threatened by the victory. of revolutlonary
and democratic natlonallsm over the dynastlc Dual Monarchy.

It was only logical that the outbreak of. World War T pfdduced an outburst -of
chauvinism in Germany, which crystalised into fantastic war aims, both private
and official, to expand German power both on the Continent and overseas in one
form or another. : : :

German policies in World War I represented the first German attempt in this
century to establish German domination over Europe by war, In the end it
failed miserably, and the negative resulis of the lost war were mitigated for
defeated Germany only by the now overriding interest of the victorious allies

in maintaining Germany intact as a bulwark against communism., Nevertheless,
the terms of Versailles were too hard to swallow for the proud.Germans, and it
is hard to say what rankled more in their minds and thus infested public opinion
of the Weimar Republic from the outset: the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine to
France or the resurrection of a genuinely independent Poland, which was even
handed over ex-German provinces, (but with Polish maJorltles), or the loss of
colonies or the so-called "war gullt claugse" (artlcle 231 of the Versailles Treaty).
("Dictat" in German nomenclature); or whether it was the loss of the German
battlefleet, submarines and airforce, or the reduction of the army to a professional
force of 100,000 men; oOr whether it was the demilitarization of the Rhineland
or the permanent veto of the Allies on Austria's Anschiuss, which prevented in -
1919 what would have been -~ in the hour of Germany's defeat - her greatest
political triumph, the achievement of the "Greater German" solution.. The fact
that the overwhelming majority of Germans. bitterly resented those térms and did
not see that they were objectively well founded and on the whole Just shows that
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the Germans as a polltlcal unit had not yet learned the lesson of either World Warl
or of the dialectics of the German problem :

The Weimar Republic, behind a democratic and parliamentary facade, tried, in
effect, hardly more than to re—establish a basis for the restoration of the power
of the Reich, It was thercfore only a brief interlude between the Second Reich
and the Third Reich. The transition was fluid, as domestic developments in
1918/19 and 1930/33 show, The foreign pollcy of the Third Reich in its first
phase executed the programme- of the Weimar Republic, which was, by and large,
fulfilled by 1938, It was only in March 1939, by marching into Prague and
annexing rump-Czechoslovakia under the guise of a'"Reichsprotektorat", that
Hitler overstepped those boundaries that a2 majority of Germans thought legitimate,
Yet, when World War II started in September 1939 against Poland, there was no
more than anxiety in Germany because Britain and France might mterveneo

world War II was.the attempt to improve upon the performance of 1914 under more
favourable mrcumstances. ,

As long as the Third Reich seemed a success there was no effective opposition.
Just as in World War I, Germany iried to fight simultaneously against East and
West, again with 2 marked difference: with comparative (by German standards)
restralnst and roughly within the limits of international law in the West, with
utmost savagery in the East, As in 1918/ 19 Germany tried to play off West
against East, after defeat became obvious. Most of the German cpposition,
which culminated in the abortive coup of the 2Cth July 1944, opted for an -
arrangement with the Western Powers in order to continue the war againsi the
Soviet Union, In the last months of the war, many Nazi leadexs pressed Hitler |
the same way because they became certain of defeat, and in the end, even
Himmiler tried his hand in establishing contacts w1‘rh Western allies to fight
communism, This was also the policy of the last German Government under.
Admiral Donitz, Infact, despite Hitler's refusal, during the last months,

after the Western Allies had crossed the Rhine in March 1945, the German

front in the West was practically opened to ithe advancing Alhed armles whlle
fighting against the Red Army went on as siubbornly as possible. '

After defeat, the German middle class in Western Germany supported by most -
leaders of the SPD, simply picked up where they had to leave off in 1932.
Thelr programme was a moderate version of German chauvinism of the early
thirties, subdued by the force of circumstances, Their political strategy
became that of the German opposition - banking on the West and on the
Communist scare. . They would never admit that their programme was. also
identical with that of Himmler and.Donitz in extremis.

The strategy of playing up anti~Communism, of course, appealed to the con-
servative traditions of German -society, and ultlmately, also of American and
British society. With the help of an antl-Communlst platform Konrad Adenauver
and the CDU/CSU, indirectly supported by a sham opposition by the SPD under
Kurt Schumacher, later under the effective leadership of Herbert Wehner,
succeeded in bulldmg up firsily the economic power, then the military power of
Western Germany to such an extent that, twenty years after World War II, the
Federal Republic had become the first economic and military power on the
Continent after the Soviet Union.

For all the brilliant success of West German political strategy, the leaders of
the Flederal republic could not escape the dialectics of the German problem,
In 1945 the choice - so unpleasant to German patriots .~ between military
weakness and national unity on the one hand, and military power and national
division on the other, cropped up again.



' After Potsdam, the Germans had to chioose between maintaining national unity in
one form or another at the price of future military weakness or trying to build up

~ West Germany as a bulwark against "Aggressive" Communism at the price of
national division. In the first years after the traumatic defeat of 1945, the first

" solution offered itself as the only reasonable one, and even Konrad Adenauer then
posed as its chdmpion. Very soon, however, as early as 1948, Adenauer prepared
first secret plans for a future re-armament of Western Germany. The one man who

provided the vital contacts with the Americans to prepare the change of alliances

“and the funds for financing the secret planning, was General Gehlen, chief of the
German intelligence service of the Wehrmacht against the Soviet Unicm during the
war. The overwhelming tradition of thinking in terms of power politics, of
German Reichspatriotism and of Anti-Communism, however, very soon overcame

'the phase of political sanity which seemed to have prevailed right after 1945 in
Germany. Traditional patriotism had only been paralysed for the time by the
shattering defeat of 1945, not destroyed for good. With the foundation of the
Federal Republic in 1949 the conservative forces, ably represented and led by
Adenauer, openly came to power. In 1950 Adenauer used the Korea scare to
impose the rearmament of the Federal Republic on a public opinion and a popula-
tion that were at first stunned and reluctant, but were very soon persuaded into
accepting rearmament as inevitable and profitable. ~In March 1952 the Soviet
offer of a neutralized, armed and urified Germany was brushed aside by Bonn and

 the Western Allies as an obstacle to West German rearmament within NATO,
January 1955, shortly before the Federal Republic formally joined NATQO, the
soviet Union repeated its offer, now coupled with the warning that, with West
Germany in NATO, there would be no German re-unification. Agam the warning
was scoffed at. Agaln in 1957/ 58, when Bonn started clamouring for atomic
weapons, the Soviet Union countered by warning that German control over atomic
weapons would make German re-unification even less likely. -

- West German rearmament under American pressure as part of the cold war, compli-
cated the .2rman problem almost irreparably and made it -~ once again -  highly

_ explosive. Although Adenauer and his propaganda had claimed that West German
rearmament would lead almost automatically to German re-unification "in peace and
freedom", German re-unification henceforth became totally illusory.  Adenauer
‘and the Americans were helped in imposing rearmament on the Federal Republic by
the traditionally conservative and anti-communist structure of German society and
also by the heavy-handed and widely unpopular régime in Eastern Germany.
Nevertheless, the dialectics of the German problem gradually made out of the
Soviet zone another German state, the GDR. It was and is the logical product
of the incompatibility of power and national unity on German soil. Because of .
historical handicaps, any reasonable consoclidation had been denied to the GDR for
more than a decade: her territory was less and more unevenly industrialized
than the Federal Republic; because of the American refusal in 1946 to allow the
Soviet reparations to be taken from West German current industrial production, the
Soviet Zone and later the GDR, had to carry the burden of (morally legitimate)
reparations for all Germany unt11 1955, when in the Federal Republic the "economic
miracle'", largely manipulated by political expediency, was already in full swing.
Finally, because of the greater economic attractions of the Federal Republic and
the political clumsmess and regidity of the GDR even in its officially post—Stahnlst
era, about three million people left the GDR up to 1961

The permanent "votmg by their feet" was welcome 1o the Federal Republic for two
reasons: economically, the refugees provided a fajrly regular supply for the
rapidly expanding West German industry. Politically, it had an unmeasurable
propaganda value in Bonn's fight against East Berlin, When, in November 1958,
the Soviet Union raised the question of the status of Berlin, the exodus from the
East reached enormous proportions. The so-called "Berlin ultimatum" was
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cleverly exploited by West German propaganda, both officially and privately, in
particular by the press of Axel Caesar Springer, who in early 1958 decided to go
into politics with his press concern, The success of the "economic miracle",
of rearmament and the apparent willingness of the Americans to appease resurgent
German chauvinism even on the point of atomic weapons,, ‘made German chauvinism
cock- sure. By summer 1961 the situation had become so critical for the GDR
that, in a kind of political desperation, the wall in Berlm was built to stop the
exodus into West Germany.

The political consequences were shattering. In both West and East Germany
there was a feeling of deep shock. In the GDR people were embittered and many
may have regretted not having gone to West Germany earlier. But after the
first shock had worn off and people realised that life had to go on, the wall,
however disagreeable even to its builders, began to show-those polltlcal results
cne could reasonably expect if the Government of the GDR made the best of it
economically, the GDR began to recover, now that there was no longer any danger
of being bled white to the advantage of the Federal Republic.  People came to
terms with the existing political order, which, in its turn; began to relax its
pressure on the population, even though in a rather jerky and uncertain way.

On the whole, the GDR did consolidate politically, internaily, and, to a certain
extent, also externally, in spite of the constant propaganda barrage directed
against her from Bonn and in spite of the emotional handicap constituted by the
wall in Berlin, which rendered German division visible and concrete in its most |
literal sense. The GDR, however reluctantly, has at last been accepted by
her own populatlon as their state and is being widely accepted in the international
world, although, for political reasons, formal diplomatic recognition is still
lacking cutside the Communist countries. '

Perhaps even more complicated were. the consequences of the Berlin wall in the
Federal Republic., At first the reaction bordered upon collective hysteria, in
particular amongst the SPD and in Berlin, The SPD tried to overtake the
CDU/CSU on the right, while Adenauer and even Strauss were surprisingly calm.
A few weeks before and after the weeks of the elections of September - 1961,

note of despondent realism crept into the general excitement, again Surprisingly
nourished by such Conservative groups as that represented by the Catholic
Conservative weekly ‘"Rheinischer Merkur". Then it dawned upon some people
that, as it was said, the time was coming when the Federal Republic would have
to settle the debts of 1945 which had remained unpaid ever since.  But after the
new Adenauer Government had been formed, the old rot continued, at least super-
ficially, National 'a'emagogy flourished and the Federal Republic, as a whole,
moved even further 1o the right. - This development was strengthened by another
consequence of the wall, Now, that the steady source of cheap labour had been
abruptly stopped, cheap labour came as a kind of sub~proletariat from Southern
FEurope, Turkey and Algeria. As a result, a substantial part of the West
German population déveloped a new kind of xenophobla whlch was av1dly exX-
ploited by West Gerrmian neo—chauvmlsrn. :

The main political consequence of the Berlin Wall, however, was to make all
Germans see that the sirategy of re—unification by a policy of strength had
miserably failed and some Germans began to realise the dialectics of the German
problem. Frém that time on|, a certain polarisation in West German public
opinion set in, at first hardly noticeable., On the other hand, the wave of neo-
chauvinism was mounting in all political parties., = The visible part of the iceberg
was to take the organisational form of the NFD, which, ironically, only helped the:
rest of the world to see and understand the new dangers from that direction.

West German neo-chauvinism only hardened its will to enforce a solution of the
German problem along its own lines, i.e., re-unification of Germany within NATO



(no neutralization), return to the frontiers of 1937 in the East, and control over
atomic weapons.-. This became more or less ‘the official programme of all three
major political parties in Adenauer's last years as Chancellor and under Erhard
(1963-1966).- More than ever before the arguments of national "self-détermination"
and of "equality" for the Germans were advanced, OffiCialiy, no one.took note
that such a political programme could only be fulfilled by war.  On'the other hand,
the group of those who had always opposed German re-unification gradually became
larger and larger. Until 1958 they had pleaded for German re~unification on the
basis of neutralization. After the CDU/CSU had rearmed the Federal Repuklic
and now used the slogan of German re-unification, as it were, offensively, they
were prepared to accept Germany's division for the sake of peace in Europe and
pleaded for some kind of political arrangement with the GDR. Since the wall,
they had gradually won adherents, in particular amongst intellectvuals, since about
1964 also amongst students.  Although there does exist a political party which
holds the same line, the "Deutsche Friedensunion", that group is politically unorgan-~
ised, because the DFU so far, has been ineffective.  Yet its influence has spread
under the Grand Coalltion to the point that Chancellor Kiesmger dubbed it the
"Anerkenungspartei” (the party for recognising the GDR). ~* The new, but "~
politically unorganised, "Anerkennungspartei" may perhaps remain w1thout
parliamentary representation, but the logic of events will probably ensure 1ts
victory, perhaps even within the established parties,

By the end of 1966, the crisis of the Federal Republic had developed 1o such a
point that some drastic measures seemed inevitable: the economic miracle at -
last showed signs of coming to an end, the discrepancy between the ecoriomic and
rnllltary power of West Germany on the one hand, and her unsatisfactory political
status in the world on the other, had made a new chauvinism respectiable; as
represented by Strauss and Springer in its more exireme (or open) form by the
NPD, which, however, raised new and old suspicions abroad. The new wave of
chauvinism had neither been successful in furthering re-unification nor the revision
of the Oder-Neisse~frontier nor control over atomic weapons by the Federal
Republic, It was in order to save the CDU/CSU from total bankruptcy that the
party dropped Erhard and turned to the SPD, who, under Wehner, was only too
willing, at last, to join the Government. The Cabinet of the Grand Coalition
proclaimed the need for a new policy towards the East.and even the GDR.
Although so far, there has been no dramatic change in its substance, but only

in its verbiage, 1t would be unfair and unwise to.deny that, for all necessary
scepticism until real degds are forthcoming, certain changes have taken place
and are taking place, This will require some explanation in order to avoid
mis-understandings: : '

Since the official general programme of the Federal Republic as outhned above
(German re-unification within NATO and without massive guaranties to Germany's
neighbours and the otheér interested powers, return to the frontiers of 1937 and
control over atomic weapons) could only be implemented by another war, and, on
the other hand, the Government and the political parties always affirmed that they
would try to realise it only by peaceful means, it had become obvious that one day
the leaders of the Federal Republic would have to make up their minds about
priorities: whether national unity and power for Germany, or peace in Europe
and the worid, was more importart to them. In other words: they will either
have to abandon their claim to peaceful methods for reaching an unrealistic goal
(and make war, as has been discretely advocated privately for years, or they will
have to abandon their unrealistic goal in order to preserve peace. That day of
decision is rapidly approaching or has perhaps’already come, The 51gnif1cance
of the Grand Coalition in that process is at present hard to gauge, unless one is
prepared to fall back on crude classification. One reason is that the process
of political re~orientation in the Federal Republic is just beginning, another is



"that because of the growing tendencies in the Federal Republic towards a kind of
parliamentary oligarchy, institutionalised by the Grand Coalition, it is'particu—
larly hard for an outsider to know and judge the true reasoning of the ruling
oligarchs. But the following provisional analysis seems to make sense: it is
more than probable that the fathers of the Grand Coalition, originally, just '
wanted to carry on the old, discredited policies of neo~chauvinism, but now more
elastically and cleverly disguised behind fine words about a new policy etc.

Yet by the logic of their new verbiage they already have, probably against their
wish, changed the climate of public opinion considerably, so that heresies of
only a few years ago are now becoming commonplace. This new climate will,
on.the one hand, certainly drive the right even more to the right and help the
NPD to a spectacular victory at the polls in 1969 (20 - 25% of the votes , my

. -private. guess). This will be the moment of the real crisis because the right’
wing of the CDU/CSU under Strauss might be tempted and even strong enough

1o co-operate with the NPD, either informally, the NPD remaining in the
"opposition" from the right, or forrnally by a CDU/ CSU-NPD coalition govern-~
Inent '

On the other hand, the logic of the status quo and of events in Europe may force,
rather reluctantly to be sure, the ruling oligarchy into a direction which would
lead to a tacit dropping of the unrealistic and dangerous programme, even if -
behind a camouflage of "national" propaganda, This would strengthen the
forces of sanity in the Federdl Republic, and they, together with a re~opened
oligarchy might be able to master the impending crisis. In any case, we are in
the midst of a political polarisation in the Federal Republic, which will become
ever more pronounced by the present or coming economic crisis. The elements
of both political sanity and insanity are growing in Germany. The ruling
oligarchy, as represented by the Grand Cozlition, have probably less created
.than marked a new phase in German history when, for the first time an open
situation is developing again, when signs for not only bad solutions prevail (as
usually), but also signs pointing to a sensible solution of the German problem.
The Grand Coalition may either break down under the pull of such divergent
forces within German society or may join the elements of sanity, because they
are at least paying lip—service to a solution of sanity.

The solution will have to come from inside Germany. The outside world can
help in that very complicated and delicate process by remaining on the alert,
but refraining from crude and heavy-handed interference. The world should
neither indulge in undue optimism, leading to a new kind -of appeasing German
neo-chauvinism, nor in undue pessimism, condemning all Germans wholesale as
hopeless pOllthal idiots or criminals. Any solution of the German problem must
first be worked out by the Germans themselves, accepted by them politically and
emotionally and then will have to be translated into terms and treaties of inter-
national law.  The main job will have to be done by theelements of sanity in the
Federal Republic themselves. They have to overcome the demagogic slogans

of "self-determination” and "equality" for the Germans, slogans, which'in the
past and in the present, only serve as a camoui lage for ambitious power politics,
-They have to make the majority of Germans realise the dialectics of the German
problem, which they cannot run away from unless they want to face the punishment
of losing everything. . They must convince their compatriots that the perennial
German-problem can only be solved if Germany accepts a second rank position
amongst the -powers of the world.

The only solution possible, of course, is not new and has become commonplace
for the world outside Germany: since the Federal Republic consistently spurned
the solution of German re~unification on the basis of military weakness, neutral-
ization and international control, she has to accept the only other alternative: the
division of Germany, an arrangement with the GDR to the point of diplomatic
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recognition, recognition of the Oder-Neisse frontier as permanent, no atomic
weapons for the Federal Republic in one form or another, Only then will it be
possible again to have normal human relations between the population of the two
German States, which have arisen on the territory of the former German Reich
since 1945, Such a solution must not, necessarily, exclude a long-term devel-
opment leading to solution No. 1 (unification plus neutralisation), but this would
be a very long and complicated process, probably taking decades.  Without
accepting, without mental reserves, the second solution, the first solution will
hardly ever be possible. But even if Germany is never again re-united in one
form or another, the Germans ought to realise that there is no¢ law in nature,
history or politics which lays down that all members of a language~group have to
live in one state. If circumstances run counter to their political unity and if
members of that language group lack the political skill to bring it about and main~
tain it, they will have to put up with other solutions. This is such common-sense
that no further word needs to be wasted here,

~0-0-0-0-0-0-



INSTITUT INTERNATIONAL DE LA PAIX’

La Conferoncu sur les bloc 8, le p¢obJeme aWIemaqd et l’ﬂveﬁlr de lgFuroue

Vienne, les 6 et 7 mars 1968

L' OCCIDENT BT L'UNITE ALLEMANDE

I - Los fondements historiques du probléme

- T . : : par le Pr George& Gor4e¢y : :
: - S ERSRT de 1'Institut d‘Etudes Duropéennes
' S o ‘BruXQLles.

Le troité de Moscou a été presque universellenent accueilli cvee feveurs Il
faut pourtant convenir qu'il n'y a pas de proportion entre les espoirs qu¥il
a fait naftre et son objet propre des plus restreints, En effet il ne consti-,
tue méme pas llamorce d'un queleonque désarmement. Les grandes puissconces cof-
servent intégralement leur effroyable pouvoir dé destruction planétaire etrion
ne les cmpéche’ de 1'augnenter encore. Méme pour ce qui est son objet propre,
1'interdiction des essais nucléaires, sur terre et dans lfespace, nlest pas
compléte ; les Btats se sont réservés de rovenir sur léurs engegements au cas
olt elles s*y sentirajent contraintes par des raisons impérievseé de " séeurité,
Aussi n'est-ce pas por ce qu'il consacre, mals par.ce qu'il annonce que]b pao-
te de Moscou prend sa s:ggnd.flchtlone Vers quoi doit-il déboucher ?°  Vers la
stabilisation et l'orgénlsatlon de la coexigtence, vers le pacte de non—agres—
sion dont M, Spaak s'est fait un des principaux promoteurs entre les puissan-
ces du.NATO et celles du pacte de Varsovie, Iei il $'agireit dlun acte diune
toute antre portée, Certoins diront pourtant t "L'un et l'autre de ces systeé~
mes d'alliance ne s'affirment-ils pas strictement défon81fs ? En quoi un pacwr
te pourrait-il fournir un surcr01t de; nonmugr9551v1té 3 ce qu1 touJOurs a été
proclemé tel,". Et bien, non, iei il y aurait un changeient fondamental,t‘est
que, si de part et dtautre, on proclame ses 1ntentlons paclfiqu935 encore 8&.
refuse~t-on 4 les reconnalire & 1'cdversaire. La rsison dtétre de chacun de
ces systémes dalliance, ¢’est uhe ambition expansionniste illimitée prétée a-
l'autre ; volonté d'hégémonie mondiale attribuée ici au comumunisme, nature im-
périeliste prétenduement inhérente au capitalisme,

UN PACTE DE NON-AGRESSION

Faire un pacte de non~agress;on, o] est non seu‘oment reconnaltre 1tintérdt
mutuel 4 éviter 1’aneantlsuement atomique, mais aussi reconnaitre la posaibi=

*Le Professeur Goriely n's pu, pour des. raisons de santé, terniner le texte
qu'il préparait pour cette conférence. Il nous a sugeéré de le remplacer par
un article qu'il ecr1v1t pour "Le Cahier" en 1963 et dans lequel il expose les
éléments de base de son point de vue sur le probiemeu VOlLl ia rvproduatlon de
cet article, /
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1ité de forme positive de coexistence et peut-8tre de coopération, le caractd~
re durable & échéance historiquenent prévisible de liexistence sinultande de
deux types d’organisation politique, économique et socisle,

Dans cette perspective,les divers systimes ¢'organisation unissant les Btats
appartenant & chacun de ces systémes cessent d'apparaitre au regord de lfautre
comme des entreprises de domination & visée expansionniste, mais comne pouvant
constituer des formes positives de solidarité et de coopération,

’

ref, un pacte de non-agressicn serait non seulenent la reconnaissance d'un
fait quaucun hemme ne nie & savoir l'existence de deux blocs, nais aussi com-
me une légitimation réciproque du principe (je ne dis pas des nodalités) de ceum-
ci en tent que volonté plus ou moins bien réaiisée de solidarité et d'organisa~
tion,

Pour arriver & pareil résultat, deux conditions sont indispensables,

12 I1 faut qutil n'y 2it pas de contestation territoricle. Pratiquement cela
revient & sdmettre sur ce plan le statu quo. Attitude qui a, il ne faut pos
se leurrer, un aspect moralement choguant, On consacre un partzge auguel
i1 serait vain de conférer quelque fondement moral ou juridique, car il nfest
quiun produit de la répartition de la puisscnce dans le monde, répartition
dont le traité de Yaolta reste le triste symbole, Mais il y a des réalités
qu'il faut aveir la luecidité; et le courage, de reconnaftre franchement,
Jjustenment si lion veut en tronsformer certzins aspects fondanentauxz. Recon-
naltre un certain stotu quo territoriel est lo seule fagon de surnonter, de
dégeler le statu quo dans les relations.

29 11 fout non seulcnent reconnaftre le fait du grend schisme 1ié A l'existence
de deux enscenbles idéoiogiques, politiques, économiques, nilitaires diver-
gonte, noils encore chercher & s'acconoder moralenent de ce faits La non-cone
testation morale est bien plus difficile que la non~contestation territoria-
le; car elle ne peut pas siappuyer conne cette derniére sur le sinple effroi
de llapocalypse atoniques Blle demande un effort d'adaptation intellectuel
et affectif profond. Car le propre de la guerre froide avait été la contes—
tation morale radicale de l'autre. Seul on représcntait un régime conforne
& la nature de l'hemme,  aux exigences morales fondanentales de la sociétd,
4.1la volonté de Dicu ou & 1'évoiution nécessaire de 1l'histoire. L' .mutre
n'étdit gqu'un condammé en sursis livré & ses derniers soubressesuts, ou 1le
produit d'une aberration nécessairement passagére. Telle était en bref 1'ah-
titude du Secrétaire d°'Btat Dullos, telle était aussi la position du commu-
nisme dans 'sa version stalinienne ou simplement dognmatique. Pareille attitu-
de né .doit pas conduire & la guerre choude, car ltangoisse atomique reste,
pour les honnes n'ayant pas perdu jusqu'ié la dernieére tracc de rzison, pius
forte que tous les refus moraux, Mais au mieux elle est une perpétuation de
la guerre froide, elle exclut toute forme queleccngue de dialogue,

Les pires conséquences touchent & la politique intérieure. En effet, toute
expression de la pensée et des aspirations de l'adversda re ne peut aveir quiun
effet pervertissant, puisqu'aussi bien 3l représente le mnl radical, Dol con-
trble policier, voire mesures de ferreur vis-a-vis de tout ce qui est oanad
provenir de ltemnenmi, En revanche, la coexistence véritable est avant tout une
prise de conscicnce relativiste 4 l'endroit de soi-méne, On est prét a recon-
noftre quelgue nérite historique, guelque efficacité, quelque avenir & l'autre,
et on:essaye mlre de chercher un terrain commun de préoccupation, on manifeste
une volenté dlenrichissenent nutuelle.

Or, si ces deux conditions scmblent correspcndre A une évolution qui sles-
quisse de nanidre encore confuse au niveau général des rclations Est-Ouest,

cc.‘-/:\:a
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cette évolution nfest nullement entanée dans les deux Allemagnes, I1 subsiste
i2i une contestation aussi bien territoriale qutidéologique qui, tant quielle
deneurera ce qu'elle est, exclut tout pacte de non-sgrescion, non seulenent
entre les deux Etats concernes, nals entre les deux blocs dont ils sont des'
piéces uaitresses.

Nous avons en effet & falre a deux gouvernevents qui, avee des. noda’ites
varides et non parfois sans embarras, prétendent &tre chacun. le seul gouverne=
ment de l'ensemble de 1°Allemagne, ot qui, en principe; dénient toute 1égitimi-
té & llexistence mérne de 1l'autre. L'un de =es Btats, nous le connaissons tous;
et son existence ne fait, du moins en Occident, pas de probidme -+ Cfest la Ré-
pubiique Pédérale. Pour 1'autre au controire, le probigne se pose avant méne
gque 1l'état en question soit d931gne, car. la nenitére -de l'appeler représente we
prlse de p051t10no - : o : :

N

COMMENT APPELER "L'AUTRE“ ALLEMAGNE ?.

Faut-il la des‘gner BRépubl 1que démOQrathue allenande® 9 Clest lui reoon-'
naftre 1'ex1stence que ses dirigeants cherchent & lui conférer, et de plus uti-
ger un quallflcatlf qui peut difficilement nous apparaitre adéquata,"uqladlsant
RDA" ? C'test nier ce qui au moins en’ tant que fait stinpose & tous, "VOne ‘dfoc=
_cuphtlon soviétique™ ? I1 est vrai que nous vivons & uné époque’ ou, 4 1'Est con-
ne & 1'Ouest, ccoupation et presence nilitaire protegtrice sont, dans les faits,
nalaiséd 3 distinguer. On est passé égalenent en République Féderale de 1ltun
& l'autre sans que la grende nosse se soit apergue du changement. I n'enpéche
"que méne s'il y a présence militaire soviétigue, il.y o aussi, dans cette -régbon,
une réalité gouvernenentale allemande qui-est tout autre- chose quiune pure fic-
tion, et qui est néme noins alignée qu'on le croit néne ‘si ce nen-a *1gneuent se
foit dans le-pauveis serns. S .

'"Allemagﬁé centralé" ' ? Telle est en effed 1o des1gnation 1a plus frequente
dons 1s Rupubllque fuderale, nnis ceci veut dire quiil sub81ste encore, dans
nla consclence phblique, une Allenagne plus & 1'Est, au~deld de l?Oder-Nelsse.

"Allemagne de 1'Lat* 9 C est au contraire resonnaitre qu? 1 nt vy & _plus
d'Allenagne au~delad. Conne nos diplonates ne:veulent clairenment qu'il soit con-
clu & aucunec. de ces interprétations, ce n'est pas un nince probléne que de sin-
plenent désigner l*Etat dont il est question. j : - -

. Corme au moins sur un p01nt, nous voudrions que netre pensée ne préte pas 3
équivoque, nous parlerons sans ambage d'Allenagne de 1°Est. Ce qui Tnous ‘angne -
4 évoquer le probléme de 1o frontidtre de 1'Oder-Neisse.

Fort souvont, ce problinme est confondu avee. celui de la reuniflcatlona Or,
il y 2 ici doux problémes, pénibles pour une conscience notionale . restee tra-
‘dltlonnelle, nais par ailleurs sans: lien entre eux, Il n'y a aucune relation
entre l'existence présente de:deux Etats et lo perte des anciens territoires
orientaux, La premisre des situations n'est pas une viclence spéeifigue frite
au peuple allenand, nais le résultat de la répartition globale de la puissance
dens le nonde. Elle se situe trés & peu prés sar l”“lbe, elle aurait pu se si~
tuer ausei bien sur la Vistule ouw sur le Rhin ou sur la Meuse, ou sur un quei=
congue parclléle ou néridien, le rapport des forces on elit été peu+~etre altée-
ré, mals ¢e provléne en £t t resté 1aent1que dano son fond noral et pol;zzqueo

LE REFOULEMENT AU PROFIT DES SLAVES

‘Lo division de liAilenngne n ‘est en l‘oscurence qu ur; aspect de la division
gcnerale de l°’Europe. En revaonche, la perte des régions d'&uudelé du ridecan de

oeo_/ecc
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fer est née dlun indiseutable désir de refoulement de la présence germanique
dans une vaste région de 1'Europe orientale et centrale, car dtautres régions
que le Reich de 1937 ont connu un sort ddentique. Ce fut une action cruelile,
atroce méme par moments, indiscutablement contraire & notre sentiment des
droits de lihomme,jelle fut malheureusement la conséquence de praticues enco-
re plus terribles du régime hitlérien qui, en dehors de toute opéretiocn mili=-
taire, nassacra 6 millions de Polonais et au moins 10 nillions de Soviétiques.
Et por deld méme la fréndsie hitlériemne, il y cut le vieux "Drang nach Osten",
le sentiment, qui n'a nullement commencé avec 1lthitlérisme, selon lequel 1le
nonde slave, polonais et tchdque au premier chef, n'était qulun donaine de co-
lonisation germanigue. Car il est inattendu de voir les Allenands se réclamer .
de la frontigre de 1937, alors que non seulement en 1937 nais néne de 1919 A
1932, il ne =se trouva aucun Allemand reaponsable, et soit dit en passant; les
communistes noins que quiconque d'autre , pour s'accornoder dorcette frontidre,
pour ne pas considérer que le faneux corridor, le statut de Dantzig ou ic par~
tage de la Haute Silésie ne constituaient pas l'abomination de la désy lation,
Il n%est dtailleurs nullenent prouvé qufun régime non-comrmniste efit agi dif-
feremaent, et Je suis néne tenté de croire qu'une Pologne des colonels ou une
Russie tsariste ou néne démocratique eussent pu nettre noins de frein & la Tré-
nésie vengeresse, que nullement par humanlte nais par calcul politigque, sut y
mettre & sa fagon Staline.

Llexpulsion-des 10 nillions d'hommes de régions qui indiscutablement avaient
été leurs, la pertc pour le secul Reich de 1937 d'un territoire représentant
133,000 k2, un quart de 1'Allenagne alors, sont & mettre au compte des cata-
clysnes qula inévitablencnt entrafnéds la guerre hitlérienne, La grande majori-
té des Allemands en sont au fond dleuxz-némes cornscients et la maniére dont le
probléme des réfugids a ét%¢ résolu dans la République -Fédérale fait, su total,
honneur au peuple allenand., Les réfugiés posent noins de problémes & la Répus
blique FPédérale que n'en posent en France les rapatriés d'Afrique du Nord, dou~
ze fois noins nombreux., Mais clest 1i cncorc un de ces points oll la Républigue
Fédércle se montre plus raisonnable dans ses actes que dans ses principes
1*étroitesse conservatrice, le nanque d'inagination; la crainte aussi des dif-
ficultés electoralus que pourrzient provoguer les réfugiés (celle de voir no—
‘tannent se reconstituer -un parti des "Vertricbene" aujourdihui élininé de la'
‘seéne pollthue) tout cela fait que le gouvernenment fédéral ne veut pas clai=
rement reconnailtre une situation avee laguelle il slest en fait accomodd, et
qui aux yeux de tous est devenue 1rréver31ble? car néne un refoulenent inima-
ginable, du comnunisne,:ne suffirait pas & entrainer un retour expansif du ger-
nanisne. Malheurcusenent l“equ;voque gui continue & s'attacher & la politique
de Bonn en ce donmaine a des conséquences fAcheuses ; clest elle qui est & 1lori-
gine de cettE'soliQarité véritablement'contre-natpre-entre Genwulka et Ulbrichts

LES DEUX ETATS

Pout autre.est leo probleng gue. pose le partage de ce qui.reste de 17 41lena-
ghe entre Aix-la-Chapelle et Francfort-sur-Qders Toi 1z décision nest pas liée
& une volonté de refoulenent national, nais au désir pour 1'un conne pour i‘au-
tre blos de mettre dans son comp la partie de 1'Allenagne dont il avait 1la
charge, Situation gui, au prerier abord, se présente sous un Jjour sinple. Il ¥
o deux Etats allemands intégrés chacun dans les deux blocs respectifs, fort
bien intdégrés, trop bien méne par rapport & ce quiest devenue liévelution rée
cente des relations entre Washington et Moscou. -C'est une situztion dont en
fait chacun senble avoir relativement bien pris son parti, Il n'est pas tres
sfir que beaucoup ne trouvent pas cette situation préférable & bien dtautres ¢
si 1%on apprécie vivenent le précieux suroroit de puissance qulapporte la par-
tie dYAllenmagne que l'on posséde dans son canp, peut-8ire nfen souhaite~-t-on

I
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pas tellement davantage car une Allemagne de T5. OOO 000 d'habitants ris-
querait d'etre un allié encombrant.

On ne le dlt nulle part, mais plus dtun s est fait cette réflexion, a
Washington et 4 Moscou, & Paris,- & Londres,. & Varsovie et a Przgue. Vrai-
semblablement aucun homme. d'Etat responsable de 1'Quest comme de 1'BEst ne
ge pose le probleme de la réunification autremsnt que comme argument de
propagande é usage interne allemand. Aussi dtailleurs vellle-t-on, dans
les falts, A ce que cette situation ne comnaisge pas irop de branle, Com-
parée & d'autres situations semblables de non reconnailssance ‘dtun certain
statut territorial - songez aux relations entre Pékin. et Tai-Peh, entre
Eanoi et Saigon, entre Israel et ses voisins arabes -, les relatlons en-
tre les deux Allemagneg sont vraiment fort calmes. Il ¥ a deux entités
qui certes contestent, aussi violemment que faire se peut, leur 1éziti-
mité respsctive, mais qui quand meéme dans la pratique veillent é ce, que
cette contestation ne prenne -pas une allure violente et incontrolée,

On s'arrsnge pour maintenir certaines relations §1émentaires en matidre
de trensport, de communications postales, de relations commer01Qles sur-
tout, lesquelles ne sont nullement négligeables, puisque elles s'él2vent
presque a un milliard de marks dans chaque direction. Et pourtant cette
ccepuqtlon prudente dans les falts regte un refus absolu ‘en "droit,

Pourqu01° Il y a-d'abord &videmment la situation de Berlln—Ouest qui
assurément complique tout. Si .j'sbordais ce problénme- -1& j 'aurais bien
trop & en .dire, aussi le mettral—ae ‘cette fois entre parent théses.

C'est permis, & mon Sens, dens la mesure ol contrairement & ce que
1'on croit d'hasbitude, Berlin n'est pas la cause de différends opposant
¢t chacune des Allemagnes, et les grends alliés de celles-ci, mais bien
lo conséquence de ce différend. Si 1'on parvenait & régulariser lz co-
exzigsteince des deux Etats allemands, la solution du. problédme de Berlin
serait aiséec. Or qu est-oe quil ne va pas de ce cote° Pourquoi mot-on
tant de difficultés & reconnaltre ce dont on a prls généralement son
parti, agsez alldgrement méme? C'est que,cette dvolution vers laz consti-~

“tution de deux Eiats.a toujours §té nide dans son principe. Cette évolu-

tion s'est faire au rebours de ee qui avait été proclamé comme l*'inten-
tion des grands vainqueurs de 1945. Ceux-ci avaient en effet, a lo con-

férence de Potsdam, envisagé le maintien d'un ensemble unitairs. qui, -con-

formément & l'aboutissement classique de toute guerre, signerait la. paix
avec ses vainqueurs et retrouverait sa place d'Etat libre et -souverain,

.hon sang avoir diailleurs connu un long purgatoire, des restrictions et

des controles lourds et nombreux, certains permanents méme. Bn fait
Potsdam fut le dernier accord définissant uné volonté commune d'action
dos trois vainqueurs auxquéls- la Fronce était invitée & se joindre, foce
2 lc nation qu'ils avaient engemble vaincue dans des conditions si péni-
bles. Dz qu'ils furent installés sur place, il y eut un bouleversement
complet du systéme d'alliance ¢t 1l'avenir de l'Allemagne se fit gous le
gigne non d'une entente de 583 vulﬂqueurs, maig de la rivalité exacerbée
entre eux. les derniers a devoir s'en pleindre sont assurémeut lcs Alle-
mends eus ~memes qui ont profité de cette situation au-dela de ce qu'a
roient pu espérer les plus optlmlstes. Les restrictions et les controles,

"qui s'annongaient fort lourds, tombdrent rapidement et, &conomiquement,

les Allemands 8¢ trouverent' au contrulre meme encouragus, 3 1'Ouest cer-

tes, maois bientot aussi & l'Est & donner leur pleine mesure, & dépasser,

et de trés loin, une productlon d'avant- guurre,'qu‘on tenait en 1945 pour
redoutoble. Les Allemands se ‘sont trouves étre réhabilités, se sont trou-
vés reprendre lour place et leur 901ds dans' le’ monde avec une rapidité que
vraiment personne n! elt en 1945 tunuapou_ p0851ble. 8%, alors quc, situa-
tion vreoiment sans précédent, les Allemands occupent une pOSlulOﬂ de choix



-6 -

dens 1l'un et l'autre systbmo d*alliance, ils sont censés etre encore en
guerre avec leurs allies.

Clest que ls traité de. paix supposait un Etat successeur; or bientot
il s'en trouva exister deux. Cela n'était pas en sol incompaiible cvee
pareil traité: en 1914 1° Autriche-Hongrie représentait internctionalement
une seule entité &tatique qui fut seule A ddclarsr 1a guerre ¢t clest
evee deux Btats totalement distinots gu'a Saint-Germzin et a ”rlanon fut
signée la paix. Maig tout le monde reconnaissait l'existence de cesg doux
Etats ot meme ils se reconnaissaient réciproquencnt. Or rien de tecl en
1l'occureace, Ila nature des relations entre 1'Bst et 1'Oucst aprés 1945 ex-
clua lu toute politique convergense, méme 1'idde de neutraligation, qui a
pu s'imposcr pour ltaiutriche et encore seulement dans la phase post»sta—
liniénne, semblait exclus pour l'Allemagnc car celle-ci ropre scntqit un
poids trop considérsble pour qu'on se r1squa+ 3 la livror & olle-memo,
pour que, de part et d'autre, on ne sollic1ta+ somn concours, ne serait-
ce qué pour devancer les sollicltntions prévues de l'adverscirc,

Chacun dtait trop intéressé A avoir dans son jeu unc _portion du pays
pour gqu'une autre solution gque celle qui s'est imposée fut en définitive
concevable. Au moing cUt-on pu concovoir un accord sur lo dGS(CCOfd Or,
méme cela n'a pes morché, car sl on ne songeeit pas daas les foits A re-
fouler l'autre des positions qu'il détenanit, encore voulait-on avoir pour
soil la force que représentait 1'idde netioq”le allemande, le surcroit
dfcutorité que pouvait domner au régime, dont on aveit suscitd la naissan-—
ce, le fait qu'il s¢ proclamait scul ruprquntatlf de 1l'ensemble dc la po-
pulation.

LES SOVIETIQUES ONT FAVORISE LA RENAISSANCE DU NATIONALISME

Ies premiers & avoir songé & touwrner i leur profit les dispositions
nﬂtionﬂlistes des Allemands, sont les Soviétiques. En effet, 5 unc époque
ol l'imege qus se faissicnt les Occidentaux de ce gue devait otrc 1a
m:configur tion future de 1l'Allemagne dtait fort imprécise, et ol méme los
.Frongais Staient ouvertement hostiles 2 toute unité, Moscou, ct on tout
~ces leg forces allemondes qui avaient son appui, se faiscsient passionné-
ment chompions de l'unité et de 1l'intégrotion de 1'Allemhgne, & 1'Ouest de
1?0dcr-Noisse. Le nationalisme des communistos allemands est un phénomdne
fort ancien, Sous Weimar, le parti communiste a, par instont, renchdri
‘avec 1'oxtréme droite, meme nazie, dans sa lutte pour le dr01t de tous lc
Allomends d‘Autriche, de Pologne, de Tchécoslovaquie ct méme de Fre snee, h
dispoger 4' eux-memes, dons llexcitotion contre l!'"egclavage™ de Verseilles,
contre Locarno, la Société des Nations, le plan Dawes ou le plen Young,
contre l'asservissement du peuple allemond A l'impérialisme et au capita-
lisme mondisl. A cette attitude vraiment stupéfiante des communistes alle-
monds d'alors il ¥y a deux explications possibles,

D!cbord, les Bolcheviks se sentaient héritiers du socinlisme allomecnd
et lc pays par excellehice de lz révolution restait & leurs yeux 1'Allcmogne.
Quond on parlait de révolution mondiale, cela voulait dirc conerdtcment
triomphe du communisme en Allemagne. Aussi assurait-on déj> lesg revendica-
tiong neticncles d'une Allem gne virtuellement convertio oU communigma.
Mais, indépendamment méme de ceg perspectives révolutionne iros,~qui nous
parhissont aujourd'hui avoir $t¢ bien 111u501rcs il y cut, opres la pre-
midre guerre mondiale une convergence d'intérits entre les doux Bteots, in-
dépendamment de leur régime politique, dans leur lutte contre l'ordre de
1919, Convergence qui, slls aussi, peut para¥tre avoir §té foite d'illusions:
mois 1tidde de cotte convergence domina la diplomatie soviétique cu moins
jusqu'en 1934, et constitun une des constaontes de la diplomcotie du Reich
soutenuc surtout par 1l'armée



..'7.-..

Ie symbole en reste Ropallo: les conséquences prat}quas l:s plus gra-
ves furcnt que les Sov1bblques mirent leur territoire a lo disposition
de la HDeichewehr qui put per 12 tourncr px athuement toutes lus fastrlc—
tlong do Versailles, Or, =i l'accession de 1'hitlérisme au pouvoir, ni
méme 1'iava sion sovidtique n'ont compldtement détournd 17URSS d'une pareil~
le¢ politique, méme si colle-ci devait sacrifier l'orientation spéeinlement
cnti-polonaise qu'elle avait & l'origine.

"Ein Volk, cin Reich", contre les sdparatistes ¢t les démembreurs, con-
tre 1o domination de I'impdridlisme étronger - tels furent les QVincipﬁux
slogons de le SiD, et en Allemegne de 1'Ouest du parti commuuiste. L'Targu-
ment fonda mentul contre la pollthub de la Rupubllque fdadraic et contre
1l'existence mime do la République feder le &tait que celle-ci Stait 'unc
oouvre de séparatisme, que toutes ses mesures d‘ﬁntegrhtlon utlanthue ou
europdenne Etaient une trahison de 1! unité de la patrie.

Lc porspective de la réunification fut agitde jusquten 1952 par la di-
plomatie sovidtique et par les autorités de Pankow. Il y esut méme en 1950
et en 1952 des propositions qui avaient une .apperence de¢ sériéux, prévoyant.
des 6loctions libres dans toute 1'Allcmrngne. ¢n peut avoir des doutds sur
le séricux de-ces propositions, mals il est certain que la grande crointe
de 1'Oceident fut non pas leur manque de’ sérigux mals, au CQntrﬂire, leur
chenee de réussite, et qu'il mit tout en ouuvre pour uVltLr toute négocia-
tion, :

Par conséquent, l'Occldent dut se¢ faire 3 son. tour chumﬁlon de 1‘un1té
allemende, sans méme trop clairemcnt preclser les limites orlﬁnt 1cs de-
co nouveau Reich. Ce que la propagande adverse présentait comme unc consé-
cration dec la division de 1'Allemagne (alliance atlantique, intégration
guropéenne,ete.) devenait au controirc un pas vers son unité, puisque
sugsi bien 3 travers l'adhdsion au Pacte Atlantique,. 1'Allemogne obionait
le soutien des puissances "llbres" drns cette 3Lstc revendication natio-
nole., '

Le plus grave c'est que 1lcs puissances occidentales ont ‘conservé ce
point dc vua au moment ol celui de 1'URSS évoluait indiscutablement. En
offet, on n'a pos évalué & sa juste mesure c¢ qu'a représenté lo reccon-
noisseonce, en septembre 1955, de la République fédérale allemondo par
1'Union soviétique. Cc qui n'était jusque 13 que la zone dloccupeotion de
1'0TAN ou la bese d'agression américoine, devon ait soudain pour la diplo--
matic goviéiique la République fédérale, Etot & qui on ue contestait plus
la souveraineté internationale. Cette reconnaissence représcate. unc trens-
formation toftzle do ce qui fut la politique trﬂdltlonnellu de 1'Union so-
v1ct1quo 4 1l'endroit de lfAllemggnu.

II - Unc solution possible

La reconnaissance, en septembre 1955, de la République fédérale z2lle--
mande per 1'Union sovidtique, reprdésente une transformation totcle de co
qui fut la politique traditionnellc de 1'Union soviétiquc 3 1fendroit de
1'Allemeogne, Sans doute l‘Lvolutlon interne de la République fédérele

a=t-ecllec oux yeux de Khroutchev, 0té toute possibilité non sculement de
révdlution mais sussi d'une orlentatlon dlplomathue et politique pro-
orientecle de co pays, ot, apres avoir joué si longtomps la corte de 1! unl—
&, voild qu'au contrﬁlre la politique sovidtique.wisait & feire roconnai
tre le statu quo de la division., Ceci ne fut pas sans crder de trdg graves
embarros pour le gouvernement de la R.D.A., dont toutes lcs prdtcontions
politiques et iddologiques sc trouvaient par 18 dbrenlées. Meois lz grande
fhlblusse de 1'Occident a ¢té do ne pas avoir profité de cet ébranlement,
et d'atrc restd fictle X la ligne Dulles.
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Notons que cette irrdductibilité de principe de 1la part des pulssenn
ces occidentrles n's jamois prls une forme agreqs1ve ou expansionniste,
Bt le gouvernement féddral lul-mumu, quoi qu'’ en dise la provogende de
1'8st, n'a jamals cherché 1a provocation ou 1'épreuve dec forcc, une s'cst
jamais déporti dfune siricte prudence.

HEUS HORAL

Son ﬂf”irmwtion que lui seul rbprésent 2it 1la 1egit1m1tu gllumﬂndc,
1la doctrlne a 1aquelle s'est attaché le nom du président H;llSuOlﬂ,c
1:époque sccrétaire d'Etat aux affaircs §trangdres{ee qui, poroit- -ii,
nlcegt pos sans le ge sner depuls qus c‘est sur un autre terrsin, que s'excr-
ce son action), n'ont jemeis €té 1ides 2 une quelcongue volont; de¢ recon-
quito. Elles merquent un refus moral dladmettre toute omprise communiste
Sur une partle quelcongue du peuple allemand. Le 17 juin, jour de l'unitdé
cllemend, on souvénir de la révolte de Berlin de 1953, sert de thims &
des discours moralisateurs opposant 1'ordre démocratique ot chrdtien nu
communlsmu mgterlallste et ath ¢, mais il ntest rien dit qui puissc 4aé-
chainer les passions.

I1 est absurde d'accuser le¢ chancelier Adenauer d'avoir i€ ua revan-
chigte ¢t un militariste, d'avoir révé d'un nouveau Grond Reich, nlors
que c'est un homme dont toutes les attaches sont rhénancs cotholiques e
europécnnces, qui de tout temps fut anti-prussien, qufon nta d'sillours
cessé d'accuger de séparatisme rhénan, ce qui comme accusation, dans 1n
mesure ol c'len est une, est plus fondé, mais mal compatible avec celle
d¢ pengermanisme. Mais c'est par ailleurs un homme qui veui morclement
incorner ll'intransigeance atlantique, dont 1'anti-communisme cst $troit.
et sons nuonces, qui ne peut pas spirituellement se dégeger de la guerre
froide (et, en l'occurence, soulignons le mot. f r o i & e, car porsonne
moins qué lui ne soulaite quelque aventurs guerridr:). Il o &té vraiment
1'homme du statu quo, stotu quo qui signifie pour lui non pas conscicnce
lucide de certcines réeslitds, pour chercher & les aménager, mais mcointien
de ces réalités dans 1'état figé qui les a longtemps carsctlirisécs. Mais
il n'est pas comrzode de faire comprendre que le refus de toute rocommais-
sonce de 1'Allemagnc de 1'Est n'implique pas un désir de reconquéte de
celle-ci; que la non-reconnaissance de la frontiére de 1'0Oder-licisse n'ime
plique pcs un désir de bousculer les Polonais qui s'y sont ingtallés. Sur-
tout gque dlautres ont avantage & ce que ces distinctions no soilent pos fad-
tcs dens 12 conscience des gens - et tout Sp901alement leg dlflg snts ac-
tucls de 1'Allemagne de 1'Est. '

Mais olors nous en venons 2 la question fondamentole: gquelle ottitude
adopter envers 1'Allemagne de 17Est? Iei il convient de distingucr rigou-
reusenent deux questions, le plus souvont fa cheusemant confonducss Faut-
il edmettre llexistence de deux Etats separﬂs, successeurs de 1'”nClCﬂ
Reich? Faut-il dommer um surcroit d'autorité et de comsleration au régime
présent de la RDD A7 Nous répondons sens hésitation oui & la promidre
questlon, aon 4 la deuxilme.

t cbord pour nous démocrates et européens, une question de principe.
Il n'est pas question de reprendre la vieille conceptlon quarcate~huitarde,
meme si on la situe dons un contexte pacifique ot démocrathuc, gin Volk,
¢in Reich™, sans quoi 1l'exigtence diune Autriche indépendante dovralt nous
indigner tout autant, comme elic a indigné en 1918 quiconque Ctdlt marqué
par les conceptioms nationalidmeirss alors dominantes.
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Disons-l¢ méme franchement: nous savons aujowrd'hui ce qu'a de relatif,
dlaccidentel, et en fin de compte d'artificiel la création de n'importe
quelle entlté étatique. On a vu dautres Btots naltre par le soule volontl
de grondes puissances ‘mpériales et pourtant perdurer: Ponama, Prensjorda=
nie. Pas plus que ftous ceux gqui culturellement,- 11ngulst1quem04t ¢thiigque-
ment sont Anglais, Espagnols, Frangais, Portugais, Néerla ndais, Arocbes,
Grecs ne vivent dans un Etot. unique, pas plus ceci ne doit etre le prlv;le—
e des Allemends.,

LE "DROIT® D ‘AUTODETER.HIl@ATiON

Ayons méme le courage de falre hardlmﬂnt 'la critique de ce prlnclpe si
vague ¢t si dquivoque du droit des peuples a dlSPOSLr d'euﬂ—memus._Car
c'est 1o droit de qui 3 dlsposer de quoi? E% apres tout le devoir preomier
deg peuplos est do contribuer A 1¥harmonie d'un certain ordre intcrnatio-
nal ot ils n'ont.pas le dréit de se donner une extension qui’ pulsse trou-
bler cct ordre., D'azilleurs le cadre dang leguél officiellement, & 1l'Ouest
comme a 1'Bst, le destin de 1'Allemagne reste pensé né corrvsppnaﬁlt nas

& 1tiadée grhndb al;emande, mais 2 1'idée grande pru351cnnc, clest-h-éire
& une conception dérivde dos vucs bismerckiennas et 1lide & une situation
goclale, militeire, diplomatique, politigue, mordle augourd'hul morte, Il
n'y aurn pos plus de nouvelle Allemagné blsmarcklenne qu'il n'y aurp de
reconstruction du Royaume Madjar de St-Btienne, de la Sudde do Gus» ave -~
Adolphe,dn Roysume de Pologne dtavant le partage de 1772, de 1n France ha-
poléOﬁlcnne ou gimplement de la Prance dans le cadre des frontidres pré-
tendlment naturelles que lui a 1ongtbmps assigné la consciencc -publique de
ca pays..' : : o

‘Mais gi les peuples n‘ont pas un droit absolu 2 détermincr les llmltes
de lcurs assisges éta tlQUmS, ils ont le droit de posséder des Etcts répon-
dant 3 cortaincs oxigences fondamentales de liberté et do justicc. Or il
est plus que doutoux que ces exigoences 501ent remplies dang l‘All&magne
de 1'Est. Ce pays cst devenuw vraiment le musée du stalinisme, car tout y
egt stclinien dans les mOthOduS de gouvernement, &'organisation ct d}épus

ration du parti, de gestion économique, de plan:fidation dons ce que celle~
ci a de Ulus contraignant avec sus mdthodes dites de compdtition socialiste,
son travail & la pidce et ses normes, son Mactivisme” (c'est ainsi qu'on
y dlsignc ce qui fut appelé en URSS sto khnnov1sme), avec son encodrement
de la jeuncsse qui évoque constamment l'époqua nazie, avec sa propogande
constantce, abrutissante ot imbécile, avec son culte de la personnalité
d'Ulbricht, ovec, snfin, son rideau de fer qui a prls une forme hideuse
et sa nglante. : :

“En feit, dans lo conflit interne entre Soviétiques et Chinois, la

place naturclle d'Ulbricht serait dans le canp desthinois. Mais alors

pourquoi conserve-t-il la faveur de¢ Moscou ot pourguoi g'est-il officiel-
loment aligné sur la posjtion de celle~-ci? Clest une vieille véritd que
la passc la plus dangereuse pour un régime ‘de dictaturc est 1o moment ot
il cherche & se¢ libéraliser. Clest quand lcs écluses s'entre-ouvrent que
lcs pessiois longtomps comprimfus se précipitent & flots., Il n'y a qu'a
6voquﬁr 13 17 3u1n & Berlin, Poznan, &t surtout 1lc drame hongrois. Or, la
dernidre rdgion ol Moscou peut ge purmettra le luxe d'une situation hon-
groisc c'est bien 1'Allemagne de 1l'Est - avec los terribles dangers que
pout cntrainer ltexistenete d'une armée on l’Allomagnu de ‘1'Oucst dont il
sorait bien difficile d'exiger dans ce éas gqu'elle rbstu 1'arme au picd,
Augsi, sans vraisemblablement rien.ignorer ni du passé ni du présent
d'Ulbricht, Khroutchev a raiscnné comme Adenauer- Keine Experimentc. Bt
ctest, semble-t 11 parce que sa roncontre prevue avec Erhord risquait
d'ab01t1r quanc meme & quelques "Experimente" que d'autres & la dircction
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du parti ont cru urgent d*empécher & tout prix pareil saut dons 1'inconnu,..

ENTRE MOSCOU ET PEKIN

Quant 2 Ulbricht, il est blen clair qu'il n¢ peut pcs sc¢ permetire le
luxe de s'insurger contre Moscou dont il est par trop dépendant. Encorc
est—ll notoire que l'action de Moscou a souvent contredit scs propros vi-
sCes. Co fut une rude épreuve que la recomnaissance de Bonn por 1o gouver-
nument sov1bt1que, qua le rcfus de cec dernler de conclure de trﬂltu de paix
séparé, réclamé par Ulbricht & cor et A cri. Jouant au confiii aved Pékin,
il 2 mis vraiment lcs dirigeants de Berlin-Est a la torture. Car enfin, 11
&toit bien difficile de sentendre dire qu un ftat socialiste était capable
d'agressivité ot de bellicisme, que face & 1'impérialisme eméricein, la
Chinc n'était pas par nature et por cssence pacifique. Berlin-Est trwlté
dc Moscow sur l'arrét des cssais nucléaircs; ericore est-ce &n lui donnont
wie interprétation quelque peu chinoise, Bien sur on est, & Borlin-issd
comme & Pékin, partisan ordent de la paix. La colombe, le moit "Fricdo" se
rencontrent & chaque coin de ruc. Mais il est bien enteondu quo poix gigni-
fic v1ct01ro du camp socialiste, que par nature le camp du Cupltﬁilsmu ne
peut etrc qu'ﬂgr9551f Tout conflit quclcongue cnire 1'Est ¢t 1'Oucst ne
pout Gire: gu'un conflit entre les forces de paix et los foreccs do gugrru.
Il va ds soi pear cxemple que le blocus de Berlin ou l'attaque de lo Corde
du Nord furent des gestes destinls 3 préserver la paix contre les entrepri-
sés dc l'impérialisme.

_ Lo régime affcctionne les défilds militaires dans un style copid cn
tout point de celul de l'ancienne Reichswehr, mais il est bien évident que
ce sont 12 des ddmonstrations de paix. "La paix est entre de bonnes mzing®,
*ost fcdé Ulbricht, aprés los grandes manoccuvres de Leipzig. Et 1l va
de soi que le "mur de Berlin" n'avait qu'un but: préserver la poix contre
les cntreprises de la propagende ei de 1l'espionnage des impérielistes. In-
versément la Républlquo fédérqle est le successeur de 1'Etant nazi el ne
peut quten avoir les visées. Mais quelle cst la signification dans ces
conditions de la cocxistence? Car enfin celle-ci n'a de scng gue zi elle
est faitc do certaines volontés et de certaines fing convergentes.-On ne
peut pas feire coexigter le bellicisme et le pacifisme., E1 vraimont 1'Al-
lemogne dc 1'Oucst est le successcur d'Hitler, il foaut en tirer lcs con-
clusions logiques et ne pas vouloir un houveau Munich, :

I1 foaut malheurcusement dire que cette propagonds, dont les fondoments
sont cxactement coux des Chinols, a une certaine officacitd, ot coci 2
causc dcs graves équivoques de la politique de Bomn. Bicn quc les craintes,
que celle-ci suscite, soilent peu fondées, elles ont pour elle de séricuses
apparciuces: lo dogmetisme anti-communiste, pendant quasi iaéel au dogma~
tisme communistc des autres, la doctrinc Hallstein, la revendication tou-
te théorique mais jamais renide des frontidres de 1937 ¢t aussi 1o préson-
ce malencontreuge, & deés fonctions dirigeantes, d'hommes au passé troy
suspceect. Il est inutile de souligner le parti qu'ta pu tirer la propagande
é¢ la R.D.A. des affaircs Oberlinder, Globke, Friankel ou Kriiger, On a
ltimpression qufau fond le gouvernement de Bonn nc chercho pas & dissiper
les malentendus que suscite sa politique, maisg qutau controire 1l y trou-
ve guclque confort. N'est-ce pas signe de son intrangigeence anti-commu-
niste, du role éminent gqu'il tient dans ce bon combat? Déplorable caleul!
Car celui-ci -a unc conséquence certaine, c'est de renforcer aussi bien la
dictaturc interne quc la position internationale d'Ulbricht. Mais n'cst-
cc peas ce qu'inconsciemment & Bonn on désire? Car avec Ulbricht Adenauer
a eu ¢ faco de lui un communiste meilleur que tout co quc sa propagonde
pouvait inventer, Avec lui, & la bonne heure! il sait ol est l¢ bien ot
‘lc mol! Au fond Adenauer et Ulbricht n'ont cessé d'entrer dans le jou
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dteutres. Car toules les méthodes- A'Ulbricht trouvent toujours une seule
¢t mémc justification: nécessité de la défense de la palx contre toutcs
les entreprises de guerre des 1mpcr1allstes. -

JUSTE COMME BNTRE BETGRADE ET TIRANA

Qteat on cxploitant cette cralnte du "ravanchisme® qu'Ulof1cht o obio-
nu son plus gros succés: l'appui de GomJlKa. ﬁtuatlon vrolment ﬂbsurue'
Lcs relations entr Varsovie et Berlln-Es+ devra:er+ normalemcnt Gtre du
mome orira QLo - ~:1mun uXLSt nt entwe Bclgvadu et Tirana. JTci, 1'homme qui
fut 1l'exdcutour en tous polnts 261§ des volontés do Staline, lfnpologlsFo'
du pactc gormano-sovidétique et 1a 1'homme gque Staline avait fait mettre en
prison et qui devalt figurcr ou rang des innombrobles victimes cxpintoires
de son culte. Ici un régime restd, en tous voints, £idéle & l'ancicn siyle,
et 12, ou contmire, lc-"new-look" avec scsg 1nccrt1tudes, sas déconvonucs,‘
mAis aussi sa séduction. '

Dt'ajlleurs les relctlons ne furent rien moins que cordiales entre -la
R.D.A. et la Pologne au lendemain 4'octobre 1956. Ulbricht ddclers criment
qu'on nc tolérerait pas de propagende polonalae dans lc R.D.A. Tt, ¢ffeom
tivoment, plus d'un communiste fut exclu du parti ou meme ‘mis cn prison:
pour avoir manifesté quelque sympathie pour la version pélonoise du socia=-
‘lisme. Aujourdthui encore &'ailleurs, les oecuvres si ricliés ct-si varides
qui sc¢ publicnt en Pologne ‘trouvent un large écho dans la RcPubllqub £écé~
ralc, mois sont bannies & 1'Est, et il est bien plus facile & -un citoyen
de la République fiadrale qu'a un ressortissant de la R.D.A., de sc réndre
en Pologne.

Juel champ d'activitu magnlflqub g'offrait dci 4 une lelomatle rfalis-
to at imeginative! Sa- tache premiére cut été-de tout mettrc en ocuvre pour
dissiper les: crﬂlntus et les rosgentiments, combien 9hp110m01uo, que 1a
Polognc pouveit dprouver a l'endroit de 1'Allemagne. Essaybr 2'¢toblir sur
tous lcs plang des relations telles que la propagande menée par 1o R. D, A,
chez un pouple devenu cn général fort allergique & tous les effets de la
propogonde, se trouve manguer compiitement son objot. O0r ce fu+ gxectoment
I'inversc qui fut fait. L2 gouvernement fédéral se refuse mime, au nom de .
la doctrine Hallstein, é:nouer lecs rolations diplomatiques normalcs-que
réclameit la Pologne et 'se priva de tout moyen d'action pour dissivner los
contrc-vérités, pourtant les plus flagronts,: Gomulka a Qu finir par sc di-
re qu'tovee les Allemcnds il n'y a déciddment ricn & espérer, ct que. pour
détostable que soit le rlgime d'Ulbricht, il est vraoisemblablomcut cclul qui
}uwr convient lo micux. Aussi ce ne fut pas une mince rdussitc des ma noou-
vres d'Wlbricht que 1f'appui, beaucoup plus net que celui de Moscou, gquc
lui apporta celui qui, dans le camp sovidtique, aurait dd Gtro logiquement
soir principal adversaire.

ROMPRE L& DILENME

On nd peut nier que, par leg graves erreurs de la'politique occidenta~
le et -de la Rdpublique fédérale en partlculler un régime qui cst devenu
enachronique dars le bloe ov1ét1que s'est trouvé fortement consolidd. Car
8i cette politique no change pas, toute la position d’Ulbricat se trouve
justifide. Bt si mome elle change, mais simplement de guerre lessc, par
concessions grignotécs, par csprit de résignation ¢t non par volonté posi-
tive d'aborder le probléme sous un angle nouveau (et tel est lc secns des
cnénazements qu'apportc constamment le ministre Schroeder & la doctrine
Hallstein) Ulbricht pourra dire que clest 13 le résultot de sa fermecid,
que ciecst une capitulation des forces de guerre devant llegprit rdsolu ct
intrensigeant du socialisme. Aussi, faut-il que 1'Occident pronnc dos
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initictives préciscs qui seules pourraicnt rompre le dilemme., I1 fout
qu'il ait le courage de proclamer ce qui est une évidence pour tous, que
lo partage dc l'Allempgne fait partie d'un dquilibre globel que 1'cn ne
songe nulle part A romectire en_question. Ceci admis, il est permis.dtaller
rdsolument auw devant dc tout cc qu'il y a de raisonnable dens lcs pronosi-
tions soviétiques: traité de paix avee les deux Etats allemands, régime
spécisl pour Berlin-Ouest lud gurantlssant son ordre interne ¢t la liberté
totale de ses comnunlcatlons, institutions de caractére confédlircl pour re—
glor certains problémcs comsuns aux All@mhnds, Cruﬂtlon, dons 1'espr1t du
plan Rapacki, d'unc vaste zone dénucléarisde ct weme dénilitcrislo. I nt vy
a donc pos moyen dialler plus avant dang ltesprit de concession,

Mois, en revanche, 1'0ccident doit &4 son tour cxiger uae conccssion
qui normalement, ne devrait pas en etre une, puisqutelle e¢st conforme aux
principes affirmés aux 208me et 228me congrés: que le parti communiste de
1'Union sovi¢tique ddnonce le régime,- la politique, les principes idéolo=
giques qui ont cours dens l'Allemagne de 1'Est dans les momcs tormes ol
il 1'e foit pour la Chince et pour 1l'Albanie.

Qu'il no dise pas que c'est un probléme intérieur & ce_pays. Lo groupe
actucllement dirigeent & Berlin-Est a &té formé, trié, aprés dc rigoursuses
épurctions, i Moscou. Ulbricht a été un exécutnnt des plus beosscs besognes
de 1'¢re staliniennc et il y a contre lui un dossier terrible qu'il convient
de publicr. Et tout, dans ses néthodes de gouvernement, indigue qu'il n'a
cn rien évolud, qu'il aborde notemment la cocxistence dans un ssprit qui
tend & la nier. '

Certcs, nous sommes congclents des troublbs gutun p“rbll °cte pourralt
auscr cn Allemogne de 1'Est, et peut—utre dang d'outres democrL tics popu-
loireos mal déstaliniséas.Aussi, 1a encore, 1l'Occident 601t—11 stre pret A
foeiliter aun naX1mum cette entreprise. Il Coit prendre 1l's egpmunu forncl
de ne pas cherchdr 3 tirer parti des difficultés qui pourr.loat naitre de
lo Céstolinisation pour une gucleonque intervention, de.nc pag reprendreo
lz pronagende irresponsable qui fut naguire celle de FPrec Europc,

I1 va song dire que la suppression du mur de Berlin doit Stre un des
objectifs deo ccite 11berqllsgtlon9 Mais 1& encore 1'Cceldeni doit sc ron =
trer réeliste. Tl est certain gutunc abolition subite risquerait dlentra i-
ner unc fuite éperdue et de vider le pays de sa substonce. Aussi, peut-on
imeginer pour un nombre d'anndes strictement limité - mettons cing au
meximum -~ le maintien d'un mur atténué dens ses effets - ou quelque outre
formule plus souple encore pourrait Gtre trouvde: il scrait por exenple
‘pernis aux Allemands de 1'Est de voyager, nais les puilssanccs occildentales
- ¥ conpris 1'Allemagne fédérale - s'engageraient & ne pes leur accorder
pour un tenps le droit d'étcblissencnt sans le consuntemcnt des cutoritdés
de 1'Allemagne de 1'Est. : -

Bref, s'il faut avoir le courage de reconnaltre ce qu'a G’inévitable
un certhln part;ge de la puissance dans le monde, et nigocicr sur cotte
base en vue &' une forme nouvelle de coopération, encore fout-il négocier
au prix fort, & un prix pour nous incomparable: la libertd des hommes!
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Conferenoe o1l Bloos, the German Problem and_the Future of Europe

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR PEACE -
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The Institute for Strateglc Studles, as a prlvate 1nternat10na1
reséarch centre, has been concerned from its inception with
problems of Bast-West relations, European security and German’
reunlflcatlon. During the last year the Institute organised a
number of study groups and meetrngs in - order to discuss recent
developments in these fields and in. particular the various .
political and militery implications of a new European security |
system. ..

In ¢onnection with these discussions three short monographs
héve been published until now, namely “Europe in the Seventies®
by Curt Gasteyger (Adelphi Paper 37), "Détente:-and Military
Relaxation in Europe: A German View® by Georg R. Bluhm (Adelphi
Paper 40) and. %Change and Security in Europe® by Pierre Hassner
(Adelphi” Paper 44). As they are all directly related to the
subjects the International Institute for Peace 1is proposing. to
discuss..at its forthcoming conference in Vienna, it is hoped

. that the following excerpts from these three papers will be a
useful contribution. Two further-excerpts were taken from a

_ draft paper by Pierre Hassner which is .scheduled for publica~ -
tion in later spring (tentative titles #The Notion of a European
Security System®), Needless to say that the views expressed
here are those of the three authors and not of the ISS.

‘I. DETENTE

————u—u—_—.—

1. _The understanding of détente

LI Lhe term detente is 1mpreolse to a degree which polltlolans
and journalists find very useful. There is no doubt that the-
objectives envisaged in the ‘individual policies of East and West
though totally different and in part COntdelOtOTy, are all :
understood as détente. +..

It 1is easrly forgotten that the teohnologloal revolutlon in arma-
ments has not .only reduced the risk of war in Europe as ‘an ulti-
mate instrument of policy, but has ruled out one of the most
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important motives of classical.diplomacy: the solution of inter—
‘national conflicts in.orde¥ to aveid- the -greater evil, war. Since
-none of the great powers can any-Tofiger allow itself to revert

to the-use or threat of force which were previously a feasible

. cmeans of asserting its interests and claims or those of its
allies, conflicts of interest, even those of great weight, are

no longer subject to the urgent pressure of having to be solved.
This state of affairs has created a new kind of policy: one which
is concerned with the control-of conflict, with arms control,

with crisis management ‘with techniques and structures which are
designed to minimize the incaloulable or explosive elements of
certain conflicts, rather than to solve them., ...

The conditions of internaticnal pélitics in Europe in the nuclear
age have reduced the incentive to find formal solutions to out-
standing political differences in order to avoild the greater evil
of war. The avoidance of war no longer depends on the solution,
but on the control, of protracted disputes. But the element which
remains, which moves the international system and still contains
possibilities of solving conflicts, is the evolution and imple-
mentation of policies which can create mutual interests and
advantages.

Military measures, which belong to the first of these political
processes, take the form of arms control policy, designed to in-
crease the ability of opponents to handle crises and the efficacy
of formal or informel renunciation of useless or destabilizing -
activities in the arms race. Conversely, military measures have

no essential role to play in the other international process,

that of solution by compromise, or only an accidental one. It

is clearly possible to create a system of increasingly close co-—
operation, accompanied by growing mutual benefits between states

or groups of states that have been adversaries hitherto, without
bringing ebout any immediate changes in their military preparedness.
If this identification of interdependent benefits were to go far
enough, a continuing military deployment might become superfluous.

The maintenance of, or change in, military preparations have, in
the context of such a process, a diminished military but an ex-
tended psychelogical. meaning. Developments in military policy
would be designed primarily to allay the suspicions of the former
adversary; a freczing of force levels could appear to be adequate,
while a decision to increase one's military strength substantially,
or to open & new round in the armaments programme, would appear
inconsistent, and likely to disturb the process of rapprochement...

These are the two approaches: the policy of conflict control by
attempting to reduce the explosive elements in the situation while
allowing the conflict to continue, and the policy of solving
conflicts by creating new interlocking interests which would make
the causes of conflict appear relative rather than absoclute and
might eventually resolve them; both these political strategles
could claim to be policies of d&tente. But if détente is taken

as the elimination of a relationship which is characterised by
competing and irreconcilable interests, claims, or challenges,

and by the fears which arise from these, then a policy which
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offers clear advantages to each 51de, dethrcnes their conflicting
interests, and possibly reduces their driving ambitions to absurdity
obviously comes nearer to the true meaning of détente than a :
procedure which simply attempts to reduce the exp1051ve danger

of continuing conflict.®

(Bluhm, PP 2-3)

2. The attitudes.of the major Western countries

%In Britain, in France, and in the other memberstates of continental
Europe — with the exception of Germany - the prevailing view is
that the military threat which the Soviet Union presented to
Western ZEurope has been overcome. But the conclusions that are
drawn from this are different. France, which considers that NATO
has solved its military tasks, has begun, independently from the .
Alliance, to prepare for the political solution of the East-West
conflict that is gtill to come: she does not seem prepared to :
accept the status quo as a solution. Britain's prime interest is
in the preservation of NATO in order to make use of its integrated
military structure for the maintenance of stability in FRurope.
Nevertheless, British politicians as well as British officials .
have shown'a high degree. of interest in the evelution of a situa-
tion which could permit a settlement of the outstanding problems
in Europe - especially a settlement of the German question which
would create greater stability by belng founded on the consent

of the people.

in the United Stafes, attitudes vary. It is frequently assumed by ‘
those responsible for defence policy that the Soviet Union continues
to pose a military threat to Burope. They are concerned to preserve
the military efficiency of the Alliance., A different group makes

use of the argument of the continuing Soviet threat to Europe in

the hope of avoiding a break-up of the Alliance befeore it has
fulfilled its political commitments. The main line of American
policy seems to have been indicated in President Johnson's speeth

of 7 Cctober 1966. Here, the political task of NATO was obviously
regarded as unfilfilled, and a solution of the outstanding political
problems - détente in Furope eand, following from this, a solution

0of the question of German reunification - was toc be attempted
through 'peaceful engagement'. :

In Germany the task of the Alliance is naturally thought to be
unfilfilled so long as no satisfactory solution has been found to
the question of reunification. There is thus & particularly strong
interest in maintaining it. It is clear that the simplest argument
is often used in the service of this objective, namely that the
Soviet threat persists. After the fall of the Erhard government,
the Grand Coalition cmbarked on a policy of an 'opening' towards
Eastern Furope. This new stage of German foreign policy resembles
contemporary French policy and the intellectual concept of peace-
ful engagement which has been developed by the American Administra-
tion, although there are many subtle variations in the three
approaches. This policy is understocd in Germany as a strategy of
détente which, -if it were extended in concert with the Eastern
policy of the allies, could be expected to 1ead to & political.
resolution of the- pmst—West conflict.w ' .

(Bluhm, pp. 1-2)
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3. Bastern Europé“ahd“détente

wig may be. assumed  that the mllltary end economic preponderanoe

of the SOV1et Union will remaln the detérmining factor in Eastern
Burope - in contrast to the positlon of the United States in
Western Europe which may further recede. Given this continuing
Soviet preponderance one is led to ask how far the present
divergences in Fastern, Europe can, or will be allowed to, develop.
After all, the East European countries, even the most unorthodox
ones, are still ruled by well-established Communist parties., Their
basis of power has certainly become more stable, but.thelr regime
has never been éxPOsé&'tb’fféé'éléﬁtidnS'éf'any'kind”df"aﬂ open
-political opposition. There may be differences in the degree, of
political, economic and cultural liberalisation in different
countries, But it is already. doubtful whether this 'liberalisa-
tion' will ever be allowed .to go as far as it has gone in
Yugoslav1a.:Harsh Sov1et criticism of the changes that are taking
place in Yugoslav1a may be ephermeral, though it ‘clearly reflects
growing concern about their infectious influence in Eastern Europe.
It should equally be remembered that, so far, most of the !'liberalisa-
tion' in the Soviet orbit has been in the economic field with the
purpose of maklng the economy of the East RBuropeen countrles more .
efflcient within thelr present pOllthal system. ...

For. obV1ous reasons the Soviet Union is less interested in any
far—reachlng change of the present military and political 51tuat10q
in Furope than the United States. She is quite aware that the Fast
European countries are more vulnerable to change than Western
democracies. Zbigniew Brzezinski rightly points out that 'only

in a relaxed international atmosphere could the hidden tensions
and, contradictions that plague the Rast, surface and hecome
_politically important. The Communist regimes, more than the
pluralistic West, require hostility and tension to maintain their -
unity'. Hence Soviet reluctance to allow any further evolution in
Europe to be more than conflrmatlon of the present status quo. ...

The preponderant and most urgent tasks which lie ahead of the Last
European countries are therefore to be found primerily in the
domestic field. The attempt of their present regimes to gain a-
broader consensus of, and a more active support from, the popula— -
“%¥ion is therefore closely linked with their determination to solve
the menifold economic, social and political problems without B
losing control over this complex and difficult process or en—
dangering their established positions. In doing so, they, too,
have acoepted that evolution is safer than revolution, and that

it is only in a relatively stable international environment’ that
such evolution cah take place. Being vulnerable to -any fundamental
polltlcal change and burdened with a great many internal problems)
the East Furopean countries will certainly not- be prepared to
accept any major change in their international environment. They
are all anxious to assert a greater degree of economic -independence
of the Soviet Union. At the same time they ars prepared to accept
that the Soviet Union is the only guarantee of their securlty and
stablllty in Bastern Burope. Under these circumstances it is ir- "
‘relevant whether they do this by their own choice or by force of
political and geographic reascns. The common objective remains the
sames to gain a2 breathing space which allows for a cautions but
unlnterrupted devclopment. Such commen objectives create a community
of interests which has little to do w1th 1deolog10a1 cohesion or
"§oclalist solidarity'. :
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There is no.doubt that Peking's emergence as 2 rival centre of
authorlty has greatly facilitated the emancipation of most of

the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe from satellite status.

But this process may soon come to a stop, Richard Lowenthal has
pointed out that the impact of China on -the cohesion of the

Soviet bloc in Europe has by now been largely consummated 'not
only because the greater tactical flexibility shown by Khrushchev's
successors and the present extreme rigidity of the Chinese leaders
-give the Bast Duropeans very little scope for further exploitation
of the dispute, but simply because the ideological factor has
hecome less central for the development of relations within the
bloc', In future the Warsaw Pact alliznce will therefore rest

far less on ideological homogeneity and compulsory 'solidarity’,
but will evolve gradually into a classical alliance system whose

- cohesion rests mainly on a community of interests.” :

(Gasteyger, pp. 5-7)

4. The Soviet Union

"The prevailing. characteristics of the Soviet approach to détente
~ and this. goes beyond the German problem - are fundamentally
different Ifrom French policy towards Eastern Europe, or the

- American approach to 'peaceful engagement', They are not co-
operation, or a form of engagement which offers mutual advantages
or Interdependent interests, but the elimination of all external
factors which could restrict the exercise of Soviet control in
the Soviet sphere of influence. In order to carry out her demand
for the legalisation of the status quo, the Soviet Uniow is
attempting to bring a Buropean security conference about in the
near future. If this conference did meet-soon, the East would
almost certainly demand detente through the enforced 1egallsa—
tion of the status quo in Germany.

There is no doubt that the Sov1et Union is at présenf fésolved
to make the fulfilment of this demand a prerequisite for any
lasting détente in Europe.®

iThere is little plausibility in the assumption that the Soviet
Union is fully prepared to support the whole European status quo,
including the Atlantic institutions and the American presence in
Europe. Certainly there are elements, even in the West European
situation, which she strongly wishes to preserve. These have to
~do with maintaining German inferiority, by way of discrimination,
special military limitations, denying her access to nuclear
weapons and keeping her from becoming a latent military power.
This is precisely what it being done by NATO and by the American
presence. Hence the tendency among many reasonable — too reason-
able - people to think that the Soviets, like General de Gaulle,
when they call for the withdrawal of American troops and the

end of NATO cannot really mean it.. : o
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This is a fallacy which is due to our lumping together, under

the name of status quo; elements which to others seem quite
separable or even incompatible, For twenty years now, the West
has tried to convince the Soviet Union {and implicitly Genéral

de Gaulle) that the best way of preventing the re-emergence of
an independent German power which neither party wanted was to
integrate Germany as tightly as possible in a Western framework.
For twenty years the Soviets have refused to accept the argument,
have regarded Western frameworks and organisations not as safe-
guards against Germany but as vehicles for her influence and
rise to power, and have bitterly Tought them, thereby bringing.
about (as in the case of the EDC and German rearmament) a more’
dangergus version of what they wanted to avoid. They are certain-
1y net totally blind- to the argument, but their attitude to the
American presence has at best been ambivalent. Signs that they
favoured it have usually had to do either with relations within
an existing WATO (where they most certainly oppose any increase
of German influence and participation, and hence want to preserve
American preponderance) or with declarations about the increased
bellicosity of a German-led Europe. Nevertheless, the fact remains
that for the time being they are confident (but for better reasons
than de Gaulle) that, in a continental system which the United
States had left, they could handle the Germans and dominate the
situation, S o -

The world would surely be a safer place if America's pelitical

" rivals regarded the American presence as & desirable means of
protecting other, less powerful rivals., The trouble is that they
don't, 'If .the Soviet Government and General de Gaulle really

are clandestine NATO-supporters, they must surely be able-to

see that the American-German psychological and political . .relation-
ship is the very basis of NATO, of the presence of American troops

" in Burope,. of Germany's feeling of security, and hence of her

lack of military ambition. However, even the most optimistic

advocate of the Washington-Paris-Moscow axis for the status quo

"~ would not deny that both the Soviet Union and France do thelr
best.to undermine the confidence and intimacy of this relation-

ship. ' S . ©

This does not mean, of course, that the Soviet Union does not
attach great wvalue to her bilateral relations with the United

- States and to maintaining whatever bipolar supremacy she can

at the global level. Indeed, this i1s likely to have a clear

- priority over her continental ambitions, just as it proved to
have over her revolutionary commitments or her Middle Eastern
entanglements. The point is that she does not.see the two

~ approaches as conflicting. Again as in General de Gaulle's case,
one tends to forget the distinction, which is as alive with the
Russians as it is with him, between the global balance and the
regional ‘one. Both regard the global balance between the United
..States and the Soviet Union as of a fact of life, which has its
advantages.and-its consequences for the Tegional one; but they
see no reason to confuse the two, and they both find it
advantageous to deny the United. States a direct voice in
continental matters., - : '
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From the Soviet point of view, there is a striking parallel
between the proposal for a non-proliferation treaty and the
rroposal for a FEuropean security system. The first is meant

as a bilateral enterprise with the United States against their
non-nuclear friends and allies; the second as a continentzal
enterprise with the Europeans against the United States. In
both cases, however, the opponent against whom the project is
really directed is Germany.

This shows in a striking way that the choice which is constantly
urged upon the Soviet between trying to collaborate with the
United States to rule Europe or the world, and trying to divide
the West and separate the United States from its allles, poses

no reel dilemma for the Kremlin. For the time being, not only do
the Russians manage to get away with their double policy, but

its two aspects. reinforce each other in two different ways. First,
the more the Soviet Union deals bilaterally with the United States,
the more she divides the West. Nothing except Vietnam and General
de Gaulie has done as much as the negotiations on a non-prolifera-
tion treaty toc drive a wedge between the United States and Turope.
Second, by working on both levels, she has hit upon the best way
to isolate Germany - a goal of Soviet foreign policy that nobody
would deny.

It is this very goal, however, which raises the most perplexing
questions about the future. Let us suppese that the Soviet policy

- of separating the United States and Germany has some success, and

that "Germany adopts a more independent line and feels less bound
by NATO. This might take the form of an attempt at & more national
defence posture, or of a greater openness to Soviet demands, or
both. What, then, would Soviet policy be?

" One possibility is that the Soviet Union, her eyes open to the

dangers of séparating Germany from the United States and con-

'1ffr0nted with & choice she is today able to avoid, would really
- go whole-heartedly in the direction of bipoler cendominium,
. giving up .her attempts to bolster her position vis~2-vis the

United States. Another possibility, however, is that she might
try to play & btilateral game with Germany. The precedent of.
Rapallo is, of course, misleading, but sc is the notion that
because the circumstances of the 1920s will not recur, no
circumstances could favour another understanding between Germany
and Russia on very different bases.,

In other words, the gquestion is Whether the Soviet'policy of
isolating West Germany and of excluding her from-the general
détente is fixed for all time or is an intimidation tactic. And

if it is the latter, is it designed simply to bully Germany into
recognising her borders and East Germany, or might it in some
conceivable circumstances lead to the kind of Furcpe implied by
the idea, alluded to by every successive Soviet dictator at one
time or another, of Germany and Russia being the two great peoples
whose mutual understanding could guarantee the peace of Zurope.

Whichever Russia's choice would be, in this hypothetical situation
in which the present tactical manoeuvring would no longer be
relevant, it secms safe to assume that she will always tend to
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go for a bilateral deal with a partner whose: collaboration she.
needs or, in her own sphere, whom she hopes to’ dominate, ratler
than for a collective security framework which would put an end
to alliances or spheres of 1nfluence. o

Perhaps, however, with polyoentrlc rebelllons in the East and
socio—economic dynamism in the West, the Scviet Union does
consider that trends are against her, and. that, to guote Fritz
Ermath, since 'the processes at work dare 1rreVer81ble, in -order
to shape the result, she must set the pace in defining the new
order in Lurope'., Ermath finds this awarceness '2lmost pathetlcal~
ly exhibited in - Soviet efforts to launch a European security
conference'. This 'would be, then, a kind of fuite en avant, a
series of tactigal initiatives resulting from a strategic N
defensive: the Soviet Union would accentuate the active aspect
of her policy precisely because she felt its basis, the status
quo in Eastern Europe, to be endangered. But this.again.. would

go to show that offence is the best defenre and that, to use a
Marzist formula, one cannot consolldate the status quo without

. overcomlng 1t " ‘

(Haséner, Adelphi Paper 44,
uncorrected proof.)

5, TheAlimitsﬂof détente

"How far can and will dé&tente go? There is no question about

the considerable improvement of relations between EFastern and
Western Burope. The network of new cultural, economic, technical,
scientific and political links has bhecome wider and denser than
ever before. Though the gulf between the two political systems
of government remains deep it no longer seems to be unbr1dge~
able. . & & .

Détente has thus made Europe realize to what extent the 1nter—
national climate has changed in recent years. Although” the con-
frontation between the two super-powers in Durope still basical-~
ly exists, the international context within which Western and
Eastern Turope see each other has altered. No doubt, the di-
versification or even disintegration of the alllances has made
the international system more flexible, But at the same time it
has also become more fragile, more vulnerable to competitive
rivalry and suspicion between formerly allied countries. In fact,
it looks as if members of the same alliance often know better
how to develop relations with those of the other camp than how
to maintain and improve the links with theilr own allies. With
the spirit of integration waning they seam to be tempted to re~
turn to 2 rather old-fashioned bilateralism as the main basis

of inter-state relations, both inside and outside the alliances.

For Western Europe this raises the question whether such a
policy is really the best means to establish a néw and better
relationship with Eastern Europe and the two super-powers. 1t
is difficult to see how successful the attempt can be 'to wean
the Bast European countries away through increased contacts and
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to prepare for a Turopean settlement' if Western Europe loses
still more of its internal cohesion. While a somewhat greater
diversification may help a rapprochement with Eastexrn Europe,
it is most doubtful whether this is equally true visg-a-vis

the Soviet Union. She will certainly try to exploit the present
détente and diversification in her own favour. Thus she might
welcome an exXpansion of the BEC if there were signs of its dis-
soclating itself from the United States and providing a wider
political framework which would hetter neutralise German in-
fluence. The entry of Britain might therefore appeal to the
Soviet Union as watering down i1ts supranational objectives,
helping to reduce Britain's oversea commitments, and further
weakening her special relationship with the United States.
Soviet support for a loosening—up of the Buropean community

is linked with her promotion of precisely the sort of bilateral- =

ism Western Europe seems ready to turn to again; both actions
are intended to reduce the political impact of Furopean integra-
tion. By also encouraging Western Europe to strive for greater
independence from the United States, the Soviet Union hopes to
increase her own influence there and bring the individual
European countries 'into some form 0of closer and perhaps sub-
ordinate relationship, thereby enhancing its power position.
relative to the. United States!'. Hence recent Sovieét hints of
the possibility of technological co-operation with Western
Europe and of a Buropean seourlty system without American
partlclpatlon..

The gquestion which Western Europe in the 1970s Will therefore
have to answer is, in the words of Marshall Shulman, 'whether
there can be enough co-ordination and_ political consciousness

in the management .of these (East-West) contacts so that the
effect will be a strengthening of European independence rather
than a fragmentation or subordination ?to Soviet. preponderance)'
At the same time, Europe must be clear how much it can realistic-
ally hope "to gain from & rapprochement with the Soviet Union on
the one side and &a greater independence from the United States

on the other. Both approaches require at least a common political
understanding on which such an autonomy can rest. One could. call.
it a kind of 'détente management'. ...

Two basic elements have, however, to bte taken into account here.
First, a Western Fuvope which demands greater responsibility o
for its feoreign policy and defence should also be able to create .
the necessary institutions to carry them out. What is therefore
required is a common agreement on whether the present alliance
system should continue, though in a2 somewhat modified form, or
whether the time has come either to replace or to complement. ,
it by a new system better suited for the requirements of détente
and greater Furopean independence. The changing nature of American
commitment to, and the basically unchanged Soviet interest in,
Europe could otherwise lead to an imbalance of forces which may
possibly enhance Western Furope's greater independence from thé
United States but at the same time eXpose it to a greater pressure
from the Soviet Union. The most important task for Europe in the
1970s will therefore be to work out, and agree on, new forms of
co—operation which help to establish a more satisfactory relation-
ship with the United States and to counterbalance Scviet power
without foreclosing a further improvement of the relations with
FEastern Furope. e.e.
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Second the Europeans must acoept that any process of ohange oT
detente as well as any progress towards the establishment of a
new security system in Europe.can go only a limited distance
without & basic understandlng between the United States and the
Soviet Union. It 1s thus precisely over Furope that the Soviet-
American bilateralism seems to crystalise., This is not without
risks because it could revive Buropean fears .that such bi--
lateralism mlght lead to someé kind of great power bargain at
thelr expense. Some West-Buropean reactions to the negotiations
on a non-proliferation treaty give sufficient evidence that these
fears are still with us. But they show, too, how fragile Western
 Furope's newly aoqulred self-consolousness and 1ndppendent
p051tlon still is.®

'(Gastejger, Pp. 13-15) -

II. EUROPEAN SECURITY

a) Some.basic questions

B#It seems that for both East and West the problem of Europeéan
security as well as the problem of German reunification were much
more alive in the early 1950s than they are today. From the:

. Germon point of view, both aspects were more urgent: there was
", then a real danger to German security, to which integration in
the West seemed the most obvious answer, and there was a real
case for attempting negotiation with the Soveit Union and for
hoping that she might trade reunification against some form of
. arms control. Of course, there may have been no more prospect
. that the’Soviet Union would invade West Germany, or give away
East Germany, in the eariy 1950s than there is today; but we
shall never know, and at any rate the uncertainty at the time
was sufficient to give rise to a genline problem of priorities
and .of risks, Conversely, from the point of view of the Soviet

. Unlon, German rearmament could conceivably have appeared as a

threat to her security, and German integration in the West as

a blow to her hopes of dominating & weak and neutralised unified
Germany._ln addltlon, East Germany was at the most precarious

. end tense moment of its existence, as- demonstrnted by the up-
.rising’ of June 1953,

In short, there could be on both sides a genulne concern for
security in the broadest sense, and & genuine temptation to
regerd the balance of risks and hopes as more favourable to a
. settlement than tc the status -quo. Today the feeling that pre-
vails 18 exactly the opposite; the characteristic of the present
~situation is the very low level of fears or of hopes, Neither
Germany nor Russia can really be worried for her security in any
immediate sense of aggression from the other side. Neither can
have any real hope of dramatically altering the status guo at
the conference table. The military balance seems stabilised; the
political status guo, in Germany at least, more and more con-
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solidated. The guestion, then, must arise: if everybody's level
of dissatisfaction is so low, why start thinking up models for
change? If the Soviet Union is so happy with the two alliances,
why does she do her best to destroy one of the most essential’
foundations of the Western one, the Amerloun—German relatlonshlp,
and why does she call for the suppressiqon of both alliances by
19697 If Germany is so optimistic about her security and so.
pessimistic about her reunificatiomn, why does she need a new
pclicy and dream of & new system? . ‘

F'or en answer to these questions, we shall need to examine more
closely the current meaning of, and relationship between, the
twin yet distinct notions of security and status quo. But a pre-
liminary and apparently flippant answer would be that, today,
the search for a European security system has nothing to do with
any direct search for security.. .

Already in the German debate of the 1950s, the proponents of a
_European security system were precisely those.who refused to - |
give priority to security. They wanted to accept risks for the .
political objective of” reunlflcation, and the notion of a
collective security system was there to buttress their claim

that one could have both reunification and a degree of security
equivalent to the one provided by NATO, Certainly today, however.
conservative the Soviet Union may be, if she were solely concerned
with securilty she would not call for the replacement of NATO and
the Warsaw Pact by a European security system in which the control
of Germany by the United States would be considerably weakened.

The truth is that we may have come out of the security dilemme

to enter into what one might call the paradox of seif-denying
security: that is, we may have entered a stage in which the only
serious threat to security comes from security being taken too
easily for granted. This, by contrast,. could not happen to the
political status quo. The essential difference between military
security end political stability is that politics is never neutral.
There can be no clear, final and mutually acceptable definition

of the status. quo. : ‘

One may ‘escape from the securlty dllemma, not from the status quo
dilemma. A policy of maintaining the status quo must, as long as
some one is challenging it, be a policy of manipulating the status
quo in one's own favour. If no one is challenging it any longer,
political attention will no longer be directed towards keeping
-it; but then the status quo policy will be replaced by an absence
of policy, end this is not the best basis for maintaining the
posture on which military security is based. Either security will
be threatened, or it means that there is no one to threaten it
any longer, in which case both the polltloal and the mllltary
pollcleu have radloully altered .

The questlon, then, is how muoh pelitical change- whether through
political revisionism, political exploitation of the status quo

or political inattention - is compatible with the preservatlon of
military security. Conversely, when and to what extent ecan political
stability stand on its own feet, without being propped by the
military balance which has-helped-te bring it about? Both guestions
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point to & third one, which is precisely the one raised by the
notion of a Luropean security system: if, deliberately or un-
wittingly, one's political objectives challenge the status quo,
and if this modification of the status quo brings about the dis-
mantling of the existing security arrangements, what alternative
security arrangements can be devised to help achieve the new .
political objectives, accommodate the new polltloal oondltlons
or guarantee the new political agreements?¥ R

(Hassner, Adelphi Paper 44
uncorreotea proof.

"f:b) Defining & _Furopean security system

iThe only wey of aoh1ev1ng Some olarlty is by exposing some . .
ambiguities. Thls could usefully be done, for a start, with the
three words — Zuropean, security, and system themselves. Their
possible meanlngs give us a useful indication of the varlous
directions in which the quest for a European seourlty system

may lead US. - -

A The term Bur opean can be taken in a more actlve or a more
passive sense, which immediately gives us the two opposite answers
to our probliem; it can also lead to a variety of conflicting
conclusicns, sooordlng to the geographloal scope it is supposed

to indicate. : .

The first dlstinotion can be made clear by asking - as was done
by one of the proponents of an "Eastern Locarnot, the Belgian
Senator Henry Rolin, whether, when speaking of a "European
security system®, we mean a "Europemn system of security® or a
"system of European security': is the result method, -the system,
to be Furopean, or only the result, the security? Are the Buropeans -
to be security producers, or only consumers? Are we to aim at the
security of the Europeans, by the Europeans, for the Europeans or.
is Burope's gecurity basically toc be provided by the two great
powers, with or: without the representatlon or the partlclpatlon
of the Europeans° o : -

Thls ocbviocusly raises the problem of the relationship between the
regional or continental balance and the global one: Probably the
most important issue as far as not only European but 1nternat10nal
security in general 1s oonoerned ‘...

B. - Tke examlnatlon of the seoond and central oonoept,‘that of
security, should go in two directions: the guestion of -structure,
of the identity and pattexrn of states concerned, and the question
of content, of the nature cf security itself, of the values it is-
supposed to preserve of the.threats it is dlreoted against. In
other words the first is the question: security: of whom agalnst
whom?, the second: seourlty of what against What¢ ,

On the first questlon,‘assumlng for the tlme belng; as an answer
to the second, that one is conceérned with the most general and un—
avoidable problem - the mllltary seourlty of states — this system
can protect: ' :



- 13 -

1) A1l the states against'a threat external
to their system

2) All the states against one of them
3) All the states against each other
4) Every state against every other

5) All the states against accidents  linked
to the system.itself; .

In the first case, the system is in fact one of collective de-
fense — like an alliance. A typical example is a cold-war alliance
in a bipolar wurld, dlreoted agalnst the threat of a more or less
symmetrical opponent

In the second one, we still have collective defense but more on
the type of the classical multipolar balance—of—-power system:
rather than holding a line against a menacing environment, it
means c¢losing a circle around the most menacing member of the
group. This can either tzake the flexible aspect of the various
powers rallying together against whichever of them threatens to
become toc strong, or the more rigid form of a peace settlement
trying to prevent a defeated candidate for hegemony from re-
suming his bid, by imposing binding iimitations on him and
commitments on his victors. '

The third case constitutes collective security proper, which is
distinguished by 1ts stress on reciprocity and on solidarity.
Like the first (balance of power) aspect of the second one, it
is supposed to be directed not against a particular enemy or & -
particular threat defined in advance, but against any of the
concerned powers itself if it happened to commit aggression;
1ike the second - (peaoe settlement) one, however, it relles on
_ the keeping of binding commitments (in this case veciprocal

guaranties of common action against any agressor rather than on
empirical power adjustments based on each state's individual
reading. of the situation and of his own interest.

"The fourth case could be said to be the same in reverse: while
equally based on the rejection of partial alliances or defense
arrangements which by ensuring the security of some might appear
to threaten that of others, and of flexible balances which might
lead to unpredictability, hence to insecurity, it 1s based on
every state insuring by itself its own security - against any
individual o¥ coalised aggressors. Instead of “all for each,
each for all%, it would be: "every one for himself¥ instead of
the complete centralisation of collective defense or alliances,
and of the ad-hoc coordinaztion of flexible balanoes, one would
have complete deoentrallsatlon. :

Even if this oompletely individuaelistic structure were attainable,
however, it would not be incompatible with some of the measures
taken in the common interest under our fifth heading - which
would correspond more or less to arms control and crisis manage-
ment: measures taken not against aggression but against the
conséequences of the existence of military establishments and
technologies. ‘and of the sheer multiplicity of states = against
war breaking out by accident, misunderstanding or insubordination
and against its getting out of control if it does break ' out. ...
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The concept of "system" appears as the most urgently in need of
clarification among the three components of the "European Security
System¥ idea. In itself, it would seem to suggest three connota-
tlons: complexity, construction and fixity. Since we speak of a
system, we can mean neither an isolated measure nor an isoclated
feature of reality, but a set of interdependent and coherent
measures or features: secondly, we seem to imply, although less
necessarily, a raticnal intellectual or mechanical and deliberate
construction, as opposed to a natural, orgenic or historical
product, with its possible confusions and hazards: and thirdly,
from this emphasis on reason rather than 1ife, one tends to assume
that although systems may be flexible and responsive to change,
they would cease to be systems if this flexibility was not meant
_to restore a given equilibrium against environmental disturbances
.o at least to keep a certain proportion or structure, and hence
a.certain permanence in the midst of evoluticn.

It is very striking, however, that if one looks at the existing
. concrete proposal for a Buropean Security System, and at the
realities to which they are meant to apply, neither of these
characterlstlos seems  universally and .unambiguously present. ...

It is very hard to say when from one or several measures one gets
.into a security system, and when the latter really implies a
political settlement. Many current proposals - in particular the
Eastern ones — include under the name of a European security
system.a package of three or four declarations or agreements
(recognition of the present borders. of the coexistance and of

its German states German renunciation to nuclear weapons Iron
aggression guarantees, nuclear—-free zones) without explaining

to what extent the list is limitative and constitutes a system
rather than an addition of measures. To the extent to which
either non-aggression between the two existing military organisa-
tions or their simultaneous dissolution is involved, these
measures certainly are based on the existing alliance system

0T presuppose an alternative balance. But the-question which -
arises is precisely: what can more adquately be called a security
system —= the measures listed under thls heading or the balance
which oonstltutes their background? ...

The crucial question about & European Security System taken in
the narrow, institutional sense is its relationship with the
present Buropean ond international system taken in its broader

- military:and political sense: is it supposed to be an addition

. to, (hence, a consolidation of) or a substitute for, the present
situation of loose East-West bipolarity in Europe? To take the
most obvious example, two standard proposals of the East, pre-
sented as contributions to a Furepean Security System, call the
one for a non-aggression pact between NATC and. the Warsaw pact
_organisation, the other for a suppression of the two military
blocs in Europe. Obviously the first proposal ‘would be based on
the existing military balance and tend to freeze the existing
political status gquo, even though, by promoting a change in the
~relationship and meaning of the two alliances, it would perhaps
"affect some of its psychologiocal features; cbviously the second
would imply & fundamental change in the international system and
..might produce an important change in the militexy baldnce even
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though a system of reciprocal guarantees or bilateral pacts might
work toward preserving some essential features of the status quo.
One finds something of this oppesiticn in Willy Brand's distinc-
tion between & Eurcpean Security System based on the existing -
two alliances (but whose actual content and contribution remain,
then soméwhat obscure) and a Furopean peaceful order based on
their replacement by other arrangements (whose precise mechanisms
for solving the security problem are in their turn obscure). ...

Bﬁt'whatever‘the typve of the solution, the basic problem appears
as that of the 1link between the various dimensions of the security
problem, applied to the particulerly complex and ambiguous regilon

.0f Burope. Geographically, the problem can be defined as that

of the relationship. between the military status and the security

-of Germany, of Rurope, and of the two super-powers. The link bet-

ween the limitation of the armaments of Germany and of the rest

of Europe goes from Versailles to the various conferences of

the fifties. But it is cobviously connected in its turn, with the
relationship between the political solution of the German problem, .
the political structure of Europe and the nature of the inter-
national system, particularly of the Soviet-American relationship.

-The uwltimate question is: what kind of Germany can be fitted in.

what kind of Europe and what kind of world? The link bétween

the three geographical subdivisions crosses with the link between
the three levels the institutional; the military and the political.
From those complex inter-relationships, the problem of EBuropean -

-security re-emerges again at the crossroads Detween the German

problem and the problem of international order; the answers must
lie somewhere at the crossroads between the two conceptions of”

stability, between the preservation of the military balance and
~the satisfaction of political aspirations. ...% . = :

(Hassner, unpublished
manuscript)

0) A model

If the solution was to‘be:found in buildingfan-abstract'institu—
tiohal model, certainly. the most satisfactory structure for Europe

"would be that of two federations of West and Fast Eurcpe, consti-

tuting an all-European confederation with Germany {from the West)
and Poland and Czechoslovakia (from the East), constituting a
special arms—control zone, and the Soviet Union and ‘the United
States being linked with each other and the EBuropean confederation
through & mutual security treaty (involving multilateral hostages,
especially in Berlin), economic association, and common technolo-
gical projects. One might even represent this structure in the
form of three circles, two.overlapping ones ineluding in a wider
one. - g ' : :
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But the very purpose of the exercise would be to show that 1nst1tu—
tional model-building is at best premature as a contribution to a
European settlement., First, a full—fledged settlement of this klnd,
which indeed would represent a genuine political revolution, could
only come at the end of a very long process of economic, social,
cultural and ideological evolution, cooperation and convergence

of which today we only witness the barest benlnnlngs. Secondly it
1s in the nature of a process which relies on 3o many levels and
is submitted to so many influences to ‘be unpredictable not only

in its course but also in its results. Its relations with the
future organisation and balance of Europe are likely to be much
more complex and less intelectually satisfying than is -imagined
eithetr by those who rely on elaborate blue prints for a federal
constitution or.a security system or by those who are content to
put -their hopés in & process which, by producing an interlockin

of interests,. would moke war impossible (which it will never be%

or unprofltable {which it- has alreedy been for quite some tlme)

The- problem of securlty, henoe of balances, will always be there..
But its political and military dimensions cannot be foreseen or
speculated upon in’ isolation from the balances and imbalances which
will result from different phases of technological and economic
progress and different degrees of political and psychological
presence and involvement.

They are bound to-disturb the symmetric structures which can be
constructed on paper. The question is whether, with the help of
political will and imagination, they will, at some point, produce
a multi~dimensional “balance of imbalances®™ which would provide
the basis and the setting for the resolution of Europe's unsolved
problems., For instance, Eastern Europe is likely to remain
significantly weaker and more divided than Western Europe, _
simultaneously more attracted towards the latter than vice—versa,
and more dependent on the Soviet Uniocn than Western Furope is on
the United States; but this gives all the more reaons for fore- _
seeing anythlng which may increase the imperfect degree .of Eastern -
Europe's unity, of her ties with the West, and of autonomy vis-&-vis
the Soviet Union. Similarly, it is 1likely that the United States
will continue to be technologically and economically stronger than
the Soviet Union and that Western LDurope, while the Soviet Union
mey very well appear more and more as more directly present and
concerned politically and militarily then the United States. The

two phenomena may well be put to good use for a renewed balance:
George Liska has suggested that "a Soviet-sponsored Luropean—
security pact may prove to be the necessaxry, if not necessarily
sufficient or casy to most, complement of an American-inspired

QECD extended eastward®., On the other hand, this might mean the
victory of present trends towards a Eurcope dominaied economically
by the United States and militarily by the Scoviet Union, both,

and specially the latter, being able to turn their superiority

into political hegemony, unless Luropean political will and

unity introduces a third factor within which the first two, in

spite of their unevitable ard beneficient aspects, would be
oppressive and intolerable.

Again, nobody can say whether this European element will take
the form of one or several federations oxr confederations; nor
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what pattern of links and influences will emerge from such
phenomena as the Ytechneclogical gap"¥, as West EBuropean cooperation,
as the Common Market's relations with Eastern Europe's willing-
ness and ability to enter, with or without the Soviet Union, in
multilateral enterprises with Western Eurcope or the United States.

The only indications given by *our analysis are that, whatever
the actual balance and corganisation which may, unknown to us, be
beginning to take shape, it will have to be based on an adding
and combining her even contradictory ones, more than cn cutting
them., By the same ftoken, it will have to combine the three levels
- the national (and particularly the inter—German one), the
Furcopeen (in the form — both of West Furopean institutions and

of all-European cooperation) and the global East-West one (if
only as ultimate condition and guarantee).

For all its vagueness, such a perspective should impose some
rather speclfic orientations and constraints, First, the obliga-
tion to pursue the day-to-day work on each of the three levels,
on Germany's own new policy, on European integration and coopera-
tion, on Soviet—American détente and arms—-control negotiation,
without sacrificing any of them but also without letting it block
the progress of the two other ones. Indeed, the only promising
path is to link them by introducing the specific concerns of
German and European unification and security into the Soviet-
American dialogue on arms—control, cr that of the two Germanies
on the German problem and European reunification into the Common
Market debate about British entry etc. This might conceivably
lead to progress toward what Marshall Shulman has called the
*second stage of détente', that in which, perhaps twenty years
from now, &s he indicates, perhaps by thirty, & real Turopean
settlement might be reached. The need, in the meantime, is for
interim policies, policies which are Jjustified in their own terms
but also take thelr full meaning either as contributions or as
precautions predicated on this long-range perspective. I. Heath's
notion of the British and French deterrent 'held in trust'! for a
future Europe, the idea of many Germans that Franco-German friend-
ship must be maintained at all costs not for its bensfits of
today but for its possible importance tomorrow, are (whatever
their merits as far as the actual issues are concerned) a good
example of this attitude.

More negatively, the two basic principles, as annunciated by
Stanley Hoffmann, would be to act neither as if tomorrow was al-
ready here, nor as 1f it would never come. A third principle is
to be prepared to be both surprised and disappointed by the
settlement, if and when cur efforts succeed. For, as R.H. Tawney
wrote in another context: 'It is the tragedy of a world where man
must walk by sight that the discovery of the reconciling formula
is always left to future generaticns, in which passion has cooled
into curiosity, and the agonies of people have become the exercise
in the schools, The devil who builds bridges does not span such
chasms till much that is precious to mankind has vanished down
them for ever,'s

(Hassner, unpublished
manuscript)
-~ 0=~0=0=0=20=—20 —
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PROBLEMS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY AND
THE PRESENT DAY

by The Insmute of World Econo:mcs a.nd
International Relations,
Moscow,

Europe is an area where the ‘main military and eccnomic forces of the imperialist
camp and the countries of the socialist camp confront each other, = The Socialist:
countries of Europe take up about 65% of the continent's territoryrand account for..
about a half of the entire European population, - Tremendous concentration of - !
manpower-and material resources is characteristic of capitalist Europe as well.' -
The high density of the population in European cities, the concentration in this. .
part of the world of the greatest achievements of manklnd's sp1r1tual and materlal :
culture make the wai on the European continent specially tragic, - The situation .
is aggravated by the fact that armed conflict between the forces of 1mpor1ar1sm and.
socialism in Europe can turn into a total world war, ; . R _

This largely characterises the place and role of the European continent in modern .
international relations. At the same time, historical factors are of especially -
great importance, The peoples of the world know that in this part of the world -
aggressive German imperialism unleashed armed conflicts that grew into world -
wars. The incalculable human and materlal losses suffered by Europe were &
traglc consequence of world War 11.

The tremendous m111tary potential, nuclear missile weapons 1nc1uded ‘that is con- -
centrated in Eurcpe and that has turned it into.a powder keg, gives rise to grave :
apprehensions. If this potential is used, whole states will be wiped off the map
of Burope., And the ensuing world conflict is fraught with fatal consequences for
the whole of mankind., That is why the consolidation of peace and security in ‘
Europe is of world, as well as FEuropean, importance.

However the problem of guaranteeing European securzty,- which is of such vital

1mportance to the peoples of our continent, comes up agamst certain substantlal
negauve aspects, _ . _

After World War II the Western powers could be expected to draw the necéessary
conclusions as to Germany's role in the unleashing of .the.war and to achieve, -
jointly with the Soviet Union, a settlement in Germany in the spirit of Potsdam
agreements which would provide reliable guarantees of peace and security in
Europe, But the effort for peace and security in Europe was impeded by the
policy of the imperialist states. Guiding themselves by the doctrine of anti-
Sovietism and anti~Communism, and also trying, by means of the "power politics",
to limit the influence of soc1ahsm and to push the peoples away from the socialist
road they chose, the imperialist powers, the USA in the first place, began to
conduct in Europe an aggressive policy against the USSR and other socialist .
countries. The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation was knocked together for

~ .the purpose in 1949, Its aggressiveness increased sharply after the GFR joined
“it in"1955. Under those conditions, the Eurcpean socialist ¢ountries set up the:.r

own defenswe alhance the Warsaw Treaty, in 1955, -
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The feverish arms race, the preeence of nuclear weaporns on the continent affects
the entire life of the European peoples, slows down the social and economic progress,
worsens internaticnal relatlons and mvolves tremendous material-expenses.

The total military spendmg of the European countries = - members of NATO -
exceeds 300 thousand million dollars, Washington kéeps in Europe more than
300,000 officers and men, 7,000 nuclear warheads, the Sixth Fleet in the
Mediterranean.,

The concentration in Europe of such big military forces owing to the US policy can-
not but evoke legitimate concern on the part of the Buropeans. The US policy in
Europe is particularly dangerous for the European pedples also because of the

fact that it rests to an ever greater extent on the alliance with the revanchist and
militaristic circles of the GFR. The alliance of Washington and Bonn threatens
European seaurity because it backs up the stubborn efforts of the GFR government
to annul the military defeat of I-htler 's Germany, to recarve the map of today's
Europe.

It is gquite natural, therefore that the expansionist aspirations of.the USA and the~
GFR cannot but e:‘.ash with the national intérests of many West European countnes
which finds its expression in the crisis of the North Atlantic bloc.: « To prevent:
being drawn into a military conflict outside Europe or on its own territory, France
has already left the bloc's military sétup., The crisis of the NATO and of the!US-
policy is aggravated still further by the Vietnam war. The US attempts to have
West, European countries render it moral and pohtlcal if not direct material , sup-
port-render in failure =~ the Europeans see in the. Vletnam war a dangerous ’
hotbed ‘of tensmn ca‘.pable of turnmg 1nto a world: thermonuclear clash

o

France's withdrawal from the NATO deprive American 1mper1ahsm of one of the
main strongholds, Hence its special attention to, the GFR. =~ The strengthenmg
of the GFR's role in the military aggressive mechanism of the NATO manifésts -
itself in the fact that the change-over to the "flexible reaction" strategy, pre~ ‘- '
supposing a broader use of the conventional armed forces, automatically pre~ -
determines the higher stake on the Bundeswehr as the most powerful ground force
in the NATO framework., At the same time this strategy favours the West German -
demand that the GFR should be given the right of participating in taking decisions
on the use of nuclear weapons.,. Bonn's representatives remmded the latest S
NATO session of that 1n Brussels, . e

I—Iavmg at'its disposal, the Bundeswehr, which has the numerical strength of
500,000 and is armed. with modern weapons, the revived German militarism has
become ‘the most powerfil force of the Atlantic grouping in Europe:. The GFR is
coming out against the reduction of the American and British troops on its terrltory
and even meets part of the expenditures on the upkeep of theze trocps in the GFR;,
which is confirmed by thé sigoing of an agreement among ihe GFR’, the USA afd
Britain to that effect.” The preparations for the atomic armament of the GFR is -
fraught with grave danger., It is of no importance whether these preparations

are carried on directly, mdlrectly or secretly. In Europe, it is 'only the Bonn
government that proclaims in its official state policy the slogan of revising the
existent borders, = If the West German militarists get the atomic weapons, this -
will create a new situation in Furope,. In this case the revanchists would get.hold
of a weapon using wh1ch they would be able to spark off the war conf‘agratlon and,
through the NATO, to draw all its aliies into the dangerous adventures, - Proceed—--
ing irom this, the SOClallst countries brought it to the notice of the NATO , that
the atomic armament of the GFR would compel the Warsaw Treaty countrles to take
the approprlate reply measures in the interests of thelr securlty.

'European Secutrity would become a reahty had it not ‘oeen for the revanchist’ aggres—'
sive policy of the GF'R backed up by the imperialist forces of the USA and the NATO.
Bonn's foreign policy plans are aimed, above all, at the 1solat10n weakenmg and
swallowing up of the socialist German state the GDR as the flrst step in carrying

EF TN
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out the aggressive plan of West German militarism, This underlies the so-called
"Hallstein doctrine" according to which the GFR is the only German state allegedly
representing "the whole of German_y". The GFR uses any methods to prevent
other countries from recognising the- GDR and establishing diplomatic relations w1th
it, Bonn is doing this for fear of such a recognition impeding its pohcy anned a.t
swallowing up the GDR.

Bonn's leaders officially proclaim the task of revising the borders of many European
countries. In their revanchist frenzy they demand the 1937 German borders be
restored trying to provide a "legal substantiation" of their plans (the claims to "the..
right to speak for the entire German people", "the right to the motherland”, etc. ).

It is precisely for carrying out these goals that the GFR's military potential keeps
increasing on the basis of strengthening the military and political alliance with the
USA and that a feverish political campaign is conducted to take the leading positions
in the NATO. Appropriate propaganda and ideological work is carried on to justify
this policy. Revanchism and militarism is spreading to ever newer spheres of-the
social and political life of the GFR, evoking associations with the recent past of
Germany, with the history of the growth and strengthening of Hitlerism, This is-
evidenced by the Hanover congress of the so-called *national democratic party"

held at the end of 1967, The activisation of the neo-nazi forces, banned by the -
Potsdam Agreement, is carried on with the direct connivance of the GFR government.

But it should be remembered that the Potsdam Agreement provided for the ban "of --
any nazi and militaristic activity or propaganda" just as of "nazi and militaristic .
doctrines". As is known, the new Bonn government, actually pursuing the line - -
mapped out by the Erhard government, proclaimed its new "Eastern policy'!" based -
on "opening a window" in the notorious "Hallstein doctrine" for the European-. .-. -
socialist countries - and for them alone. The new Bonn government is aware:- -
of the fact that as far as the socialist countries which have had diplomatic.relations .
with the GDR from the very beginning are concerned, the "Hallstein.doctrine" is -
directed not so much against the GDR as against the GF'R itself, Besides, the
"new Eastern.policy" is a calculated manoeuvre meant to create the.impression -

that the GFR allegedly quit the "cold war" positions and is ready to normalise its
relations with the socialist countries. Actually, Bonn still refuses to recognise
the fact of the GDR's existence, continues to claim parts of certain countries"’
territories and to reach for nuclear weapons and, consequently, does not want a
real normalisation.

Bonn s militaristic and revanchist policy is a direct threat to European securzty. .
This threat is aggravated by the fact that, as the Soviet Government said in-its - -
Statement to the GFR Government of December 9, 1967, the GFR is now developing::
atomic industry which, in a short period of time;, can be reorgamsed for the pro-—
duction of nuclear weapons. i g .

If the GFR gets nuclear weapons - through the NATO or of its own makmg -
and tries to use them for carrying out its aggressive schemes, Europe may- suffer.
an unheard-of catastrophe. )

. _There also exist other factors, directly or indirectly threatening the peace and
security in Europe. These factors are connected, above all; with the policy of
the United States and with the interests of the NATO Thus, the opinion of part
of the West European ruling circles that the zone of the shavpest international con-
flicts has shifted to Asia and Africa for a long time is erronecus. The conflict,
like the US aggression in Vietnam, can spread any moment and turn into a world
catastrophe. And during the Israeh-Arab conflict, the danger of such a spread
existed in the immediate vicinity of Europe. A close look at the situation will
show that the trajectory of this danger lead further into the very heart of Europe..
Thus, the Greek-Turkish tensions around the Cyprus crisis dlrectly affected
Europe. Tms revealed with a still greater clarity the real -aims of the USA
dictated by the interests of saving the NATO. All this changes the attitude of a
number of West European countries to the USA, which manifested themselves, in
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- particular, in connection.with the military coup in Greece, carried out with the
knowledge and direct support of the United States., The Western governments can-
not but be concerned over the fact that the American intelligence acts not only
against the socialist countries but against these governments as well, That is
why the events in Greece evoke legitimate anxiety and protest not only on the
part of the progressive forces of Western Europe but also on the part of those
countries' government circles, .

Such are certain trends of modern political development which are closely inter~ .
twined with the problem of ensuring peace and security in Europe and can turn our
contment into a hotbed of war.

At the same tlme there exist other, posmve aspects of the international pohcy
which not only favou.r the strengthening of European security, but actually made it
possible in the course of twenty~two years that have passed since World war 11,
This, above all, is the powerful socialist camp headed by the Soviet Union. The
unity and solidarity of the socialist countries in conducting a peace-loving policy
have been guarding their security, deterring the forces of imperialism, militarism
.and revanchism, Another factor is the first socialist German state, -the-German
Democratlc Republic, that emerged after the war,

Among the posmve factors favouring the achievement of European security, there
are also the peace-loving forces in West European countries. These forces -
include.the Communist and workers' parties, various political groups adhering to
broadly different orientations but coming out shoulder to shoulder for guaranteeing
European security, men of culture and religion, representatives of science, the
youth;-etc, Among the most important results of the struggle for European :
security there is the further strengthenmg of the international position of the GDR,
the Western outpost of the socialist camp in Europe.

The very fact of the existence of the German socialist state consistently carxrying
on a peace~loving policy and conducting an active struggle against the aggressive-
revanchist policy of the GFR ruhng circles is one of the vital elements of a radlcal
change of the balance of forces in Europe in favour of peace. -

The strengthening of the international position of the GDR is favoured by its active
peace-loving policy, the support of its lawful rights and interests by other socialist
countries;. The demand that the GDR should be officially recognised by all coun- -
tries is of great importance, This demand is a slogan of not only the international
communist movement, The need for the recognition of the GDR has been recognised
by the representatives of many social circles of Western Europe, In certain West
Buropean countries the problem is often discussed at parliamentary sessions and

on the rational scale, ' Very often these are not the discussions of whether the
GDR-exists as a sovereign state or not, as was the case some ten to fifteen years -
ago, but of when, how and under what conditions and in what forms the GDR should -
be recognised.

There is no doubt that the official international recognition of the GDR and the normal-
isation of relations with it by the capitalist'states, the European states in the first
place, could largely coniribute to the cause of peace in Europe and all over the
world, and would be conducive to the improvement of the existing poélitical situation’
that arose as a result of the continued pollcy of mnltarlsm and revanchlsm conducted
by the GFR ruling circles.

As for the socialist countrles they keep stressing, in the Warsaw Treaty and in
numerous declarations .and statements, the important international role of the GDR
in the struggle for peace and security in Europe, that have been coming out for its
all-round international recognition. The socialist countries are actively coming
out in support of the GDR's application for admission to the UN, The admission
of the GDR as a peaceful state to the United Nations would be conducive, on the one
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hand, to raising the prestige of the UN and, on the other, to the defence of- the

'interests of peace in Europe for upholdmg the security system in the face of the

GFR's intention to perpetrate an aggression agamst the GDR and to rewse the
Europeanborders.._ - . _ : PO

The basic factor of guaranteemg European secunty is the mmolabihty of the state

* borders in Europe established after World War 11, the Oder-Neisse border and the

border between the two German states included, the recognition of the existence:
of two soveréign and equal German states, the C—DR and the GFR, with:the latter
repudiating its claims to the representatlon of the whole of Germany ; the ruling"
out of the possibility of the GFR getting access to nuclear weapons in any form —
the so~-called European, multi-lateral or Atlantic forn.s included -~ the: declara~-
tion of the Mumch Agreemént null and void since the moment of 1ts conclus1on. S

-Such are the goals for the achlevement of which the Somet Umon and other':

socialist countnes are coming out together with all the progresswe and democratlc
forces. : : U I

As for the Sov1et Union, way back in 1934, the Soviet Government actlvely sup—
ported the project of the European regional security agreement,.later known as’
the Eastern pact, The conclusion of this agreement was called upon to guara.ntee

- the security of all European states, big and small, and to prevent the split of+-
- Europe, But Britain and a number of other countnes refused to conclude the:

collective secunty pact at the time wthh largely encouraged the aggressmn of
Germany. . oo

i

The fOI'Elng pOlle act1v1t1es of the Sov1et Umon anc other soc1allst countrles,

-their stand on the European problems is called upon to serve the vital interests of -

not only Europe but of the whole world - such activities consjst in consohdatmg
the gains of the peoples achieved as a result of the. most terrible war in history:-

and the subsequent socio-political changes in Europe,-in isolating the forces of -
reaction and militarism trying to draw Europe into a world war again, strengthening
the security of the borders of the socialist countries and creating the broadest
conditions for fruitful 000peratton in Europe of- countrles having dﬁferent somal -
systems. ; .

It is natural that the attention paidto European problems in the pohcy of the
Socialist countyies is determined by the place these problems take in the system

" -of modern mternatmnal relat:mons by the role played by Europe m the modern

world, -

The Soviet Un1on s struggle for peace and international friendship d1spersed the
myth of "Moscow's aggressiveness", of "Communist threat" -~ a myth by which
the international reaction tries to Justlfy the knockmg together of the NATO-type
aggresswe blocs. o _

‘I‘he peace-lovmg foreign pollcy of the socialist countries is getting broad recogm—
tion. The world public opm1on is growing aware of the fact that this policy:is the
basis of relaxing tensions in Europe, At the same time, the socialist forces :
attach great importance to the influence of ‘the public circles of the West European
countries which are aware of the.need for reducing the danger of war, for achiev-
ing a relaxation of international tensions, for an all-round development of the
mutually advantageous relations ~among all states without any discrimination, .

Of great importance also is the work of the peace-loving, progressive and demo-

cratic forces of the whole world coming out for the relaxation of mternatlonal

tension and-for guaranteeing European Security.
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These forces facilitate for all the peoples of Europe the struggle for- peace agamst
the forces of reaction, revanchism and aggression, In the last few years peace
in Europe was preserved thanks to the-struggle of all the-peoples of that continent
and to the struggle of the world socialist camp.  An analysis-of the basic changes
in the balance of political forces in Europe and their connection with the problem of
Eur0pean security :suggests the following conclusion:- two opposite trends are at
work in today's Europe and in the world as a whole — on the one hand, the broad-
ening and activisation of the struggle for peace on the part of soc1a115m and other
peace—lovmg forces and, on the other hand, the stepping up in the last few years of
the activities of the 1mper1ahst rmlltanstlc and revanchist forces, US and GFR
1mper1ahsm above alla

From the emstence of these two trends there ensue two basic conclusions as regards
- the prospects of the struggle of progressive forces for guaranteeing European -
security. - on the one hand, the Soviet and other socialist countries, together
.-With all the progresswe forces have already achieved a number of 1mportant con-~
“crete results in the joint struggle with all the progressive forces for peace and
security in Europe; on the other hand, a long, stubborn and resolute struggle is
still ahead for bringing about European securlty. .
. The experlence of the last few years confirmed the correctnéss of the thesis that a
world war;, as the Statement of the Karlovy Vary Conference of the Communist and
Workers ' Partles put ity is not inevitable, that it can be prevented by a joint effort
of the world socialist camp, the 1nternatlonal working class, the national liberation
movement, all states coming out against war, all the peace-lovmg forced. That
is why the successes of the struggle for guaranteemg European security largely -
depend on the new concrete results achieved by the Soviet Union and other ,
socialist countries, as well as all the progressive forces, in isolating the aggres-
sive forces.in Europe in relaxmg international tension, 1n a gradual solution of
all .the dlsputable problems, in consolidating the peaceful coexistence of states
with different social systems through the development of the general European co-

operatlon in varlous fields on a mutua]ly advantageous basis.,

An 1mportant means of achlevmg these aims is the unity of action of all the anti-war
democratic forces in West European countries and the strengthening of théir pres-
sure on their governments with the prime aim of achieving positive changes in the
foreign policy of the West European countries, the GFR not excluded. . One of the
chief problems of European peace and securlty is the settingup of a new systenj of
interstate relations, It is known that the NATO policy necessitated the’ conclusion
of the Warsaw Treaty. This Treaty, however, has an article which says that it
loses its force the moment the collective securlty agreement is signed. :

"To overcome the crisis of NATO, it is necessary to overcome the NATQ itself",’
those Europeans -~ Catholics, Liberals, Socialists - who are interested in the
preservation of lasting peace, say. Representatives of various pnlitical circles
and public forces of EurOpe are opposed to the prolongauon of the North Atlantic.
Treaty. .. : :

It'is necessary to exert every effort to launch a broad—scale movement of our
continent's peace forces against the proiongation of the North Atlantic Treaty. ,

This movement is favoured by the constructive position of the Warsaw. Treaty
countries which repeatedly declared and solemnly re-~affirmed at the July 1966
Meeting of the Warsaw Treaty countries in Bucharest their preparedness for the
simultaneous liquidation of both organisations - or their military setups, to
begin with. _There are many.constructive ways of sfrengthening European security.
Among the concrete steps mention can be made of the possibility of signing an agree~
ment on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons with declining the nuclear claims

o
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of the GF'R, the possibility of the conclusion by all the European states, of an
agreement on the denunciation in their inter-relations of the use or threat of force,
on non-interference in the internal affairs - an agreement guaranteeing, in keep-
ing with the principles of the UN Charter, the solution of all the disputable problems
by exclusively peaceful means, It would also be possible to call a general European
conference for discussing the problems of guaranteemg security in Europe and get-
ting the general European cooperation under way in the field of economics, science
and technology. .

European collective security is a common cause of the countries having different
social systems. It goes without saying that in the process of achieving this aim
they can adhere to different views on some concrete problems or other, But one
thing is clear -  without joint efforts it is impossible to achieve the common goal
meeting the vital interests of not only Eurdpe but the whole world,

Those who want to save mankind from the world nuclear missile war should redouble
their efforts in the struggle against the aggressive schemes of the imperialists who
are the chief enemies of peace.

There exists a danger of nuclear war in Europe. But there are also forces in
Europe capable of preventing the war and ruling it out altogether, These forces

have already achieved no small results, Our joint efforts for the support of these
forces can add substantially to Europe's chances of peaceful development.

~0=0=0=0=0=0=0-=
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EUROPE AND THE FUTURE OF ALLIANCES

by Prof. Harish Xapur, ,
"Institut Universitaire de Hautes
Etudes Internationales, Geneva.

The modern history of Burope has been deeply marked by the system of
alliances. The inherent security of some nations, and the expansionist
desires of the others have led them to continuously seek alignments.
However, these alignments, which c¢entred around five major powers of
relatively equal strength in the nineteenth cenfury, were temporary and
shifting arrangements directed now against this, now against the other
rival with limited objective of preventing drastic political change in
Furope.

It is, therofore, not surprising that in response to the new and rapidly
changing reality of post Jorld Jar II, which was infinitely more com-
plicated and explosive, the European nations continued to faithfully follow
theze historie footprints. But, if such an action could be considered

as the normal continuation of European tradition, the shape that the
alllance system took was, however, quite dlflorent.

The multipolar system, which had constltuted as the principal aspect of
Buropean diplomatic history of the ninetecnth century, was repleced by

a rigid bipolar system under which preponderent material and military
power was now concentrated in the hands of two nations, the United States
and the Soviet Union, who were extra Buropcans with vital interests in
areag far away from the European continent., And their capacity to
destroy or to produce was far superior to that of their allies Joined
together, Admittedly, the Buropean powers, too, during the height of
their imperial power, had been influenced by extra European interests,
but their obvious geographical location could not be ignored in the
formulation of their foreign policy; whereas for the two super powers,
Europe, though 1mportunt, was another forelﬂn area towarlds which & policy
had to be shaped. -

Moreover, the bipsolar system was deeply coloured by incompatible
pelitical pripeiples and philosophies which were absent from the
alliance systeus of the preceding century. The leaders of the socialist
bloc countries, deeply embedded in Harxist-Leninist thinking, had
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developed a fixed view of the outside world., IFor them, to put it

s8imply, the area beyond the frontiers of the socialist states was
dominated by obsolete capitalistic system, whose basic objective was

to exploit the masses in their own societies, as well as in the

societies of other nations. Although the formulation of such a thesis
was attributed to the sober, rational and systematic study of the systen,
through analytical tools provided by Marxist theory, the conclusions
reached were full of moralistic fervour.

The Atlantic nations, in particular the United States, had also injected
a tone of dintense morality in their assessment of the communist 1
world. For them, it represented "materialistic and, ahteistic creed" ,
serving "the most ruthless empire of modern times"

In addition, the strategic balance was uneven. The preponderence

of American nuclear power was faced by Soviet conventional power, cach
arousing apprehension that it mizht be enployed to exploit the advantage
posscssed in its field. But, instead of creating a military equilibrium,
it led to an interacting spiral of nutual anxiocty and tension only
further complicating and intcensifying the already tense situation.

Each side felt a sense of vulnerability, inevitably stimulating the

arms race, encournging both to make efforits to neutralize the advantage
the other had, | -

It is evident that the combination of all these factors, conpounded

with -the rapid degeneration of the overall political situation,generated
an atmosphere of unparalleled hostility in DTurope. On a number of
occasions, the spiral of explosive actions and equally dangerous re- .
actions gave the uncomfortable feeling that Burope was sitiing on a
barrel of gunpowder all rcady to explode. Perhaps, what was even worse
was the prevalence of a general fcar that this was not a meteroric
crisis which would rapidly disappear with the movement of time, but.
something with which the Buropean may have to live perpetually.

However, after the middle fifties, a serics of important developments
radically transformed the situation in Europe., ©Some of them weakened
the very basis of the alliances, while the others rendered obsolete

the 01rcumst1nces that had originally led to the form‘tlon of the bipolar
system, :

The U.35. monopoly of nuclear wéapons was decisively broken by the
rapid Soviet acquisition of such weapons, followed by 1ntcrmod1at0_and
intercontinental range misgiles. The Atlantic nations now became

L ——

This expression was used by John Foster Dulles in an article in
Foreign Affgirs, October, 1957.

2 John ?osfer Dulles expressced these views in liarch 1954;'-Fo} details

see John R. Beal, John Fosier Dulles, (New York: 1959), p.232,
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equally wvulnerable, irrevocably noutralizing the qualitative advantage
it had enjoyed over the socialist world. But if the introduction of
nuclecar and thermonuclear weapons had changed the very character of °
the war, making them infinitely morc destructive, they had also inter-:
Jected certain strategic stabilization, -hitherto non-existent in Durope.

-The cleoar-cut partition of the contincnt and the repeatedly announced

determination of the super powers to defend their European allies

with such weapons if necessary made it apparcnt that it was no longer
possible to foreibly change the status quo in Burope, Political and -
diplomatic manceuvres, within certain limits, were the only mecans left -
for Buropean nations to attain the goals that they sct out for themselves,

Political changes in Duropc were cqually striking. The rapid stcps

taken by the new communist leadorship to liberalize the political and
economic systems of the Soviet Union and eastern Furope generated a
considerable decrcase of tension, breaking down, to some cxtent, the rigid
and artificial barriers that had divided the continent. And the whole
area, which in thc carly fifties was the central theatre of cold war
canfrontotion, now became the principal theatre of detente, oncouraging
nations, both in the East as well as in the West, to review and revise
their assessment of each other. ' C .

Pcrhaps the most encouraging chonge periained to West Duropean notionst
estimation-of Sovict intentions in Durope. HNo longer did they vicw, with
any great scriousness, a nilitary threat emanating from the Soviet Union;

-and no longer did they consider it neccssary to.set up high barriers:
- against the socialist countries. : -

It .is evident that the evolved situation in Burope has generated a
number of significant mutations in thc relations between nations be-
longing to the two blocs. The super powers tend to converge on a number
of igsues, some barricers beiwecen Bast and West Durope have been broken,
and .thc relations within the two bloes have been greatly altered, peors
nitting nations to develop a diversity hitherto non-cxistent in the

two groups. '

The establishmont of nuclear equilibrium between the Soviet Union and the
United Statés has introduced a novel and significant situation. While
the super power confligt YHas by no means been terminnted - the evidence
of which we sce around the world - striking elemonts of co-~operation
have nevertheless been introduced in their rclotions. Both of them
appcar- to have become intercsted in preventing their conflicts and that
of other nations from cscalating into genceral conflagrations. Both

are intercsted in insuring against undesired eventualities. In fact,
the convergence of intercat of the two notions has led them to seck an
understanding on nmany difficult problems, or has led them to pursuc
confluent, thoush nonetheless unco-ordinated, policies. It was the
coalescence of intercsts that impelled the two nations to establish

a dircet communicotion link, to sign the partial test ban treaty, to
agree upon principles concerning activitices in outer space, and con-
c¢lude, after long negotiations and in face of opposition of some of A
their all%es, the important trcaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear .
weapons,

3 Por details, see The United Nntions and Disarmamcnt, 1945~1965
(New Torks 1967). /
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It is also the coincidence of interest that is leading Hoscow and
Washington to pursue collateral policies on many issues. The. contain-
nent of Chinese exponsion - o threat considercd by both the nations -

is leading them to soparately strengthen India apainst China, pacify

thé long-standing Indo-Phklstan dispute and develop meaningful rclations
-w1th Japan. 1.

But if these agreenents and understandings have gencerated an clement

of hope and have improved the atmospherc of world politics, they

have alse crecated difficulties for Amcrican relations with some

. European allies, who consider the improvement of U.S.-Soviet rclations
as o part of a gencral cffort by Washington to estoablish bilateral
rclationships with the 3oviet Union over the heads of the Furopoans

and prObubly at the cost of the Suropeans.

. In addition to the supecrpowver rclations, Europc since the last decade
has also witnesscd the development of significant contacts in

cultural and cconomic fields for which nci.fher' the East nor the Yest,
significantly onough has sought the previous approval of ¥ashington

or lloscow. Relying principally on their own initiatives, and guided
fundamentally by their own national interests, the nations of Burope
have undoubtedly made important progress in partially undoing the
partition of Burope. Britain's continued efforts to maintain bilateral
_relations with Eastern Burope have been duplicated by de Gaulle's

recent cconomic, cultural and political offensive towards such countrics
-ag Poland and Rumania. This has been followed by West Gormany's cconomic
and political overtures in that area which has led to the virtual |
nullification of the Hallstcin Doctrine. The dcvelopment of such bi-
lateral arrangements have been by no means duc to the initistives
undertaken only by the West European nations. Important efforts on

the part of the East Europcans have also played an important part in
nmrtlally 1lifting the curtain that has scparated them from the West,

It is evident that there is still a considerable scope for further . )
expansion in these and other domains between the two arcas. But what has
already been achicved is an indication of the extent to which Burope

has evelved from the tragic cold war days when it wes rigidly partitioned
into two separate and mutually suspicious worlds. .

The steady aggrandizement of polycentrism within the two blocs is

perhaps the most significant development in the Buropcan system. .In many
countries, the dircction given by the super power leadership is now
being analysed more objectively end critically., Strategic doctrines
emanating from Hoscow and Vashington are bheing subjected to a neow and
more Sophistiéated scrutiny. And cconomic plans, conceived in these
power centres to accomplish an economic integration of their respective
groups, ~rc being abjured.

Yithin tho socizlist bloc, the firm decision of the new lecadership to
destroy the highly furbished image of Stalin and to introduce the much
necded reforms in the politicnl and cconomic systems provoked o scrices
of sequential erises, the continual growth of which we are still wit-
nessing. From a monolithic structure, totvally inspired and 1nfoqma11y
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directed from one centre, the bloc has moved to a form of polycentrism
wherec pollt*c al control and theoretical inspiration emanate from different
centres. Among tioe socialist countries of Hurope, there has begun to
devclop, after the violent upheavals of the middle fifties, a scrics of
significant mutations organized from above but inspired fiom below, as
a result of which one now discerns a remarkable degree of autonomy and
divergence in political and economic realms. Bven in the field of
forcign affairs, in which the Soviet Union was perhaps most sensitive,
to contradictory voices, divergence has increasingly begun to manifest
itself, The recent discussions on the liiddle East crisis, and the
clement of diversity noticoable on the German problem arc striking
examples of this development. Undoubtedly these are revolutionary:
changes, perhaps of the same dimension as thie changes that shook.the -
area after World War II. ' o

BEven more striking than 211 this is the relative spirit of zccommodation -
and growing flexibility the Soviet leadorship has displayed to these ..
chenges. This is indced rcmarkable, considering the fact that before

1953 it was knowm for its intolerance and, accustomed to an atmosphcre

of complete obedience and fidelity from other socialist countrics. In
fact, even before the process of diversity really set in, gathering
momentum cvery day, it was the Soviet Union which took the initiative. -

in encouraging reforas in Bast Buropcan countries. " Even in the sphere

of foreign aifzirs "specific noational interests and tasks in infernctional:
affairs" of socialist countries appcar to have bdbeen rccognlzod

The Atlantic community has 2lso undergone important mutafions since the
middle fifties, Although the liberzal character of the Yestern nations
had always prevented the generation of monolithism, divergence among
tliem, however, had never attained such an intractoble pitch as thcy have

.since the last decode. JAnd the world today is witnessing growving

differences omong thom on the ways ond meniis of, attaining cconomic and
political unlflc(tlon of Vestern Burope, on the naturc of the Sovict
"threat™, on the Geriman  problem, and on the whole guestion of non-
proliferation of nuclear wenpons, ' '

It is evident that Vestern Europe, increasingly united by cultural,.
economic and instituional links, end increasinzly conscious of its
groving econocmic power, no longer considers thot its interests arc
always identical with those of the United 3tates, and has come to dcmand
2 role of greater independence and greatcr voice in the coalition of-
‘estern powers. It is, thus, no longer possible for the United Stotes
to obtain unflinching support for her actions in other parts of the
world, and hardly any more possible to bllatorally docide - with the
Ru851ans - the futurc of Europec. . .

Burope, there is no doubt, has, significantly cvolved. The objectives

4 Sh. Sanakoyev, "Formation and Deveclopment of Socialist International
Relations", International Affairs, October 1967, p.10.
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formulated and the control mechanism established during the period of
the cold war do not any more respond ceffectively to the new and changing
rcality. Of this there is no doubt. But has it developed to a point
wherce it is justifiable to comsider that the military alliances con be
safely cast into the limbo of oblivion, that the future of pecace on the
continent has beocome contingent on such an action, that the further
reinforcement of peaceful cocxistence is no more possible without a
conscious effort on the part of the Zuropean nations to do away with the
military blocs?

This, alas, is a utopian drcam which seems hardly realizable under the
existing circumstances. In the first place, military bipolarity continues
to subsist as the choracteristic feature of the Eufopean military

alliance system. Despite the French decigion to withdraw her troops
from'thg Forth Atlantic Trecaty Organizotion, none of the Europcan

nations” - including France - have renounced the protcction they enjoy
from the military bloes of which the super powers arce still the acceptable
leaders. WVill they do so in the future? It is of coursc difficult +to

say with any exactitude. But considering the fact that the dissolution

of military allionces would lcad to the withdrawal of the United States
from thc continent, lcaving only one super pover in the arca, it is
unlikely that the West Buropean nations - at lecast most of them - would
renounce Amcrican grotestion as long as the real problems of Europe have
not been resolved. Onc could validly argue that thesc nations could
overcome this difficulty by setting up a JOlnt nuclecar deterrent. But
such 2 development would incvitably give Test Germany, the most powerful
nutlon of Western Burope, o decisive voice in the formulation of nuclear
policy -~ a development full of cxplosive possibilities and hﬂrdly
ceeeptoable to mony small nﬂtlons.

Second, the European 51tuut10n, even in its prosent evolvcd form, ha

still not 12id solid foundations for recal pcace. There arc 2 numbcr of
intractable problens which continuwously defy solutions, and there is stilly
it must be adnitted, o lack of confidence in each others' intentions.

The sincws of modern military strenzth continue to grow, The German
problem, which had originally provoked the partition of BEurope, still

racks the continent. And the growth of Test Germony into 2 powerful
nation, together with the revivael of nco-nazism in that country, héas

once again generated a feeling of great apprehoasion auong many nations
vho, not long ago, werc victime of nazi aggression,

Third, the North Atlantic Treoty Organization cxercises coansiderable
restroint to the establishment of West Germany as an independent military
power by having integrated hor forces - divorced from national control -
into the alliance system. Tho dissolution of the alliances, beforc the
attainment of effecetivd disarmament, would undoubtedly permit “Test
Germany to become, after the Sovict Union, the most important nilitary
factor in Burope. ‘ould this not, once again, revive insccurity and
tension, ecspecially whon vie toke 1nto account thot ‘fest Germany is the
most discontented natidn of EBurope still strivirng to bring about the
reunification of Germany?

5 with the exception of Albania
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Fourth, if there has been ‘considerable detente in Burope, this by no
neons con be szid for the Third orld countries, where cscalated conflicts
have bccome incessant, and in which the super powers become directly

or indircctly invelved on opposite sides. Since the decolonization -
nrocess: had irrevoeably seot in after World VYar 1T, hnrdly & yecar has
ended without the explosion of a conflict in some part of Africa, Asia
or Latin America, If it was the Korcan J7ar, the Sucz and Cuban crises -
to nome just a few - that racked the world a fow years ogo, it is the
tragic Victnom war - to mention just one- which is dominating the world
scene today. Admittedly, meny African, Asian and Latin American
coutttries are breeding grounds for conflicts and tensions due to frustrated
desires of territorial cxpansion, or unsatisficd aspirations of
notionalism, not to speak.of the decp cconomic and social problems that
they arc faced with., But it is also covident that the involvement of the
two super powers in many of these conflicts has dangorously escaloted
them, thereby further increasing the risks of general conflagrations.
The trogedy of Victnam is o typicol example of such a situntion. tiore
than a decade ago, thc relatively minor crisis centred around nationalism.
Now with masgsive and dircet intervention of the United Stotcs, and the
indirecet involvemcnt of the Soviet Union, the confliet is bristling with
truculence and is cscalating into a major war. It is clear that the
growth of China into a major power on the continent of Asia will only
exacecrbate the involvement of lioscow and Tashlnmtoq in tho whirlpool

of third world polltlcs.

Therefore, as long as the "inner core” of the Zuropean nations rccognize
the two super powers as the leaders of the two alliance systems, it is
difficult to conceive of thom disappearing from this contincnt, for the
gsituation here is bound to be influenced znd affected by situations in
other parts of the world. Poerhaps the LZuropcan nations, whosc intercst
in the third World has become marginal sincc World War II, could to some
extent overcome this hurdle by insulating themsclves from thoe leadors

of the two bloes. But does this scom likely in thoe forcscceable future,
in vicw of the fact that they are greatly dependent upon the grea

powvers for political, cconomic and military support?

If one would accept the underlying assumption of this paper that the
rapid dissolution of the military alliances in Burope would be premature,
that such a development, in ail likelihood,vould leave the field open

for nations to make cndless diplomntic and oven military moves at

the exponse of cach other, thus creating instability, it is then valid to
refleet on the manner in which nations could procced to attain
collcetive, organized and generally acceptable detente on the continent.

IMrst of all, it is evident that the mechanisns of change that arc
already functioning on the continent ought to be intonsificd. The super
powers should continuce their bilateral cndeavours to scek greoter under-
standing and cgreement on points thot still divide them. The Bast«Test
Turopean efforts to devclop hilateral cconomic and political relations
ought to be intensified, and thoe process of polyccnirism within the

two political groups should be permitied to make some more headway.
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However, thore is a point beyond which this process of chonge could not
be carried as this might disrupt the goal of organized and generally

. acceptable detente. The super powers cannot any more reach bilatoral
agreements on issues that directly concern the European naotions, as the
progressively devcloping polycentric situation would not permit such
accords, The Bast~%est Duropean nations could hardly go beyond the
developmcnt of bilateral relations without the approval of the super
powers who are dircctly concerned with thc Luropean situation. And the
total fragmentation of the two ﬂlllances is also hardly possible, con-
sidering the myriad of common ideas and interests that still unite the .
members of each group and sepurates them from the othor,.

But what about the fencrul problens with which all thp Iuropecans are
collectively concerncd? How can thoy be rcsolved? What procedurc ought
to be followed in order to coac to grips with them? It is ovident that
they cannot be resolved through bilateral ncgotiotions between nations.
The tlckllsh problem of two Germanys, thc issuc of atom free zones and
mllltary disengagement, the problem of Europcan sceurity trecaty, ctc.,.
“are 211 vital issues vhich concern all Buropcans, and vhich nonc of them
is propared aay more to leave in the hands of the supcer powers. It is
here in such cases that the role of the two military alliances becomes
crucial, Tor a regular, instituionalized and, adn lbtudly long,
negotiation between the chosen represcntatives of the Atlantic and Warsmw
alliances appear to be the only rational channcel for scoking, step by
step, generally acceptablc solutions for the problems of Burope. The
chances of real success of such a procedure have considerably increasecd,
a8 there is now o wide consensus of oninion among almost all Buropeans
that the hOat intraetable problem ~ the problem of Germoen rewnification -
will not be the first, but the last step, in the cvuntuol unification
of Europe,
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THE FACTORS OF CHANGE IN EUROPE

by - Dr. L. Liska, '
' Institute of International Politics -
"~ and Economics, Prague.

_-In spite-¢f all the far-reaching facts and changeovers that have happened since the

“end of World War 1I, Europe still plays an important role in all international
-events, - As far as mamtenance of the world peace is concerned Europe has a -
key p051t10n for the following reasons.,

( 1) The main confrontatlon between soc1al1sm and capitalism on world-wide
_ scale is taklng place for the most part in Europe at present

(2) In Europe there are serlous pOllthal problems in which the maln great powers-
are dlrectly 1nvolved :

(3) In EurOpe there are powerful armies on both 51des equipped with nuclear and
other modern weapons., -~ Nowhere else.in the world can we find such a strong
concentratlon of armed forces and war material,

(4) Launchmg a war in Europe would lead almost with certainty to a thermo-
nuclear inferrio on a world—w1de scaleé, A limited local war would be
practically 1mpos31b1e._; o S

The :unportance of Europe as a whole, eVen in respect of many other positive lines,
exceeds a regional frame. The eCOnomlc potential of European countries is big
and is constantly growmg. " The European countries are both technically and -
culturally on a high level, Among almost 600 million Europeans, we find the
names of a great many prominent scientists, highly able and talemed. technicians, -
brilliant artists and persons of worldrwide reputation in cultural life., In the
space of Europe there als¢ lives the most experienced and politically most mature
part of the world's working class, ‘ S

Until lately it seemed that the existence of two different social and economic
systems on this Continent would seriously affect the acting faculties of European
nations, Nowadays this fact seems rather to be its relative’'advantage. Europe -
has a great opportunity to serve the whole world as example, provided her nations
succeed in ensuring  a lasting and reliable state of affairs for peaceful coexistence.
and competition for nations: with different social systems , if they solve the problems
of confrontation between socialism and capitalism in a peaceful way in this part of
the globe. Just this confrontation, competition and cooperation within the new
conditions of developing scientific and technical revolution,can make Europe one-

of the most dynamic and objectively most progressive: powers in the future evolutlon
of human civilization. ‘
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And such a chance offers itself, In Eurcpe, despite  2all difficulties, obstacles
and sudden backward changes, we can see a certain process of changes which
could lead to a positive goal. At present BEurope seems to stand at a ¢ross~road,
Which way will she take? That is a great and meanwhile open question.
Tremendously much will depend on the wisdom cf her leaders as well as on the
reaction of peoples masses.

The tension in other parts of-the world, espec1a11y the American aggression in
Vietnam, undoubtedly infessthe outlook in-BEurope and severely reducesthe poten—
tially exmtmg p0551b1]_1t1es of general relaxation and gradual normalization of the
international relations.in Europe. In spite of these negatNe facts, the tendency
towards peaceful coexistencé, competition and cooperation is cuttmg its way by
steps, but without restraint, The growth of many bilateral relations among the
European states with different social systems bears speakmg testlmony of it.

Of course, many obstacles in the positive evolution also have their roots in
Europe., In most cases rudiments of old policy and deep distrust with scepticism
are the main reasons of misunderstanding., However, the power of the positive
trend li€s in-its obJectlveness .

If we wish to understand the main features. which emerged in the course of evolution
after World War 11 and which are still now prevailing, and if we wish to find our

* bearings in the uneasy "field of European politics, in many ways coherent with the
whole world, it'is necessary to ascertain the entities which are qualitative, new
and decisively progressive in the present stage of evolution, compatred with
previous periods. The former post-war pericd, reaching from 1945 to the
beginning of the sixties, can be characterized by the following cardinal features:~

(1) A forcible disintegration of the then existing political structure of Europe
and efforts to build a new structure based on a new proportlon of power,

(2) An explosive conflict of antagomstlc soolal -and economic powers contingent
.-on the "moving front" under a prevailing ideological ‘shape of most subjects
of the European political evolution, a layout of extreme, contradlctory
alternatlves of evolutlon. .

(3) A clear preponderance of "power—posmon" elements espec1a11y as regards
-~ military aspects with the aim to change the power—-ratlo in favour of one
- party; aiming fowards a direct and total solution of the confrontation between
socialismand capitalism in Europe. In European politics there were con-
tradictory and. dlscrepant mterests prevalhng.

(4) In cénmection with the polarisation of power an outstandmg consolldatlon
of the hegemonial pos1t10n of the new great powers in post-war Europe -
the USSR and USA. The influence of the middle~sized and small
European countries has sunk in many respects.

The pr1nc1pa1 charactenstlcs and factors of the contemporary Buropean evolution - )
which are called détente (relaxatlon) ~ are above all the followmg .

(1) A consplcuous stablhzatlon of the political structure in Europe which results |
from World War 11 and cornprlses Germany.

(2) The 1mpact of the atomic age upon 1nternat10na1 relations with bilateral

- understanding that a nuclear war on a world-wide scale ceased to be a means
of politics (although not a threat) and that the long termed basic polltlcal aims
in European conditions must be strictly followed according to this axiom,
The confrontation between socialism and capitalism in Europe, which is going
on, has reached a new platform and has become a -problem of many years to
come.,
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(3) Strategically (and under the present condltlons also polltlcally) the deter-~
- minative pos1t10n of both world great powers lasts, but their influence upon
the evolution in Europe has a declining tendency. In European politics
the specific mterests of the mlddle and small European countries are gammg
ground. Do

(4) In the relations of European countries, irrespective of their social and
geonomic systems also common European interests are working their
way, even if Other contradlctory interests might prevall at the present

‘_'stage .

Above all, it is the 1mperat1ve interest to prevent any rnlhtary conflict in Europe,
and the rlsk of BEurope being involved in a conflict somewhere else in the world,
that does not concern the interests of European nations, Slrnultaneously,
eommon understanding is arising that the security in Europe cannot be continucusly
safeguarded by military means nor by races of armament that could overthrow the
existing balance of powers and cause a most unstable situation,  Besides, the

" immense material costs of armament are forcing the smalier European countries
‘to play the role of political outsiders. However, the sums that European

countrles are spending cn armament are a cons1derab1e brake-to their social and
economlc progress at a time when ecconomy and science are on the march. The

‘very important connecting link is the effort to surmount the division of the

European continent, Playing a still greater role are the problems arising
from which is called the disparity of the Continents, be it in respect of Europe
to the USA (a problem of technological backwardness) or - in a far greater
degree - in respect of the so called "third world" (a problem of nutrmon etc )

" - The fact that in Europe there are mterests exceeding political alliances, that

there are common interests of all Eurcpean nations ,represents a quite new value
in European pelicy after World War II, an even more 1mportant factor of evolution

" in theé life of European nations.,..

Of course, the community of the basic interests of both groups, the capitalist as

-well as the Socialist couniries, remains predominant, To a great extent it

determines the position of both great powers and sets a limit to an all European

‘settlement, However, thanks to the mentioned factors, the influence of the

middle and smaller European countries on European politics is constantly
growing and if the present trend goes on, it will be even stronger. The .
important pre~supposition of it is that these countrles will correctly appreciate

‘the developing process of charigeover and will exert a positive influence on it,

It is. of paramount importance not only to use up the possibilities on hand § but also

1o recognize and to react correctly on the objectively, as well as subJectlvely,

limited lines of the general change in Europe and of the virtual possibilities of
the European countries under present 01rcumstances. For the smaller and

middie European countries it is important to find Sut the value of their own
position in.the European area. For the great powers Europe cannot be more
than just one space for their global interests and politics.

In any case, time has come to develop a policy of realism, tenactous of purpose,
combined with courage and initiative and proper imagination. The main problem
is to design a real system of measures and to achieve an agreement of all deter-
minative powers on such a mood that would forward the gradual creation of a
system of Eurcopean securlty and cooperation.

In this respect the importance of the correct comprehension of the basic factors
and prevalent circumstances, which will influence the evolution in Europe in
the near future, is growing,
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Perhaps it will be the following factors:-

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

The lasting confrontation -between capitalism and socialism, an outlook of

a long co-existence of capltahst and socialist countries in Europe with the
purpose to.créate reliable institutional conditions for’ a peaceful co-
existence and competmon. A great deal will depend on creative under-
standing of possibilities of further development of the objectively stipulated
social changes.‘

The mterest of mamtalnlng the mlllta.ry-strategm balance which is demswe
for seeking new, modern and more reliable forms of securlty in Europe,
including the part101pat10n of other than European countries in this system
as well as the further existence of today's alliances, their purposes and
characters. A great role is assigned to the development of military
technology; tooi

The growth of common European interests which concentrates especially

on extending the platform of Eurcpear détente and on passing over to a
generally acceptable ‘European settlement. Much will depend on the evolu-
tion on world scale, Especially the relations between the USSR and USA,
the harmonization of their interests with those of other European countries,
the development in Germany, first of all of the policy of the FRG, and of
course the evolution in China and in the whole area of the third world will
be of great importané'e.

The efforts of ]:uropean countries to diminish the 1mp0rtance of military
factors in ensuring their securlty, eSpeC1a11y by means of versatile,
mutually advantageous cooperation in economy and science and technique
resulting from the need of international distribution of work , first of all in

Burope, which is characterized by the existence of many state units.

(5)

Moreover, thé most dynamic power will be the pressure of censequences
of the techmcal and scientific revolution, objectlvely glven by the process
of further evolution of human civilization, , ‘

The effort to create gradually optimal prerequisits not only on an interna-
tional scale but also with necessary measures in each country or their
groups, Much will depend on structural changes w1th1n the existing 5001a1
and economlc formatlons of technical advanced soc1ety 1n ‘Europe.

Anyway, it is essentlal to realize that Europeé of today is only at the begm-
ning of a complicated and long process of changes in a positive direction, -
The'main context of the contemporary development is the struggle for the ©. -
Credtion of the starting basis of a comprehensive system of Furopean
security and cooperation (status quo = a change of the status quo);  in the
meantime cnly particular and not yet all—European interests are prevailing
in this part of the world. = The main task is to eliminate all backward and

retarding elements in the European evolution and to concéntrate constantly .

on seeklng and enforcing  positive and objectively progressive factors’

that are in harmony w1th the interest shared by all European countries: and;

I’la.thI’l S,

—'oéoO-QO—O-;,.
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ALLIANCES AND THE FUTURE OF EUROPE ,

by Leo Mates :
Institut za Medunarodnu Po];tlku
Prlvredu, Belgrade

'The Orlgln of the Alllances

'The formatlon of alllances both in the Vest and the East of Burope, in

the late forties. have divided the old continent into two politieally op-
posed camps. Only few countries remsined outside these alliances and re-

_Jmmalned nore or less’ successfully outside of the influence of the policies
flnaugurated by the alliances. The quasi. total division of EuroPe into two
~ well organized and rather strongly united political and mllltary blocs led
.o, to.the W1de3pread conténtion that postwar developments were respon31b1e
,'for the d1v1s1on of hitherto unlted contlnent

The postwar d1v1srzlis indeed a novel phenomenon in many respects, but
Europe was in ‘fact divided even before the formation of the. existing

alliances. Reference is made here, not only te the d1v1510n developing .

after the socialiét revolution in Russia in 1917, but also to the.situa-

. tion precedlng this important event. On’the. continent of Europe there
were before the first world war independent and relatlvely economically

. ‘developed natloqs of the West and the overall -less developed East of the
- continent, where most nations lived under open foreign domination or in
cantiquated and . insupportable conditions of obsolete forms of society.

Europe of the first decade of the twentleth century can, therefore, not

~ be_considered as a united contlnent

. The revolutlon 1n Russia in 1905 and 1917 as well as revolutlonary moves:
" ments and actual revolutions in practically all countries of" ‘eastern Eu-

rope in the ‘twentieth century came as a consequence of mounting opposi-
tion to ex1st1ng conditions both in the sense of social and national

‘oppression. As a result of successes of revolutlons in most of the East-
'fEuropeen countries the stage was set for the present-relationship and the
division of Eurdpe as we know it now. At the same ‘time, the achievement

.of independence and the accelerated economic development of these countries
- prepared the stage for a development aiming at a real and solidly estab-
~ lished unity..Apparently, the two parts of Burope had to drift apart,

Eastern Burope had to go her way in accomplishing political, social and
econonic revolutions at.an -accelerated pace, in order to create conditions
needed for relations with the West . based on equallty. ‘

These deVelopments in Eastern Europe dld, of course, not leas automatically

to the politiecal division and especially the intense tensions of the Cold

War as it orlglnated soon after the end:of the Second World War. Even the

«1deologlcal differences, as they developed in the-process of change in

Eastern. and Western Europe, are no eufflclent explanation for it. If they
Wwere, then.there could be no hope for- 1mprovement without a decisive (in
the ciréumstances - catastrophlc) show-down between the East and the. West,
the current déténte could never. have ‘happened. '

The differences in the systems of society and the specific problems of
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accelerated growth within Bastern Europe, the efforts to overcome the in-
herited backwardness, were bound to reduce economic-ties:and linit other
forms of contact, but were not bound to cause high tensions and hostility.
In order to verify this argument,we must examine the circumstances in
which tensions mounted, leading to the formation of military alliances
and also the circumstances in which tensions decreased to a level per-
mitting the unfolding of substantial economic and other relations in're—~"
cent years,

There can be littIeidoubt that tensions preceded the formation of alliané.
ces, We must, therefore, examine the origins and causes of tendions if we

want to understand the origin of the alliances and before procceding fur—

ther in our znalysis, The point of departure must be the interpretation '
of the underlying substance -of the controversies which led, in the first

years after the war, to mounting fensions., In other words, we mist try tojf

find the cemmon denominator of the several specific differences between
the East and the West in the 1n1t1al perlod of the Cold har.r

Without enterlng 1nto an extens1ve discussion of the specific issues whlch
caused tensions betweéen the Allies in the last years of the war and even’
more tensions, leading to a general Cold Var' lqter, we could deflne the "
common element in all of them: distrust, if' not outright hostlllty, based
on the difference in the political systems of society. In fact, the ill-
fated first attempts to negotiste an alliance between the Western Powers
and the Sov1et Unlon in 1939 failed malnly because of thls.

The uneasy:atmosphere in wartine meetlngs of statesmen of the Alliance
and the frictions around the opening of a "Second Front" grew into more
concrete clashes about the line of division in Hurope, which was to be-
.come a border-of sovcial systems.and not only of countries or zones of ~
occupation This self-evident c¢ircumstanceé ' which was, in the course of
time, more and -moré explicitly stated on both sides 1ed to the almost
general belief thet the whole tension of the Cold Var was caused by and

inseparably linked with the e¥istence of the two systems, capitalism and ~~ ' *

socialiem, in Eurcope. The "theory" of an allegedly irreconciliable and

final struggle between two systems represented in the two groupings of o

states; took the place of the hitherto accepted view of Marxists that
the struggle of 'classes. .of -society within national states generutes chan—
ges in the system of 3001ety and 1ts polltlcal institutions.

On the other 31de slogans like that of "rollifig back communism" in the o

United States had a similar content but pointed to the ‘opposite’ direc—
tion. It was based on the concept of using international confliet,pres-
sure and force if need be, in order fo nullify the changes whieh ocecurred
during and after the ‘Second Vorlad War in Eastern Europe. This’ slogan was
a maximal exprg581on of an aggressive ‘policy based on the view that in-

ternal changes in z state ¢éan be a valld ‘reason for international’ actlon. R

0f course, none.of these attitudes was applied strictly and consistently
in the real actions of ‘governments, but they have greatly contributed to
the belief that the difference in -social systems was the inevitable root
out of which tension and hostility must grow. The several specific prob-
lems whiech would have in «iny case been a likely cause for differences
between the Allies have, as a matter of faet, grown to dangerous propor—
tions because of the confrontation of the two systems and it is under—
standable that this should lead to undue generalizations.
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The simultaneous effect of two factors, the clash of interests between
the major allies in the past war and the presence of two different social
systems, were the ingredients out of which the high tensions of the Celd
War were made. One of them, the clash of interests, was nore likely to
fade out of focus with time than the difference in the systems of society.
Nevertheless, in order to catch the imagination of the people and because
of a general tendency of mankind to genecralise, the Cold War was presen-
ted as a clash of different systems. The ideological difference was ele-
vated to the status of main, if not unigue; cause of tenszon and of ten—
sions 1n contemporary 1ntsfnat10nal relatlons in general

The tlme that’ has passed since and the e?ents of recent years in partl— ‘

cular 1nd1cate, ‘however, that even radical changes in relations are pos-— B

sible without a change in the respective systems of society. Now, the
prevailing view is that peaceful coexistence of countries, irrespective
of differences in systems of -socicty, is possible-and should be the prac-
tical goal of political action of governments. The change which made this
new trend possible must come next in our examination.

There have been cons1derable changes within the countrles on both s1des
but in no case have these changes led to a fundamental transformation of
the system of s001ety. On the contrary, the most important. outcome of

the postwar years was the strengthening and stabilization of the existing
system and the prevailing order of things within most countries ‘in the
West and in the East of Europe. Above all there was, here and there, a
radical improvement of the eccononic p031t10n and an unprecedented growth
in productlon and well—belng.

The countriés in ‘the kast have pushed forward with great success the in-
dustrialization of the lcss developed areas of that region. The general
econonic progress introduced new elements in the way of life and hodi-
fied the social’ structures_of these countries. The economic deveppuent
also brought about a better political climate, particularly after the
death of Stalin’in March 1953 Internal changes in the countries of the
East of Europe led to changes in their outusl relations. Relations be-
canle more rclaxed and opened the way to a gradual development in con- 7
tacts With_the.cutside world, Visas for travelling within Eastern Burope
wereg graduwlly abolished and movements of persons across the border line’
of the Cold War became ever nore frequent and free of excess;ve bureau-
cratic formalities. :

If there was ever a rcal ground for the fear that infiltration from the -
West could endanger the system of socialism, this apprehension dissipa-
ted at an accelerdated pace. There was less and less need:io compensate
the prevailing lack of selfconfidence by public manifestations which .
could induce apprehen81on on the other side. In fact the need and the
ability to expand econonic relations with the West and to enhance other
relations gave birth to new approaches to inherited theoretical formu-
lations., Coexistence became the main slogan and efforts were even nade
to trace the desire for coexistence in statencnts and policies of the
period of high tension. In a . way this is riot surprising, because nost
of the aggressiveness of the past years was conditioned by fear and a
sense of 1nsccur1ty, rather than by aggress1ve appetltes.

In the Vest, economic dev910pments also took a favourable turn i the

years follow1ng the war., Gradually most of the countries of the- West_

rehabilitated their economic establishment and continued to devclcp“ -
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at & pace ekceeding. earlier experiences and even optimistic forecasts

by experts. Western Europe bécane more independent and gradually deve—
loped into a fierce competitor of the United States rather than renain-
ing = junior partner supported by the wealth of the giant across the

. oceans The lowering of econonic barriers within Western Burope, in-spite
,of'the creation of two rivalling groups (EEC and FFTA}, contributed fur-
“ther to the économic development and to the de81re and ability to- expand
ties with other regions, 1nclud1ng the East :

. In thercirCumstances; a nmore realistic and sober view was taken of deve-
lopments and the general situation in Eastern Europe, The increased sense
‘of"securlty and the optinism accompanying achievement permitted a gradual
 demystification of thinking about Eastern Burope and Socislisn. This trend
) could not wipe out vested interests and pressure groups advocating aggres-—

51ve attitudes, but the ground was cut fron under their foet and they were
no longer in the p081t10n to domlnate the scene. :

‘The changed 81tuat10n was reflected in publlc manlfestutlons and in the
g¢yes-of the East, Vestern EurOpe becane an ever nore “suitable partner
~ for péaceable. relations. Inasmuch as therc remained friction and even
figree’ eonfrontation between the-Soviet Union and the United States in
regiong outside Europe, these events had no decisive effect -onrintra—

o European developnents. NATQO, the wmain tie of Western Burope with the

 United States, remained in force, but was now nore flexibly interpreted.
The countries. of Western Furope did not find thenselves bound to join

the United States in the nilitary action in Vietnan, as they did in the
years of the Korean War. The nilitary organization of NATO was- less em~
'ph331zed France dropped out altogether from the nilitary establishnent
and the. doninant role of the mllltary in Bast-West politics was greatly

‘ "hreduced

' ,One.should,‘howevef, mention that the unresolved Gernan question remain-
ed thé most important causé of friction in Europe in spite of all these
favourable developments, It is also good to keep in nind the special case
‘of Spain and Portugal in the south~west corner of Burope and Greece in
the Balkans (since a military junta took over the governuent there).Fur-
thermore, the strife over Cyprus and in Cyprus is another cause-of un-
rest in Europe. But it appears that the trend of iuproving East-West re-
lations is not in peril because of these negative factors on the Europe-
on scene.

The first conclusion to be drawn fron. this presentation of developuents
"in Burope after the war is that a combination of changing circunstances
together with a more constant fdctor,. the confrontation of two. systens
of society, have created a tenporary state of high tension in Europe.
‘The temporary character of this condition is based on ‘the changeable
circunstances, The second conclusion which can be made now is that the
. circumstances which have led to the postwar conflict have substantially
changed in spite of the further existence, side by side, of the two sys-
teris and that a basis for better and -etill improved nutual relations has
‘been created, - ‘ ‘ R -

The argunent 1ead1ng up to these conclu81ons h 153 been brought in a ra-
ther sketchy way and should not be considered as exhaustlng the nost in-
teresting problem of postwar relations in Hurope. Only some major points
“have been briefly indicated with the purpose of helping us to exanine
further developoents leading to a growing Bast- -West cooperatlcn and deve-
lopnents beyond the Cold War,



The Perioa of change

The lessenlng of East—West ten51ons in- Europe and the relaxam
_tioh of relations within the two: ‘alliances introducing.-a
gracual dlssolutlon of the strict bipolar pattern establlshed
in the Forties, did not automatloally provide a -basis for..
general cooperation. The picture in Burope changed in recent
years into & combination of political cross-currents, Basicals=
1y, the pattern remains dominated by a division into two- parts,
but the relations between them show marked improvement and
the discipline within the two political bBlocs becomes less

and less strictly observed, leading even to rather 51gn1flcant
departures from the behav1our of the group as a whole. One

is inclined to think in this connection first of France and -
Romania, but these are only extreme cases of a rather general
development

It would be mistaken to believe that the prevailing degree

of across-the—fenoe cooperation, or even further progress in
this direction would autometically usher in a new era of non-
aligned geneéral cooperation - the ultimate goal of the doctrine
of coexistence. Alliances continue to exist and the inherited
bipolar pattern is still the under-,lng basis for political -
and economic relatlons.

There - 15, no doubt some inertia.in existing political forma-
tions and alllances and one must consider it first. It would’
be an oversimplification to believe that the mere fact of
ex1st1ng treaties and bloc orgenizations is the only element
slowing down the pece of cooperation. In recent history, and
particularly in the history of Europe of the twentieth century,
we can find enough examples of disregaxrd of treaty. obligations,
or at least cases of negligence, to permit the supposition
that modern States apply with considerable promptness, in— -
voking even slightest. pretexts, the dictum fisic rebus stan--
tibus". In pOllthal behaviour, departures from hitherto ac-
-cepted patterns is done with even more expedition. Therefore

. the inertia in our case must bé based on more than oonservatlve
respeot for formal obligations or slowness in’ adoptlng new -
ways in 1nternatlonal relations.

Firstly, the role of the United States in the western alliance
and of the Soviet Union in the East is still rather outstanding.
The two nuclear super-Powers have, by virtue of thelr status

in the international community and thelr interests in Europe

in particuler, still con51derable 1nfluenoe over European
East-West relations.

This influencejis obviously exercised in aooordanoe,with the.
foreign policies of each of the two Powers. It is, however,-
patent that they are confronted in a substantial' manner in

. several conflicts or situations throughout the world as well

as in some of the outstanding universal problems of & political
or military nature. In spite of a marked improvement in the
relations between the Soviet Unicn and the United States, they
lag visibly behind the rapproohement within Europe..
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Burope may have quite successfully insulated intra-European
relations from the echoes and impacts of disturbances in
other parts of the world, but through the presence on the
continent of and close ties with the two super-Powers, Burope
cannot escape the effect of strife and conflict in other
regions. These effects are particularly strong in cases when
an outside conflict tends to emphasize the East-West confronta-
tion, or rather a confrontation between the Soviet Union and
the United States. One of the most important examples of it
is the war in Vietnam, although one shculd say that it is
surprising to note how little this conflict has so far in-
fluenced intra-European relations. It is, however, obvious
that it did cast a shadow over Europe as it did indeed over
the whole world,

It is unlikely that Europe could become fully protected from
the repercussions of the clashes between the two major nuclear
Powers in view of the wide interests the o0ld continent has in
world affairs and also because of the special connections of
the two Powers with European affairs., It is unlikely that
relations of the West of Europe with the socialist couniries
could develop at the expense of the relations of the West

with the United States. It is also obvicus that one should

not expect to unify Europe at the ceost of alienating the
Fastern Furopean countries from the Soviet Union.

Politically it is of 1ittle consequence that the Soviet Union
is on the continent of Burope and the United States not. It
is equally irrelevant to insist on the fact that the major
portion of the Soviet Union is in Asia. In view of the level
of technical development, the ability to conquer distances,
similar geographical considerations have little value. It isy
in fact, illogical to talk about the growing unity of the
world ﬂnd ignore the close and inseparable connection between
countries whose association is the leading example of this
integrating trend.

Within both of these groups of States one can find friction

and sometimeseven divergent attitudes, but it would be exag-
gerated to believe that the behaviour of France, or the behaviour
of any country in the West or the East, Jjustifies expectations
that the one or the other super-Power could be separated or
excluded from the affairs of the continent, This behaviour can

be used only to show the increasing flexibility of relations,

but a rigid military ailliance is not the only form of close
association between States.

It is by far more reasonable to expect that every Kuropean
country extending and developing relations across the Cold War
line in Europe will keep its old friendship and ties without,
however, permitting them to interfere with new eonnections and
closer relations with partners who have earlier been prohibited.
This is, as a matter of fact, already in progress on both sides.
It is therefore notural that the ever more compliicated network
of relations in Durope tends to confuse sometimes those who
have become too used to the simplified pattern of the Cold War
governed by two types of relations mainly: strict adherence to
a group of outright hostility.
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*Now, let us return to our argument. If the developing pattern
of relations in and around Europe leaves in existence, al-
though greatly changed, the connection of the two major
Powers with Buropean affairs, then it is: logical to assume
that the Cold War of the past will cast a shadow also over
~the next: future of relations within Europe and that it will

“at the some time continue to influence relations between the

. super~Powérs, This appears to be one factor slowing down the
East-West rapprochement

. -Another . importaat factor is the level of eoonomlo development
" in..the two parts of Zurppe. One cannot, of course, speak of
unlform levels of development either in the West or in the
- Fast. There are countries markedly lagging in economic develop—
" ment.. in the West, such as Spain, Portugal or Greece, and -
"hlghly 1ndustr1allzed areas in the Bast, such as some areas
-in the Soviet Union, or Czechoslovakia and the German Demo-
cratic Republic. These differences in the level of industriali-
" zation or of econcmic progress, measured by whatever method
“one might apply, would even show that a certain country or.
. area of the West is less developed than an area or country
in the East

For the shaplng of political relatlons this is less. 1mportdnt
than one could at a first glance assume. Both regions are .
rather extensively 1ntegrated into distinct economic regions.
This applies to the West, in spite of the existence of two .
rival economic organizations. In both cases trade and other
international economic activities within the regions are
highly developed and are decisive for the economic stablllty
dnd growth of each one of the countries of the given region.
This pattern becomes even more significant for our argument
if we include North Amerlca 1nto the ploture as a part of ..
the West - : . . .

Over. the years a rather per51stent 1nertla developed and it

is extremely difficult to redirect the flow of.économio rela-—
tions and. to chapge this.pattern. The development of industries
based on'a given market and the supplylng of energy and raw -
materials ‘from a given source tends to emphasize the rlgldlty
of the pattern of economic ties on both sides. It is, there-
fore, from a point of view of political relations relevant

to speak of the two areas as distinect, though conplex, units

. on dlfferent levels. of eeonomic development

Moreover, the economic policles and the spe01fio needs of-
economic development are also different and this tends to make
an increase of economic transactions between the regilons rather
difficult. The patterns of ‘consumption and the petterns of .
productions are different also &nd differences in the way of
life as well as the level of consumption .add to the problem.
One could g6 on enumeratlne the many oontrasts in the economic .
field, but thls might be. enough for our purpose.r g

Here it- may be enough to note only" that the material disparity
and the different ways and means to handle it .creates real
obstacles in the process of developlng eoonomlolrelatlons"~
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between the two reglons._It might be added that the deliberate
reduction of trade of the West with Eastern Lurope in the past
has greatly contributed to the preservatlon of these obstaclies
end to the growth of new ones.

We must recall too the blockade of Soviet Russia immediately
after the revolution of 1917 and the'more or less strictly
applied obstacles and restrictive measures since then, as

well as the new wave of restrictions during the Cold War. The
abandoning of this attitude and the dismantling of the restric-
tions could not by-itself bring about spectacular changes.
Expectations that trade could easily grow on the basis of the
traditional complementarity - food and raw materials from the
East; manufactured goods from the West ~ could not materialize,
The industrialization in the East left 1ittle to be exported
along theéese lines and 2 ratheyr narrow market for the importa-
tion of consumer goods in view of changes in the pattern of
consumptlon and the hlgh levels of savings for investment.

The West, developlngrfavourable sources of raw materials and
0il in overseas countries and regiorns, could not absorb ex—
pected gquantities of commodities from the East of Europe. Sea
routes are less expensive and earnings of workers overseas
lower than in Eastern Furope. Irrespective of past political
restrictions, even the growing interest of the West to develop
trade-with the FEast, counting on the rapidly developlng
potentialities of the expanding mmrkets there, could so ‘far
produce only moderate results.,

It can be said that both sides demonstrated in the last few
years considerable and growing interest in developing economic
relations, but found material and objective obstacles which
caused these efforts to be only partially successful. In spite
of the relatively fast growth of Hast-West trade in Europe the
effect on the general pattern of the flow of trade on the
continent is modest, because ‘the point of departure is very
low, & percentagew1se high increase represents here a rather -
insignificant change in the pattern. The two areas are still,
and will remain for - quite some time, distinct economic regions
with low to moderate levels of mutual economic relations.

There is no doubt that this state of affairs in the field of
economic relations must have repercussions in the field of
political relations. The slow change in overcoming the division
of Europe through the expansion of economic ties 1s one of the
forces of inertia slowing down East-West cooperation. It cannot
be removed by political acts alone. It can be only gradually
overcome by economic growth and by economic measures facilitat-
ing livelier mutual relations. In the political sphere only
favourable general circumstances, that is a2 climate conducive
to the. development of mutu%l relations can be cred vted.

The need for measures fa0111tat1ng 1nterreglona1 ‘economic ex—
changes brings us to the third cbstacle to Fast-~West coopera-
tlon. Changes in-the economic sphere which are now underway

in all countries of the East of Europe -may be generally
summarized. for the purpose of this argument as measures favour-
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+ing a more free development of trade and other economic rela-~
tions with the outside world. This is, of course, not a com—
prehensive appraisal of these far~reach1ng reforms, which
have & far more deeper significance. It is, however, extremely
important to note that they have an intended and actual favour-
able effect on the developlng cf economic ties with countrles
out51de che Tregioni . . .

In fact the Tregional . eccnomlc organlzatlcn in Bastern Europe,
the: Ccuncll for Economic Mutual Aid, and its institutions, are
also affected by these changes. One should, however, be cauticus
and avoid’ oversimplifications In spite of all these efforts

and ‘developments, & substantial increase in the trade and

othér forms of economic cooperation will for a considerable.
time be slow Vecause of difficulties caused by general policies
and- 1nst1tut10ns, including regulations created at a time of
autarchy. In this respect one might consider as an example

the difficulties which Yugoslavia had to overcome internally
before developing substantially her mutually beneficial rela--
tions with the West

It follows from.the presented argument that, in Splte of . the
“existence of good will and of promising potentlalltles, the
East-WNest rapprochement in Europe, fellowing the lessening

of tensions and the demonstrated will to increase cooperation,
nevertheless must be taken as a slow process. Important factors
of inertia in the political and economic fields ia every-day
practice and in iherited institutional and conceptual conplexes
on both sides can be overcome only gradually.

Beycnd'the Cold War
What is then‘the prospect for the future of‘EurcpeQ

It is not easy to give a simple and concise answer..The present
is a rather confusing pattern of cross—currents of forces and
habits created in the years of the Cold War and new tendencies
struggllng to assert themselves. The division of BEurope has
given birth to two military alliances and the two alliances

have contributed to a rigid definition end the institutionaliza-
tion of this division. From the point which has already been
reached a return £0 the past seems rather unlikely, but it is
not probable that the past cduld be simply wiped out or forgotten.
It will play, at least for some considerable time, an’ 1mpcrtant
role in- the formlng of the future.

Otie could, of course, take the facile approach and construct,
according to one's preferences, a model and set it as the goal
to be achieved. Politicians usually behave 1ike this and they
are right in their way . In,order to achleve something one must
know what one is aiming at. But for the purpose. of this paper,
this would still be a facile approach. The purpose is to come
possibly to an understanding of current trends and not to
eﬁd one more set of goals or. to repeat those Whlch have al-
eady been deflned. : :
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The essential disappearance of mutual fear, or of the earlier
sense of Insecurity, on the one hand, and the economic and
technical demand for integration on an ever wider scale, are
likely to press developments in BEurope towards more geheral
cooperation, The s8pecific and temporary causes of conflict

in the years after the war are disappearing from the scene.
What remains is the long-term essential problem of coopera—
tion between countries with different social systems, bet-
ween capitalist countries of the West and socialist countries
cf the East of Europe.

We shall now try to examine briefly this problem, removing

from our mind the specific causes of friction and tension
which made these relaticns tense in the early years after

the Second World War., We have seen that the confrontation of
countries with different systems of society does not necessari-
1y lead to hostility. It is also obviocus that the similarity

of types of society is no secure basis for friendship. Wars
between capitalist countries have happened, tension developed
reourrently between socialist countries and has, so far, been
an accompanying phenomenon 0f the coeX1stence of several so— -
01a118t countrles.- : o

The question we must ask now is: how far can relations develop
between a socialist country and capitalist countries? The
obvious thought that occurs in this connection is to examine
the case of Yugoslavia, This country has developed relations
with countries of the West for almost twenty years, a period
long enough to permit some more general conclusions, particulax-
ly if we take dnto consideration the many events that have
happened during these two decades., The example of Yugoslavia
oertalnly can be used for more general conclusions, but there
are also limiting circumstances Whlch we must take into
consideration.- - P

Duringﬁthe'first;years relations . of Yugoslavia with the West
have developed in circumstances which were governed by some
general features, broadly resembling conditions of East-West
relations today. There were unsettled political problems

" charged with high emotions (Trieste), there was a general
desire to develop economic ties and to overcome distrust es
well as to reduce obstacles to more free exchanges., There was
a will to cooperate and there were elements of restraint. There
was- the low level of economlc development and institutional
obstacles in Yugoslavia as negative factors, In the political
sphere, inertia generated from past and present politieal dif-
ferences and added its weight to the faotorg siowing down pro-
gress in cooperatlon. .

The first steps forward were made in the econcmic field and
economic ties developed Ffurther, simultaneocusly with a gradual
change in the economic system in Yugosiavia. The changes were
generally along the lines of changes cccuring now in other
countries of Eastern Europe. The road covered through the years
was difficult and the efforts were burdened with the additional
weight of inexperlence and novelty of the enterprise. Neverthe—
iess the experiment proved to be successful and may have in a
way contributed to the relative easing of similar developments
on & wider scale in LEurope at present.
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The main value of this example is in the proof that a state
of highly developed relations and the absence of substantial
tensions are possible between countries with different social
systems. The West 1s, as a region, the largest partner in
trade and in other economic transactions and activities of :
Yugoslav1a. The country is open to millions of visitors; there
is a free access to information and gathering of’ 1nformat10n, i
as well as abundant travel of Yugoslavs to the outside world.
A11 this went along with the continuous improvement of the
economic conditions in the country and the unhlndered develop— '
ment of its 5001allst 1nst1tut10ns. . )

As already stated, we must see to 1t that the meaning of-this
example is not overrated. In the first place, it proves only
that friendly relations and extensive cooperation between a
socialist country and capitalist countries is possible. It-
does not prove that it will or could always occutr. On the one’
side the cooperation of Yugoslavia with the West has not dis-~
pelled all distrust and barriers, but, on the other, thisz did
net hinder the general development. This might prove to be
somewhat different in the case of relations on =a ma;or soale
and involving maJor Powers on both sides.

Problems of securlty have a different content in cases of
major Powers, they imply interests and considerations far -
beyond the limits of one country. Even in the economic field,
the absolute size of the problem or of the enterprise could
introduce néw elements complicating the solution. Finally we
must not forget the specific circumstances in which tkls
development started. -

What is then the overall meanlng and 31gn1f10ance of the
case of Yu@oslav1a?

If it were possible, and if the cooperation of Yugoslawvia .-
with the West continues to develop simultaneously with the:
development of the relations of Yugoslavia with other so-
cialist countries and with less developed countries, then

it should be taken as evident that it is not the difference

in social systems that prevents cooperation existent -in the
case of Yugoslav1a and the West and oonsequently that the
future of Europe is not bound to suffer because of it. Further-
more, it should be taken as evident that the formation and
continuation of the Cold War alliances is not an outgrowth

of differences in social systems and that in the future they
could disappear. The dilsappearance of allieances may, however, .
leave Burope still having two distinct regions with growing
mutual cooperation and developing an economic integration
irrespective of material and political differences,

It should not be difficult to indicate the road which would
lead to an early implementation of this prospect. Europe,
after all, is already underway on this road. Bilateral econo-
mic and political relations cutting across the old battie
lines of the Ccld War pave the road to higher form of multi-
lateral cooperatlon. There are still few elements of multi-
1atera1 economic cooperation in Europe which survmved the
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Cold War and include countries from both sides. The most
important is, naturally, the Economic Commission for Europe
of the United Nations, which has made so far small steps
forward after years of almost complete impotence ard stagna-
tlon.» R :

Expected further steps forward should nct be understood as
meaning ‘that -this commission might in the foreseeable future
replace the -existing economic organizations of the West ang
thé Egst, ‘One would rather think of the Econocmic Commission
for Turope as -a coordinating body organizing in the. beginning
only such types of cooperation and in such fields as would

be compatible with the normal functioning of the eX1st1ng _
orgenizations on bYoth sides. This might lead to a pattern in
which both the separate organigations in the EFast and in the
West would coexist and cooperate. w1th the United Natlons

body 1n Geneva. ,

It Wculd'be irrealistic to try to envisage at this stage
more detailed plans for the future, but there is obviously
still much room left for general economic cooperation in .
Furope even while the divisive groupings continue to function,
After all, the lowering of barriers in the economic¢ relations
between the two sides is not incompatible with the carrying .
out of the integrating functions for which existing organiga- .
tions have been established. If past and present policies,
greatly influenced by inherited habits of thought, preclude
substantial mutual concessions and the ellmlnatlon of. obstacles,
this should not be considered as an irrevocable attltude bullt
into the foundatlons of these organizations.

It may perhaps seem over—optimistic to expect all thls to
happen in the near future, but one should not forget that
the time is not far in the past when now existing bilateral
arrangements between the major Western countries and the
countries of the Council for Economic Mutual Aid were still
unthinkable. The develepment in bilateral relaticns has not
yet been expanded to possible volumes and much can still be
done alon@ these lines. But it is time to comnsider further
ways and means and particularly the use of the Economic Com—
mission for Europe as & center for further developing multi-
lateral cooperaticn and the lowering of barriers in general.
Some kind of an 1ntra—European "Kennedy Round" certainly .
should not be considered as something outside of realistioc .
p0531b111t1es in the years to come. R
in the pOllthal field there is no existing framework that
could genuinely serve the purpose of an a2ll-Furopean forum,
or even for the purpose of multilateral dellberutlons and &
discussion of problems of general concern. This is not sur-
prising. The climate soon after the war prevented the estab-
lishment of similar regional all-Iurcpean organizations.
Burope was the central battlefield of the early years of the
Cold War. Existing quasi-European organizatiocns, which have
all served as western platforms in the. Cold War apperently
de not serve this purpose.
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There have been made several suggestlons for all-European
conferences of representatives of parliaments or governments
and probably one or the other could at a propitious moment
serve as a point of departure for recurring meetings of
politicians and statesmen and become & centre for the har-
monization of political attitudes as well as a point of
departure for more ambitious forms of multilateral coopera-—
tion in the more distant future.

In the political field, even more than in the economic, it
would be useless to seek the dissolution of the existing
alliances before the formation of new and general European
frameworks of cooperation. The existing alliances have great—
1y reduced their public activities connected with the concept
of 2 threat of war within Europe, and the divisive impact of
these organizations has diminished considerably.

Bilateral contacts and agreements have in several cases
established a2 new atmosphere between countries of the East

and the West. Here, perhaps, still more than in economic
matters, vast possibilities remain unused for further develop-
ing bpilaeteral friendly relations across the line of division.
The general climate must apparently improve still considerably
before the German problem ceases tc be a stumbling block in
the way of general cooperation, but the results achieved so
far indicate that the movement in this direction has a great
chance to progress faster than hitherteo.

The existing alliances are undoubtedly a more serious impedi-
ment to general cooperation tharn the economic orgaenizations.
Developments in this field are without any doubt incomparably
more complicated and delicate, but they are alsoc greatly in-
fluenced by fundamental economic interests. DProgress in the
gconomic field, therefore, precedes developments of a poli-
tical nature. Existing alliances should not be taken as the
main target of actions aiming at the unification of Turope.
The first stage, already in progress, is bilateral economic
ties accompanied by & political rapprochement eventually
spreading into multilateral forms of economic cooperation.
Then, one would expect, the stage would be ready for more
advanced political forms of multilateral cooperation.

If existing trends continue and further progress is achieved,
Furope may become united on a sound basis of general economic
benefit and prosperity reinforced by political stability and
cooperation. Although this paper has not discussed possible
forms of this cooperation, it should be undexrlined that the
mere disappearance of the existing alliances will not neces-
sarily and automatically bring harmony and cooperation. It
could in some circumstances facilitate strife, conflict and
chaos. Cooperation cannot be achieved through dismantling
existing unsatiasfactory structures alone, it can come only

gs a result of creative efforts which, necessarily, start
within the old frameworks and therefore have for some time to
coexist with them. The new structure of Furope can only grow
out of the existing pattern. One would wish that this were
not so, but wishful thinking hardly helps to achieve results.

~0=0—0=0~0=0—0—0—
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Conference on Blocs, the German Problem and the Future of Zurope

Vienna, 6th and 7th March 1967,

GERMANY AND A NEW EUROPE

by Martln Saeter, .
Norweglan Institute of Internatlonal
Affairs, Oslo.

Europe's destiny is insepa'r-ably linked to developments in Germany., = Since-
the Government crisis in the Fall of 1966, things have happened in German
politics which have resulted in Europe today facirig a completely new situation
concerning decisive political and security problems., = To be able to under-

- stand what this change implies, one has to establish what are the factors that
determlne German politics, _

Orie thing can be ascertamed right away it is a fundamental change. of course
with rather far-reaching and long—term goals. As the Foreign Minister
Mr. Brandt writes in his article in "Aussenpolitik” (No. h/67): "We are now
living in the decisive years. between two epochs, where the course for a long
time to come is being decided". Brandt underllned -strongly in the same -
article that Borin intends to continue its policy of detente towards the East
European countries, including the Soviet Union and the GDR, regardless of
difficulties and setbacks. However, West German policy is aiming farther
than just for a detente, it is aiming for a "lasting and just peace settlement"”
for the whole of Europe, in cluding German reunification, The German
Foreign Minister.is of the opinion that it is advisable to retain, for the time
being, the alliances and modify them in accordancé with a new securlty
system., ' "But", he says, "it.is a good thing that the problems around a
future European peace-arrangement are a.lready being studied and discussed
within the alliance. We are vitally interested in this kind of work and we
must do our best to bring constructive contributions of our own." S

This is fundamentally new in the Etlropean security policy, namely, that the ’

very state which, maybe more than any other, has been the corner stone of
the ex1st1ng securlty system, g1ves priority to the replacement of this system.‘

The Hegemony of the Super Powers

The European power constellations have seldom remained stable over a longer
period of time. -The situation during the last twenty years has been rather
exceptional in this respect. . This relatively long period of stability has, of
course, not occcurred in the fzrst place due to the Europeans themselves, but

to the two Super Prwers, the USA and USSR, who have dominated the scene
completely. - The confrontatlon between these two powers in Europe has been
a part of a confrontation of global dimensions which, however, over the last
years has been marked by the opponents' mutual 1nterest to av01d open conflict
and anything that could disturb the stability.

The small European countries, like for instance the Nordic ones, have not ‘only
found it necessary to accept this superhegemony. It has actually been regarded
as an arrangement which takes care of the small countries' interests. With the.



detente and normalisation of relations between the two Great Powers , internal
ideological frictions within the small countries between the East and West
orientated groups have also gradually declined., At the same time the stabil-
ising tasks of the alliances concerning the situation in Central Europe - in
the first place Germany - have been underlined. Experiences from the two
World Wars which both originated in.Central Europey make it a natural desire
for the small countries to prevent that a rivalry between the former European
Great Powers should again have free play. They rather accept the existing
Superpower-hegemony. This at least is the case of the smaller Western
European countries, Besides, a distant hegemonial power has a less=—
pressing effect than a close one., Therefore, a strong conservative stand

of the small countries' governments is to be expected as to the problem of
gventual replacement of the existing arrangement.

The situation appears a little differently, however, to the larger European
states, ‘above all Great Britain, France and Germany, who were used to play
an 1mportant part previously., These, of course, did not wish, and still’
don't; to be dominated by any Great Power but the strength of the Soviet
Union and their own weakness forced them to accept the American hegemony
over Western Europe,  Besides, the three former Great Powers, Great
Britain, France and Germany, were in quite different positions. Great
Britain came out of the war with her prestige of a Great Power fairly intact
and was able once again, thanks to her "special relations" with the United
States, to maintain the illusion of her world power for some time. -~ France, |
as a result of her defeat by Germany and the rather poor part she played
during the war, became a third rank power, It has been de Gaulle's aim
ever since to regain this lost prestlge for France, but in the light of the
chaotic internal situation during the post war years, such a ‘hope seemed .
rather unrealistic. . ‘Neither could France rely on the USA, as Great Britain -
did., ’ :

it was, however in the f1rst place, the unsolved problem of Germany whlohf
formed the ba513 for the two Super Pawers' hegemony over Eurcope, Beaten
Germany possessed no possibility whatsoever of deciding her own destiny,

and the result-of the disagreemerit which had arisen between the victors was -
a Germany'divided between the East and the West, serving as the scene of a .-
giant trial of strength between the two Siper Pawers.\., - -

The building up of alhance systems of both sides served, naturally, to
strengthen the:Slper Pywers' influence within their respectlve camps. .
And, after the two parts of Germany became 1ntegrated into opposite alliances,
this. leadlng position became consolidated by treaty. The fact that the inte-
gration principle was used as a basis for the West German membership of
NATO, made a uniform military organisation - and thus also a uniform
alliance command - necessary. And it was-e matter-éf'course that the
USA should have the decisive voice within this command. West Germany,
the only country with all its military forces under alliance-command, became
thus inseparably linked to the United States with regard to her entlre military
policy. The defence of the Federal Republic was 51mu1taneously 16 be re-
garded as the main defence line for the USA.

A similar role was played by East Germany in the Soviet strategy, and in this
mainly American-Soviet conflict the other alliance-partners had to adapt
themselves as well as they were able, to the policy of the Hg Powers.  This
holds true for Germany especially. '

In the postwar period the stability of Europe was based on this hegemony of
Saper Powers,  Whether or not this was desired by the European countries
did not make any difference, as long as the Cold War way of thinking dominated
the scene. . “But developments of the last few years have revealed that the



arrangement was to the highest degree linked to the conflict between the
Soviet Union and the United States in Europe. ~Asthe:two Great Powers
took up the policy of detente and status quo, they removed at the same time
‘an important part of what formed the basis of their dominant position in

- Europe. Released from the menace of a great war between East and West

- in Europe, overshadowing eVerythlng else, the European countries could
more easny start maneouvering on their own, This tendency was most
clearly demonstrated by the policy of France, but alsoc the example of Romanig
reveals the same thing: Both tried to free themselves from the dominating
influence of their respective hegemony=«powers - and succeeded.

Theé dominating position of the Soviet Union and the United States in Europe
depends, as already mentioned, above all on their position in Germany., As
long as this is firm, they can maintain control also over the rest of Europe.
Thus we have reached the topic of this article: the latest developments in
- Wesst Germany and its possible consequences for the alliance, for European
integration policy, and for the Smaller European countries, . As préviously
-mentioned , the Nordic countries would presumably be among the last to wish
for an alteration of the existing agreement with the USA as the predominating
power in Western Europe. Here they follow Great Britain, However, if
Western Germany should take her own, more or less independent course, as
‘seéms to be the case, then it is obvmus that a new arrangement w111 ioroe
‘itself through in any case. :

- Bonn and National Interests

The integration of the Flederal Republic of Germany was a compromise between
different interests,. The Western Powers, above all the USA, did their
utmost to obtain West German‘contribution to the common defense , while on
the other hand they desired to continue maintaining control over. the situation
in Central Europe, i.e. over Western Germany, which, after all, formed the
central link of the defence chain. They could not nge the newly established
. Federal Republic a free hand without running the risk that this state might find
- it fit to arrange itself with the Soviet Union, in order to reach its own highest
national goal, reunification, - Thus, Bonn had to be bound tightly to the West
by ties strong enough to hinder any such eventuality., And the West held all
the trump cards. They had the power to keep West Germany occupied and
powerless, They had no need for making any further concessions except
what was necessary to secure their two main aims: West German contribution
to defensz and control over West German policy making., Germany was at
her lowest ebb, dependent on what the Great Powers deemed right for her.
Germany's only trump card was her industrial and military potential which,
~ however, in the existing situation had the weak point that it could not be
~ taken advantage of by the Germans without the approval of and in cooperatlon
'w1th the occupation powers, .

- Full sovereignty for a united Germany was, naturally, Bonn s prlmary

demand, But since the East/West confllct made reunification impossible,
.and the occupation powers would not tolerate an indeperident status for
their respective occupation zones, a gradual improvement of their situation
was the best the Germans could hope for. .

The prlce of obtalnmg German participation in Western defense had - from
the Germari viewpoint - to be made as high as possible; paid in extended
freedom of action. At the same time the reunification had to be maintained
as a national claim which could not be abandoned.
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The treaties which formed the basis for Germany's participation in NATO
was a "package deal" attempting to unite the interests of the partners in the
best possible way. "Integration" was the cue, The incorporation of the
Federal Republi¢ in a defence alliance with common organisation and uniform
command secured for the Western Powers a West German contribution to the
defence and control over West German policy making: The West Germans
for their part won back their freedom of action within the framework of this
integration, and thus reached considerable improvement of their international
status, together with military security, Adenauer's main idea was that
further development of the community should gradually rescind inequalities
between the parthers, leading eventually to the Federal Republlc obtaln.mg
equal rights with her partners.

As for reudification, which is a principal German national interest, the
agreement was based on doubtful prenises: It meant in practice that the
Western Powers should strive for a2 unified Germany belonging to the Western
alliance, But the illusoriness of this obligation was confirmed by following
historical developments: Germany could not be reunified within any of the
existing alliances, - The Soviet Union has, naturally, no interest in a Germany
reunified and rearmed in alliance with the USA and against the Soviet Union.
And, since during the cold war period it became obvious to everybody that the
Sov1et Union could not be forced to give in to this matter, it was evident that
the policy of the Western Alliance would not succeed in trying to fulfil the main
German goal.: But still ~ unrealistic as it was, < ‘this illusion of the alliance
as a means to reunification served as a foundatlon for the'West German alliance
pelicy.  The collapse of this illusion lvd to an internal weakening of the Bonn
Government and to NATO's declining influence in Western Germany.

The other main pillar of the West German alliance policy, the idea of inte-
gration, and the hope of obtaining a position of-equal rights within the ~
European commuhity’, proved as well to be an illusion. . The Federal

Republic has.indeed gradually obtained a better:position asan alliance -

partner, not in the last place thanks to her military power and strategic .
importance. However, paradoxically enough, the stronger.thé West German -
state has grown economically and militarily, the heavier to bear seemed to be
the burden still resting upon the West German international status, as a re- '
sult of the unsolved national problem. After all, the Federal Repubhc was
still to be regarded as provisory, according to the treaty with the Western
Powers, which were entrusted to take care of "the problem of Germany as

a whole" .

West Germany made it a condition that the status of dependence due to the
unsolved national problem wouild be eliminated by an arrangement assuring

that the Federal Republic together with the remaining alliance partners would -
form an lntegrated community where the Germans had equal rights with the
others, -~ But so far, developments, brought one disappointment after the -
other; first the tailure of the European Army (ECD), then the unsuccessful
planning of a multilateral nuclear force (MLF) within the NATCO - which dem-
onstrated that equality for West Germany with respect to nuclear wéapons was
out of question -~ and finally the defeat of the principle of supranationality
within the EEC.  The Germans discovered, that they never will be able to
obtain their full equallty as a nation within the framework of NATO, and that

a West European political federation based on the principle of equal rights was -
incompatible with the French policy, The relationship with France was -
seriously endangered by de Gaulle's efforts to force Bonn to loosen itself
from the USA. :
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For the West Germans the integration policy has lost its most significant
aspect. It has given them several advantages and raised them up from the
occupation status and almost - but not quite - brought them to the status

of equality. . The little remaining step became of decisive importance.

The West German Government was prepared to accept the existing arrangement,
including the American dominance, as long as this could be reconciled with
principal German interests, but it could not accept that the Federal Republic
or a reunified Germany should be kept to the status of inferiority in Europe

for ever, This attitude was most clearly demonstrated by the Government's
strong reaction against the American draft proposal for non-proliferation of

" nuclear weapons.

: However, the security 51tuat10n has, over a long period of time, glven the

West German Government no chance for independent national pohcy—makmg.
As lorg as the confrontation between the USA and the USSR in Europe was
marked by high tension,security was the most important problem to be con-
sidéred, which meant that Germany had to adopt the American foreign policy.
But Bonn's situation grew more and more difficult as the tension was grad-
ually succeeded by détente.and it became clear that the Alliance will not be
able to give Germany either reunification or equality. If the Federal:
Republic with persistent emphasis would continue her cold war policy -
which originally formed the basis for West German participation in NATO -
she would run the risk of political isolation. On the other hand the prestige
of the German Government would grow weaker if it gave in.io .the.pressure
from outside to accept the policy of détente, if this policy did not imply
advancement of Germany's chief national cla.lms - equal rights and reunifi-
cation. Strong groups within the Government coalition as well as.the -
Bundestag demanded change of priorities in foreign policy. - The so-called
"Gaullists" supported a close cooperation with France and establishment of
a West European federation through which the Federal Republic would gain
the "genuine position of equality"”. However, they had no grounds whatever
to believe that de Gaulle would back up their federatlon policy or their "pohcy

~of strength" which they advocated towards the East,  While de Gaulle is of

the opinion that the German problem could be solved only by an understanding

‘with the East European countries and is not interested in a West European

Federation either - anyway not before he has made quite sure that the
remaining EEC countries 'would join his political course - Franz Josef
Strauss and his disciples reject to take part. in negotiations on the most
important East/West problems in Ji,urope before West Germany has gamed
her "equality". : a

The "Gaullists" within the West German G_overnment forced Erhard-to abdicate,
but were not strong enough to determine the new course., Through the cab-
inet crisis in the fall of 1966 the Social Democrats entered the Government

for the first time, They shared the opinion with the "Gaullists" that a good
relationship to France was a necessity but 1= in conformity with'de Gaulle -
opposed them by placing emphasis on a policy of understanding with the East

in the matter of reunification. The progress of the nationalistic "National
Democrats"” in the Federal elections in Hessen and. Bavaria during the govern-
ment crisis influenced the new cabinet programme by giving it a distinct tinge
of nationalismin order to weaken the extremistic tendencies.

The Government crisis caused a change of priorities in the West German
foreign policy. The security policy, including the alliance policy, had to
give way to a more active Eastern policy with reumflcatlon as the ultimate
goal. . .



If reunification will continue to have first priority in German policy, it will
have far-reaching consequences for NATO. As mentioned before, the real-
isation of German reunification - depends upcn one condition: that both Western
and Eastern Germany separate from their respective alliances, because a
Germany reunified within the framework of either of the existing alliances is
unthinkable,

Nobody - the Germans in the last place - wants Germany to start operating
completely on its own, which would mean a new danger for European stability

and become reason for acute differences inthe relationship to its neighbours.
Thus, military security of Western Germany, or of a united Germany, has to

be found within the framework of mainly a European arrangement, as a replace—
ment for the hegemony of the Great Powers over East/West Germany respectively,
which excludes reunification.

. The natural thing for Bonn, therefore, would be a close adherence to France,

the only West European country possessing sufficient independence, If it wants

to remain independent of Moscow, Bonn can never reach an agreement with the
Soviet Union and other Eastern Eurcopean countries without being backed up by
Western Europe, Moreover, partnership with France would represent increased
respect for Germany's East policy ,since France and the Bastern countries gener—
ally have common secuvity iaterests towards a reunified Germany. Also France
wishes to protect herself against a too dominating Germany and what France
considers acceptable in this respect should be considered acceptable by

' Germany's Eastern neighbours as well, :

If the German pelicy of reunification should ever succeed , it will be only under

the unalterable condition of reaching understanding with the East European
countries, -

Bonnf’s New Eastern Policy

Rapprochement io East EurOpe and simultaneous loosening of the ties with
the alliance are the two parallel moves which Bonn has to undertake to
‘achieve reunification, . One depends upon the other, This is, of course,
something. that cannot be done by 2 single one-time cperation but only by
gradual development, .. The new German Government, led by Kiesinger and
Brandt demonstrated its awareness of both these condltlons. In its
inaugural declaration the wish of better relations to France - .which implies
to a certain degree loosening from the USA - and extended cooperation with
the East European countries was underlined. Naturally, the German
Government would try to ascertain that the appeasement in its Eastern policy
~has a chance to succeed, before taking any positive steps on the way of
. loosening ‘the alllance-bonds, It immediately started an offensive to es—~
~tablish-diplematic relations w1th the East European countries, and the
.post;Ltlve response revealed a great interest on the part of the Eastern States
in normalisation of the relationship. w1th Western Germany.

. The introduction of diplomatic re latlons with Romania brough no serious
(difficulties. Later development revealed, however, that Bonn cannot come

- very far without undertaking profound alt eratlons also within other sectors of

its policy.

.- Moscow's attitude towards Ronn's new Eastern policy appears to be rather
. amblguous. Over a longer period of time, the Soviet Union has accused
Bonn of opposing the policy of détente and norrnalisation in Europe; on the
other hand it was Moscow, followed by Poland and the GDR, who vetoedthe



o LR SR SIS I A

establishing of diplomatic relations between Bonn and the remaining Eastern
countries, This ambiguity has probably its origins in Moscow's operating
two different goals at the same time. Moscow would not object Bonn's policy
of détente and normalisation, if it accepted status guo. In that case the
Soviet Union, East Germany and Poland would require from Bonn full recog-
nition of the GDR and the existing boundaries, as well as renouncing nuclear
arms of any kind; however, not a separation from NATO. In this.way, the
Soviet Union would continuously maintain control over East Germany, and -
Germany would remain divided over a forsseable future.

However, as already mentioned, also the new West German Government gave
reunification first priority, rejecting any settlement that might not recognise
reunification as legitimate claim, Its policy of normalisation actually aims
‘to change this status guo., If the Government officially accepted the status quo
and acknowledged the GDR and the given Oder-Neisse boundary, it would loocse
effective weapons t¢ influence the Super—Powers in the matter of the German
question, This of course, complicates the situation also for Moscow. The
Soviet Union does not oppose German reunification under the condition how=--
ever, that this does not imply increase of power for her principal opponent,

the USA. It seems that the only compensation for Soviet loss of power due -
to a German reunification would be withdrawal of US _tro0ps from Western
Germany.  AS long as the German Government insists on continued alliance
with and close adherence to-the USA, while simultaneously mising claims for
reunification and refusing recognition of the given boundaries, any increase

of West German influence in Eastern Europe will be regarded as a reduction

of Soviet power position, not in the last place towards the'USA, and as a
menace to other East European states which might suffer from Bonn s claims,,
above all the GDR and Poland. If Bonn will do nothing to compensate for -
this, its dlplomacy towards the East has no prospect to succeed.,

Here becomes effective the parallelllty mentioned before in this paper. The

rapprcchement towards the East must be followed by a corresponding separation
from the USA, in order to satisfy Moscow's demands. During the negotiations
pertaining to the. stationing of American and British troops i West Germany,
this new trend in German policy became evident. . Bonn did not oppose a
considerable trodp reduction, as it would have done earlier. At the same
time, the number of NATO divisions in Europe have been reduced from 30 to
20, whlch means that European NATO countries, all together, have soon"
reached this goal as far as conventional weapons are concerned. Germany's

" growing scepticism towards the value of NATCO~integration appears reasonable,
considering the fact that the Super Powers over a longer period of time have
promoted a policy of nuclear dlsengagement in Burope -~ even more strongly
in view of the Vietnam conflict - and would under no circumstances agree to
Germany 1ntroduc1ng ‘her own atomic weapons. West Germany itself has
twelve combat-ready divisions, more than any other European country, with
the exception of the Soviet Umon. Additicnally as a means of deterrent, she
needs only American nuclear guarantee, which cannot be reached through any
form of integration, depending only on the American President's good will, -

Hitherto, all West German troops have stood under NATO command, but the
establishment of an own West German General Staff to place Germany on the
same level with the other member countries is no longer unthinkable, if Bonn
should find it advantageous for its maneouvering towards the East, In case
NATO should raise objections in this matter, Bonn could defy them with good
reason by pointing out that the Western Powers a long time ago ceased to take
their treaty obligations seriously e.g. by no longer respecting the interde~
pendence between the alliance policy and reunification policy, as it was settled
by the treaties of 1954,



The understanding that these treaties no longer have any practical value for
solution of the German question was, not in the last place, the reason for

Bonn to begin a completely new policy also towards East Berlins It became
obvious -~ especially after the demonstrative treaties between the GDR and the
other East European countries in latest time = that it is-enly via cooperation
with the GDR the Eastern policy can succeed, if ever. . Even if such coopera-—
tion would presume a full change of opinion on both sides there are good. reasons
to believe that the GDR will become of steadily growing 'im;porta'nce for Bonn's
Eastern policy as a whole., Bonn is bound to accept minimum demands from the
East, i.e. acknowledgement of the Eastern Government as equal partner in

) negotlatlons recognltlon of present boundaries, and renunciation of atomic

- weapons. Ulbricht is representative for vital 1nterests of the Soviet Union

. and Poland, as well as of his own: Not before these interests are fulfilled,
will the East start seriously considering reunification, and naturally only under
the condition that the reunified Germany would be free of alliances and to a .
certain degree submltted to armament control,

At the present 1;_-1rne , Bonn on its part , refuses to meet these demands, regarding
the refusal as the only possible way to keep the German question open, hoping,

. however, that it will be'in a position later to promote reunification by other

- diplomatic means.. -“The first phase of the diplomatic Eastern offensive bypassed
" these demands-and concentrated on gaining political footholds in as many East
European capitals:-as possible: .. In case the acknowledgement of the Oder-Neisse
“boundaries could no longer.be postponed Bonn would then be, presumably, in

the position to influence the development in the desired course. Since this
effort failed, du¢ to opposition on the part of the Soviet Union, Poland and the
GDR, there is JLISt one way left: to remove this opposition.

Bonn considers the acknowledgement of the Oder-Neisse boundary as the most
important trump=-card, even if it does not expect them to be changed: Therefore
this will hardly be the first step to choose on the way 10 meet Eastern demands,
An acknowledgement offers no guarantee whatsoever of a positive change in
Eastern attitude towards reunification. This can never be reached without
being approved by the Soviet Union and the GDR.

Thus, the logical thing for Bonn to do is to go via the GDR and fulfii Ulbricht's
demand to be acknowledged as equal partner in negotiations,  (He does not
demand a recognition de jure, though), ' Contacts between Governments do not
necessarily bind the negotiating parts, and negotiations may be interrupted at
any time, without having sincerely altered the situation. But should Bonn get
the 1mpre551on that this may be the right way, a promise of acknowledgement of
the Oder-NeiSse boundary by a reunified Germany - as the GDR did already in
1950 ~ might be the next step to take. The reunification might be based on
the condition that both German states will pledge themselves to comply with
their international obligations. Thus, another main obstacle would be removed,
and moreover, Poland might be won for the idea of reunification. An inter-
resting proof that developments have taken this new course seems 1o be the
exchange of letters between the two German Governments, opened in May 1967,
where both sides have expressed their wish for direct negonatlons in order to
"normalise" the relationship between the two German parts although based

on different premises.

For the time belng, it is too early to predict whether or not Bonn's pollcy of
détente towards the East will succeed. From the Eastern point of view, a
"normalisation" based on status quo is to be prefered, which means recogmsmg
the GDR as a State and the Oder-Neisse line as voundary. West Germany,
however, is not willing to do so, and links normalisation together with abolish~ °
ment of Germany's partiticn. Therefore y the necessary prerequisite for Bonn
to succeed is via recognition of East~Berlin as eqgual partner in negotiations to -
cenvince Moscow and rarsal that their interests will not be-endangered. Then
the process of establishing diplematic relations between Ronn and the remaining
Fast Surapean capitals could be continued.
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In the light of the great inequality between political and economic power of the
two German States, a disengagement from alliances on both sides becomes an
obvious necessity before any positive step on the way to reunification can be
taken. And, just because West Germany would be the dominating part within
a common German cooperation, the rapprochement of the two German States,
with Germany still adherent to the NATO-zalliance, would necessarily be re~
garded by Moscow as a loss of power,

EUROPE BETWEEN USA AND SOVIET UNION

To a certain degree, this dlsengagement could be adjusted to the general pollcy
of détente, which until recently has characterised the East/West relations in
Europe. From the East came proposals of dissolution of the alliances.,
Washington has officially advocated a policy to make the alliances superfluous.
Also other occurences are to be regarded as links inl the Super Powers'

policy of détente, like abandonment of a planned multilaterial atomic force
Wwithin NATO, w1thdrawa1 of American and British troops from Germany, or
"denuclearlsatlon" of the German air force, all of whlch would earlier have
met strong opposition in Bonn. :

USA's policy of detente is based in fact on status quo, including American
presence in Western Europe.. Bonn, on the contrary, attempts by its own
independent contribution to détente, to reache an abolishment of status quo,
which, at the end, necessarily must result in American withdrawal from
Europe and West—Germany s withdrawal from NATO-integration. NATO

would then be dissolved or, in any case, transformed into somethmg completely
-dlfferent from, what it is now.

It would be too much 10.say that the two ways of makmg a policy of. détente, the
American and the German one, cannot be coupled. It is not unthinkable that
the situation might become "normal" insofar as the USA would no longer deem
it necessary to remain in West Germany, and, together with the Soviet Union
and the European states, would reach an acoeptable security settlement for
"Europe. ce

But such development depends on lasting reduction of tension between the USA
and the USSR, However, exactly in this respect things are about to happen
which might cause a profound change of the whole situation, also in Europe..
Particularly the consequences of the Vietnam war might prove to become of
decisive importance, Both Super Powers are aware of the tremendous risk
connected with any larger conflict in Europe, and both of them are therefore
interested to prevent that the Vietnam war should switch over to Europe. On
the other hand, it is evident that the continuous escalation of the South Asian
war and the 1ncreasmg Soviet engagement in the War must sconer or later
result in stressing the relations between the two Super Powers to such an

- extent that also the situation in Europe will be inevitably influenced by this.

It is assumed that, more than to a certain limit it is not possible for psycholo-
gical reasons to'be at war with a country one place on the globe while, at the
same time carrying out a policy of détente elsewhere. -

Until recently, the common interests between the USSR and the USA were dom-~
inant. This was maybe most clearly demonstrated during the negotiations on
non-proliféeration of nuclear arms, where particularly America did her best to
force her allies (espec1ally West Germany) to accept her proposal; but also

the adopted resolutlon on reductlon of American~British forces in West Germany
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by more than 40,000 men within the next months reveals the same thing.
Moreover, the USA made the effort to persuade the Soviet Union to stop
extending her anti-missile system, in order to slow down the arms race.

However, all these occurences became gradually overshadowed by the war in
Vietnam. Once more, the military factor in the East/West. relatlons has
considerably gained 1mportance and a new tension threatens to succeed the
détente.  The tense situation in South-Fast Asia, the new crisis’in the Middle
East, and the failure of disarmament negotlatlons all these occurences are of
spec1al importance from this point of view.  As a résult of American unsuccess=-
ful efforts to reach an agreement with the Soviet Union, the American Government-
had to revise its European policy. The p0551b111ty of a new tension within this-
territory made it a necessity for the Americans to maintain their influential posi-
tion in Europe., West Germany will, under these circumstances, regain her
importance for the USA: A clear expression for this was - among other
things - the American official statement that the USA will not sign any non-
proliferation agreement which runs counter to German interestSs - w w ... --.

The most interesting and most important question in this conjunction is what the
Buropean, and particularly the West German, reaction would be if"Washin‘gton‘
decided tc form a new firm front against the Sov1et Union, The Soviet Union
could, of course, make the choice easier by taking an uncomprOmlsmg attitude
towards West European countries.  But, assumingly, it is in the interest of -
the Soviet Union to discriminate between the USA and Western Europe ina
situation like this,  And Moscow will have plenty of opportunity:to take ad-- -
vantage of the conflicts of interest bound to arise., Would, for instance, Bonn-
remain loyal towards the USA by joining a possibly harder Amerlcan line after
Washington having over a long time continuously put West German interests
aside for the benefit of its dialogue with Moscow?  Would Bonn do it, even if
the higher tension originates, in the first place, from a confrontatlon between
the Super Powers on anothe?: continent, and even if this tension would exactly
run counter to present West—German pollcy’P An adherence to the USA in stch
a situation would doubtlessly result in a new conflict with France, and jeopardise
possibilities for further development of the EEC. And also the new Eastern
policy would be deprived of any chance to succeed., The hope for reunlflcatlon
would thus become more fictitious than ever. The danger for unstability in
Germany would mcreaSe.

Re-establishment of the hegemony of Super-Powers would dec1ded1y run counter”
to the long-range goals of West German and French foreign policy. =~ Recent
developments in these two countries in the direction of extended 1ndependence )
from the USA and deliberate national interest policy eastwards, have gained -
ground to such a degree that it is rather doubtful whether these two countries
could be persuaded to re-adopt the former attitude of Cold War, especially if

the reason were chiefly non-kEuropean disagreements between- the Super Powers.,
Abolishment of this very hegemony and détente are fundamental prerequlsltes for
any West German and French successful policy toward the Bast. = If America -
exerted a too strong pressure on Bonn in this matter, the relatlons between the
USA and Western Europe would be put on a more :Serious trial than ever caused
by de Gaulle alone., - It might résult in a sort of break. between the USA and
West Germany, and smultaneously in a'complete upheaval of Européan as well

as global power COnstellatlons. e :
But would Bonn have any ChOlce at all? Is not the Amerlcan pre sence in West
' Germany itself enough to decide which course the whole of the East/West re- -
lations in BEurope should take? If the Soviet /American antagonism should -
considerably increase in the near future, any further withdrawal of Amerlcan
‘troops from Eurcpe can hardly be expected Neither can the USA be forced ™
to withdraw. Could Bonn, in the case of increased tension between the Big
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Powers, afford to take steps which were to weaken the American defence
obligations towards Western Europe, thereby endangering its own security?

Both Bonn and Washington are here in 2 dilemma. Both of them desire

détente in Europe, and both wish the highest possible military security, The
trouble is that this securlty cannot any more be found on a common basis, For
Bonn, the policy of détente makes sense only as long as it serves its purpose -
to brmg Germany close to re-unification. But re-unification via détente presumes
a different security policy which might be of such a character that the alliances
and the American presence in Western Germany become unnecessary. Washington
would prefer to build on status quo im its relations to Moscow and treat the sit-
uation in Europe from a global point of view. The US Government is afraid
that German withdrawal from NATO could be of fatal consequences for the whole
of the defence system which is built up against the Soviet Union.

The problem of West-Germany's future role within the framework of Western
defence was thoroughly discussed during the visit of Messrs. Kiesinger and
Brandt in Wa_shington in August 1967, without, howaver, reaching any solution.
On the other hand, it seems that the German leaders were. successful in their
attempt to convince President Johnson that a political co=opsration between
Bonn and Paris would be of advantage for the USA as well as for Bonn, In
German quarters it was stressed that a more independent course of the coalition
in Bonn regarding Eastern pohcy had been accepted by the-USA, and that
Kiesinger had made it clear that Bonn will not be able any 1onger to follow US
instructions in all important matters, The indepehdent "Stuttgarter £e1tung"
wrote sarcastically that- the relatlonshlp USA/West Germany was liké a marriage
where both spouses-agree on going each his own way, both rejecting, however
the absurd idea of a divorce. : _

If this interpretation of the Washington negotiations is correct - and there is
no reason for doubt =~ it would mean that Bonn intends to continue its new
Bastern and reunification policy, which presumes a dissolution of the présent
alliances and its replacement by a new European security settlement. ven

if America's. influential position in Europe will be considerably weakened, .as

“a consequence of this policy, it does not seem likely that Washington would seek
to. hinder it, but rather try to moderate its consequences for the existing deferge
system. .

To the same degree, however, as Germany frees herself of the American domin-
ance, the leadership of European policy as a whole will slip away from the USA,
This development may be slowed down or speeded up, in accordance with occurrences
in Europe herself Or in the relations between the two Super Powers.  This
process can proceed without causing serious consequences for stability, only
under the condition that the new security arrangement will be approved by the
main parts involved. ,

The agreement will, in any case, have to include a solution of the German
problem, i.e. to prepare the ground for rapprochement of the two Germah states
with prospective possibility of reunification, since it is presumed that no German
government will ever give up this claim, A "greater" Europe must be the goal,
if this claim should have the chance of realisation. GDR can never be incor-
porated in either the Federal Republic of Germany or in any weést~European _
Union. . Firstly not, because neither the East nor the West desires a too dom-
inant Germany y secondly because a genuine West-European federation -~ which
eventually might be a means of neutralising such a predominance - is no longer
of current interest, neither to the French nor to the German part. T such.a
federation should be established, then it would have to be accomplished before
reunification has taken place, The establishment of a West~German Federation
would as such mean a serious obstacle for reunification, That is, it would
inevitably make the GDR an "alien" country.
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And the West Germans would not be able to pursue a reunification policy on
their own, but would be formally dependent con the other member countries;
The Germans can hardly take it for granted that reunification should be glven
first pr10r1ty in the Federauon 'S forelgn policy, -

In addition, it is well known that the French polzcy does not intend to subject .
itself to rnajorlty resolutions before eventual guarantees have been formed, -
ensuring that the French course  would be followed also by the other member
states. - Thus with respect to supranationality and foreign policy, Bonn and
Paris are approXimately of the same view. At thHe moment, neither would

like an institutionalised common authority in this field. Thls does not
necessarily imply a reduction of the importance of the EEC, On the contrary,
one can expect that increased community of interests between Bonn and Paris
will result in sturdier consolidation and harmomsatlon in most spheres of
organisational cooperatlon .

The greatest obstacle e a far-reachmg political and military 1ntegratlon in
the EEC, is the unsolved problem of Germany's military status, It is, of
course, out of the question that the GDR should even join any West—-European
defence organisation. - And it is likewise unthinkable that an integrated
defence-organisation for the whole of Europe would be established in the
forseeable future. Should East and West Germany approach each other,
Germany as such will have to achieve a mllltary status which, in any case s
excludes ‘atomic weapons on German soil,

It is, -therefore.,’_ just natural that the still vague conceptions of a European
security systéiti concentrate more arid more on the idea of a military zonal
arrangement in Europe, which might offer the best possibilities for reconcilia-
tion of interests. The Soviet and East European interests are evidently
taking this course’, perhaps most clearly expressed by the so-called Rapacki-
plan. De Gaulie took up the same idea during his visit in Poland in September
1967, when he submitted his division of Europe into Eastern, Central, and
Western Europe, where Central Europe consisted of East a.nd West Germany,
Poland Czechoslovakla Hungary and Austria, forming a military neutralised
zone , free of nuclear weapons, guaranteed w.lthln the framework of a greater
treaty system by France, Great Britain and the Soviet Union., It would be a
matter for the two parts of Germany to settle the reunification problem between
-themselves, within this framework, and in agreement with their neighbouring -
.countries and guarantee powers, Also in this point there is a remarkable

- likeness between the French and the Eastern points of view. It is worth
while noting the fdact that the West German government officially responszd to

to de Gaulle's statements by terming him a "good spokesman for the German
cause". In this connection, it could also be mentioned that Mr, Kiesinger,
during his visit in Washington, supported in a TV interview "a neutral reun1f1ed
Germany which dees not belong to either of the blocs", :

Presuming that the USA accepted the fact that Germany gradually takes its own
course, it is to be expected that the American government would consider a
‘~zonal agreement a natural solution, since Washington could not possibly station
-nuclear weapons on a territory. over which it no longer maintains military or
political control. Moreover, a zonal agreement prohibiting production or

- stationing of nuclear weapons in Central Europe would make it considerably

: easier to reach an understandmg on nuclear non—prollferatmn withi the Soviet
Union. - .

‘America's approval.of a zonal agreement in Europe, including an extensive
“ American withdrawal, depends upon the condition that it would not imply one-
sided increase of power for the Soviet Union. . Consequently, also the
Soviet Union must be. willing to w1thdraw her fqrces from the East European ‘
countries, : '
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The West European countries comply of course with this viewpoint completely.
An uncompromising Soviet attitude on this point would prevent the establishment
of a thinhed~out zones It cannot be done without an approval on: the part of the
Super P0wers. .

Hitherto, the idea of a milltary dlsengagement in Europe has beeh’ constantly
refused by the Western, especially West German, side, with the justification
that such an arrangernent would in any case imply a one51ded advantage for the
Soviet Union, while the USA would have to withdraw her troops from Europe,
the Soviet Unlon would practically just move them some hundred kllcmeters
within the same strategic territory,

The fact that disengagement proposals now again have appeared on the scene,
and this time seem to draw greater interest from the chief parts concerned,

is less due to change in the opponents' relative rnllltary strength than to a
reconsideration as to their intentions. A war in Europe is believed to be
unlikely, because nobody ¢an expect to win anything by initiating a war. The
dispute between the two Communist great powers, China and the Soviet Union,
strengthenmg of seli-confidence of the West European countries as a result of
the economic growth, increased independence of West as well as East European
countries towards their respective Super Powers, and the increased East/West
contact in Europe, all this, together with the dlslllusmmng of West.German
_politics, has contributed to a psychdogical dlsengagement whlch is the necessary
prerequisite for the mllltary one,

Should a closer cooperatlon of the iwo German states become reality - e.g.
within the framework of a German confederation where both parts committed
themselves to pursue the aim of reunification in their common policy - this
effort would as such be a security guarantee of great importance for the two .
German states, as well as for the rest of Europe. The desired progress in
the reunlflcatlon process would then depend upon both sides' good will to
comprormise., :

As long as reunlflcatlon has not become reahty, there must'be a pOSSiblllty of
retreat for both German states, 1f ‘they should feel that their security is en-
dangered :

Paradoxically enough, the GDR would then be a safeguard for West Germany
against possible attacks.from the Soviets. For after the inclusion of the

GDR into some kind of confederation with Western Germany. within a neutralised
non-nuclear zone, Sdviet military aggression or efforts to re-establish military
dominance in Middle Europe, would be connected with enormous risks, Not only
the Western guarantee powers, but also the East European states ~ maybe with
the GDR on the top — would oppose such steps, the latter ones for purely na-
tional reasons. The desire for reunification in East Germany is at least as
great as it is in West—Germany. :

On the other hand the Soviet Union and the other EaSt BEuropean countries could
reasonably expect that Germany would strive for the best possible relationship
eastwards, in order o speed up the process of reunification., = Morecver, they -
could bulld on the identity of security interests between East and West European
countries, as far as Germany is concerned -

But still the idea of gradual rapprochement of the two'German states within a
Furopean system includes so many doubtful elemerits that serious hesnatlons in
this respect arise, inside and outside of Germany.

Within Germany itself an approach of the two. socially and economically unequal
systems would necessarily require ideological adjustment of the various interest
groups and elites, which, without doubt, would be accompanied by frictions.,
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Which is the best way to unify the economical system of free enterprise in the
‘West with the socialistic one in the East, in a sort of "synthesis"? Could this
" problem by reduced by elgi imiroducing a more thorough economical planning
‘within the EEC system? : .

For Germany's neighbours and the Super Powers a followmg questlon would
then arise: might not rapprochemeit between the two German-states, as mutual
and peaceful as it nght be; still represent a menace to the stability of the whole
- of Europe?. Would not th:.s process of reunification be likely to assume such a
‘dynamic character that the whole game of power would once again focus on
Germany?  Would the establishment-of a neutralised and militarily thinned-out
zone in Central Europe be sufficient to remove such elements of #isk?  Would
‘the Super Powers be able and willing to keep developments in Central Europe

" under control’ ‘by a"coordinated policy, or would rather each of them separately

'Vattempt to make the most of the dynatiics of the situation to his own advantage?
And, finally, would Germany in the long run be prepared to tolerate the res-—
‘ trlctlons placed upon it by such a zonal agreement?

Cnly the future can answer all these questions. The best way to reduce the
“risk to a minimum would, of course, be to find a form for cooperatlon or inte-
gration within the framework of a "greater" Burope, which makes it impossible
for" Germany or any other European state to endanger the stability individually.

.Con'seQuences‘ for the Nordic Countries

Re'gérdless of whether or not thé USA approves of developments in Europe, it

~ is to be expected that it will iry to secure a footheold in Europe by a close
military cooperation with Great Britain and the two Nordic NATO countries,
Denmark and Norway. Because of the Continental great powers' long-term
goals, this kind of cooperation is in the long run out of the question. . Sooner

* " or later, Great Britain and the Scand1nav1an countries will be confronted with

L.a dlfflcult choice., -

Should these countries decide to continue their close cooperation with the USA
pertaining to foreign and security policy, this will necessarily result in
aggravated division of Western Europe including reduced West European
pohtlcal and economic power vis—-d-vis the Soviet Union,

~As for the Nordlc countries, this would imply, at the same time, the danger of
an increased American-Soviet confrontation in this area. As scoon as it became
evident that the - ontinental states follow their own course, and that the American
leadership of European politics no longer exists, Great Brltaln and Scandinavia
being the only remaining European bridge-heads for American power policy
towards the Soviet Union, then the North of BEurope might run the risk of get-

~ ting deeper involved in an eventual new super power conflict, Especially

" Norway would be of growing strategic importance for the USA. Norway would
then, probably, be tightly linked to the USA, and Finland to the Soviet Union.
Denmark might possibly venture on an 1ndependent approach toward the

"~ Continent, In any case, a common Nordic policy would be out of the question.

On the other hand, the nature of the EEC cooperation concerning international
politics - a rather limited realisation of the prihciple of supranationality and
the fact that the leading EEC countries will be able to attain their long term
international goals only via détente towards the East -~ will reduce the hesita-
tions of the Nordic countries as to entering the EEC,  Since an economic’
rapprochement of East and West Germany necessarily implies an economic
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rapprochement of Eastern and Western Europe, one can expect that such a
development will be accompanied by a growing interest in some kind of ex-
tension of the EEC eastwards. This will make it easier for countries like
Austria, Sweden or Finland to join the EEC,

An alternative policy for the Scandinavian countries, and possibly also for
Finland, might be a joint entering the EEC without waiting for Great Britain,
which probably would force Great Britain to follow. However, an inde-
pendent move like this from the part of the Scandinavian countries can hardly
be expected., Norway, in particular, prefers an American leadership to a
Continental one.  She makes the choice dependent on Great Britain, under
the assumption that British membership would guarantee an Anglo-Saxon
counterbalance against the Continental Powers.

As for the idea of a neutral Nordic union, its realisation would require a dis-
solution of Norway's and Denmark's respective alliance bonds, as well as of
Finland's.Treaty with the USSR. Even if such a Nordic union would be ad-
vantageous for Nordic cooperation, it would, on the other hand, cause further
disunion in Western Europe, economic as well as political: collapse of EFTA,
and an even more difficult position for Great Britain. Soviet military pre-
dominance would have a unstabilising effect. From the Western, and parti-
cularly the American peris of view, the North of Europe would, in such a
situation, appear oo weak and vulnerable towards the powerful neighbour in

the Bast,

All these problems would be much simplified if Great Britain joined the EEC,
This depends, however, upon one pre~condition: that Great Britain loosens
her ties with the USA enough to make her policy reconcilable with the two
leading Continental Powers' long~term goals,

~0~0=-0=-0=-0=-
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CAN BLOCS PAVE THE WAY TO SECURITY IN EURCPE 2

by Jerzy Sawicki,
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When we talk about security in Elurope what we have in mind is certainly not subjective
security alone, despite the fact that the sense of security stems from security under— ..
stood as 2 material reéality and is at the same time a polential factor for security when
there are still obstacles in the way to such a security. Hans Kelsen says: "It is
doubtful whether there is a difference between "peace" and "?e)curity_". International
security is guaranteed if international peace is maintained." 1) ‘The formula of ‘
Manfred Lachs is similar. The carrying into effect of the ban on aggressive war. '
and making the defense of peace effective, compose, in fact, a system of §ecurity,(2) :
The subjective element should not be played down. Under given circumstgnces it = .
can play a substantial role. However, its impact is indirect. This is the case when-
as a relic of the pastdashing with the actual setting it comesto retard the process-of
consolidating the achieved stage of common understanding and cooperation and its -
further growing. It is also the case whén being the reflection of the changes that *.
hz  taken place in the consciousness of those who realised that & new perspective. =
has opened - it underlies the active attitudé of people striving to transform the. =~
perspective into political, economic, cultural reality and so on. For our purposes
we assume that when we talk of security in Europe we mean first of all objective
security, i.e. absence of the state of war and of those elements in international: - - . -
relations which create international tension and may lead to armed conflict, B

The sequence of events in Europe after the Second World War is well known, Asa
result of the war, which started in Eutrope and assumed world~-wide dimensions, a .
system of collective security was established on & vorld scale in the form of the United
Nations Organisation. = li 1S an Open system, teading to universality, It was based
firmly on the prohibition of the use of force or the threat to use force in international’
relations and on the obligation of its members to settle their conténtions peaceably and
it was provided with a mechanism permitting the Organisation to apply enforcement
measures, including military enforcement if needed because of a threat to the peace,

an act of aggression or another breach of the peace. The members of the Organisation
recognised the fact that the system can be workable only if the great powers are en-
dowed with special responsibility for its effectiveness in matters concerning peace

and security. This special responsibility was reflected in the composition of the

UN Security Council and in its rules of procedure requiring that this organ should

take decisions concerning matters most vital for the sovereignty and territorial inte—
grity of states by a majority including all the permanent members of that organisation.
The requirement of unanimity of the five great powers, permanent members of the
Security Council, together with their special responsibility in matters of utmost
importance for peace, became the pillar of the United Nations security system guaran-
teeing that it will never be used ih the particular interest of ohe or a group of powers y
instead of in the common interest, and will never become an instrument in the hands

of a majority for imposing its will on those states which find themselves in a minority.

(1)

Hans Kelsen: "The Law of the United Nations, A“C'riti_,-cal Analysis of its
Fundgamental Problems, With Supplement”, New York 1966, Fifth printing,
p. 13. o

5 :

(2) Manfrgd Lachs: "system bezpieczenstwa zbiorowego a sprawa bezpieczeh stwa
i pokoju" w "Zagadnienie bezpieczehstwa zbiorowego w Europie", Warszawa

1955, p. 56
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In the postwar period when the socialist system ceased to be confined to the territory
of one state, when it turned into a system prevailing in a number of states, and the.
Soviet Union developed into a world power, the mechanism of enforcement built into
the United Nations security system has meant not only that stronger powers will not
be able to use the Organisation for their purposes against the will of smaller or
weaker states, but, first of all, that the Organisation will not be used by a group

of states with a certain economic and social system to-the detriment of states with

a different system. = There is quite a lot to indicate that it us just this specific
feature of the United Nations security system which made the United States and
several other states complain about the paralysis of the United Nations and express
their dlsappomtment with the Orgamsatlon.

After the Second world War, forces aiming not 50 much at security based on the
principles of the United Natlons as at the attainment of their particular interests
~even by means of force or pressure, sooh began to take the upper hand in the United
States and in some Western countries., The process of taking over power by the
proporents of this new policy led, within almost two years, to a fundamental change
in the international situation. The United States has come to a revision of its goals.
" Being aware of the enormous economic and military resources at its disposal, it
strove to a¢quire an exceptional position based-on its strength., It saw this strength
as the'title for imposing its will .on other staies by means of economic measures and
military measures as well, On the basis of this, the policy of strength was formed
but this policy was a negation  of the United Nations system of collective security.
It unleashed the chain reaction of phenomena well known in history, as a rule leading,
sooner or later, to war. In place of cooperation based on acceptance of the status
quo that had arisen after the Second World War, hectic activities began aimed at
preparing military superiority permitting the United States to dictate its conditions.
Therefrom, the arms race and the search for allies at all costs. This led, among
‘other thlngs to the destruction of the fundamental provisions of the Potsdam Agree—
ment, to toleration and accommodation of the revenge—-seeking elements in the political
life of Western Germany, to the open or behind the scenes backing of reactionary and
. dictatorial forces throughout the world.-

Under these c1rcumstances the United Natlons securlty system had inevitably te under-
go a far-reaching para1y51s. . The United States definitely foresook its traditional
policy not to participate in agreements on mutual military assistance. The United
Nations security system had also been abandoned for the sake of edifying exclusive
military alliances under the leadership of the United States and dlrected agamst the
USSR and the other socialist countries.

Quincy Wright was correct in saying that this tendency subjugated the cayse of

~ strengthening the United Nations to the aim of victory in the cold war..(1)  John
Maclaurin expressed the same thought in'a more emotional and emphatic wzy, when
he demanded the western governments to cease saying that they had been compelled
to turn to the cold war as a result of the policy of the Soviet Union, which frus—
trated their efforts to get the United Nations to function: "This is untrue our
government has not tried yet to pursue an honest policy in the United Na.tlons.” (@)

On the ground of the revised approach to the problem of security and the revised pur-
poses of policy in general, the Western European Union came inio being, established
by the treaty signed in Brussels on 17th March 1948. This was the first serious

(1 Quincy Wright: "Problem of Stability and Progress in International Relations",
Berkeley, 1954, p. 53. (from Manfred Lachs, op. cit, p. 69)

(2) . John Maclaurin: "The United Nations and Power Politics" . London 1951,
p. 445. : o . '
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breach in the United Nations security system. The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation,
established according to the treaty signed in Washington on 4th April 1949, that is one
year later, actually replaced the Western European Union in the military fleld
Western Germany entered the NATO Alliance five years later, only after the first
attempt to introduce it through the medium of the Evropean Defence Community under-
taken in 1952 failed., When Western Germany became a full member of NATO and one
of its pillars under variocus agreements signed on 23rd October 1954, which entered
into force on 5th May 1955, its military potential was already considérably recon-
structed A clear-cut military alliance emerged. It is a matter of rather secondary
importance to seek,in the stipulations of the NATO treaty, indications reflecting its
character. The observatron made by Wojciech Morawiecki to the effect that the text’
of the NATO treaty is noteable for the generalisatjon and ambiguity of its formulations.,
which permit interpretation at will, is correct. (15 It is the activities of NATO and |
the policy of the states composing it that characterise this organisation. From this
.point of view, the fact that the Organisation turned down the move of the Soviet Union
in March, 1954, to become a member is an indication of its character.

The Warsaw Treaty Organisation was set up as a reply to the inclusion of Western
Germany into the military grouping directed against the USSR and the other European
socialist countries. Representatives of these countries met at a conference convened
in Moscow from 29th November to 2nd December 1954. It is to be emphasised that
all European states with which the Soviet Union had diplomatic relations, as well as
the United States, had been invited to this conference. However none but the
socialist states sent delegations to Moscow. The delegates at the Moscow conference
declared then that "should the Paris agreements be ratified, .they have decided to
undertake common measures in the field of the organisation of armed forces and their
command, as well as other measures indispenszble for the strengthening of their
defence capabilities , in order to protect the peaceful effort of their nations, to -
ensure the inviolability of their Sorders and territories and secure their defence
against eventual aggression," The socialist states saw the Paris agreements
first of all from the angle of the inclusion of West German militarism together with

its political- programme into the Atlantic Alliancé. In view of the share of the .
West German economic potential in the Alliance and of the tempo of the reconstruciion
of the GFR's military capability, and in view ©f the influence the GFR has among the -
members of NATO, a substantial stepping up of the danger of armed conflict.in
Europe could be env1saged This does not mean that the political thinking of the -
socialist states, confronted with that situation, was limited solely to criticism,
although CI‘lT.lC.lSIl’l of NATO and the plan to permeate the Atlantic Alliance with an .
exceptionally dangerous ingredient by reserving in it a privileged place for West
German militarism and revisionism was the direct premise of the cdunter-action.

The alternative concept of an all-European system of collective security was opposed
to the concept of a military alliance with the participation of the German Federal
Republic. - The main lines of such an all-European collective security system were
presented by Molotov at the Berlin conference on 10 February, 1954, that is still
before ratification of the Paris Agreements. However the Paris Agreements were
ratified, A- couple of days later representatives of the states that had participated
in the Moscow Conference (November-December 1954) met in Warsaw. Asa result,
the Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance was signed on 14th

May 1955, by the socialist states of Europe. It is characteristic that the text of

this treaty explicitely favours the setting up of a system of collective securily cover-
-ing the whole territory of Europe. The treaty specially emphasises that it is open

to all states, notwithstanding their social and economic system. And in the final-

(1) WOJCleCh Moraw1eck1, OrgamzaCJe mledzynarodowe, Warszawa, 1965,
. 381 - 382.

@

..Konferencja krajow_.europejskich w sprawie zapewnienia pokoju i bezpieczenstwa
w BEuropie, Dokumenty, Ed. PISM, 1955, p. 145,
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clauses, preference for the all-European security system also found expression in
the stipulation that, should such a system enter into force, the Warsaw Treaty would
become void slmultaneously

The circle closed. As a result of the policy of strength, the Western military
alliance, instead of" promoting a united Furope, in mid 1955 completed the circle of
its members by introducing as its second plllar Western Germany, which did not
acquiesce with the prevailing territorial set-up in Eurcpe and declared its firm
intention to revise this set-up. It was then that the socialist states of Europe re-~
plied by establishing their own alliance. -

Had Europe, divided up irto two alliances, become more secure?: At this juncture,
it would be useless to consider to what extent the sense of security of the socialist
states of Europe had grown after the establishment of bdth blocs, - The diplomatic
action preceding the conclusion of the Warsaw Treaty, the provisions of the treaty
as well as several later statements, including the declaration passed at the meeting
of the Consultative Political Committee of the Warsaw Treaty member states, on 5th
July 1966 in Bucharest, and the statement of the Communist and Workers' Parties
‘of Burope participating in the conference at Karlovy Vary in April 1967, indicate
that the socialist states see the existence of military blocs in Europe not as a
guarantee of their security but-as a threat to the security of this continent and have
always been prepared to cooperate to achieve replacement of the system of blocs

- by a system of collective security., = The Warsaw treaty was the result of the in-

" clusion of Western Germany in the Atlantic alliance. The initiative of creating

- blocs belonged to the West, to the United States of America and 11 other states,

which were joined in 1952 by Greece and Turkey and, finally, by the German

" Federal Republic, If our question is to make sense-it must be applied prec:lsely
to those BEuropean states which claimed that they sought their securlty in a return
1o the system of mllltary alliances., )

; Here we come to an mterestlng point. A lot written about the rationale of the

- Atlantic. Alliance mentions the Soviet Unidbn and the danger of an attack allegedly

*threatenmg West Europe in 1949 in one breath. Now, too, with reference to the
détente which began to make its appearance on our contlnent in recent years, it is
said that this détente is attTibutable to the fact thai the danger of an attack by the
Soviet Union has diminished or is no longer present. Both judgements have been
formulated with embarrassing oversimplification. - It is difficult seriously to con-
terd that when the Atlantic Alliance was being established all its members were moved
by the same motives. The economic, political and military situation was different

in the United States on the one hand and in the West European states on the other.
Just as great were the differences in theé situations of the various West European
states., It.is true that the argument of the "Soviet threat” influenced quite a large
section of the population in these countries and served to justify joining the alliance,
But it is very doubtful whether the same argument motivated the United States. By
1949 the United States was fully aware of its power, %nd the temptation to try to
impose its will upon the world became irresistible. Besides, it'was not isolated
in this new formulation-of its political aims.. France Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands
and to some extent even Great Britain were wra,nched by the convulsions of the post—
war period, - In these countries the struggle went on, in differing intensities,
between the distinctly polarised political forces representing definite class 1nterests
and in this struggle the support likely to be obtained from the Staté th_at made anii-
communism the cornerstone of both its domestic and foreign policy became of non—
_negligible value. The weight of this factor induced a belief that it was necessary to
join the alliance even if this meant sacrlflclng a con51derable measure of national
freedom of act1on. :

(1)

Confer Pierre Genevey: "Détente en Burope", in "Politique Etrangére",
1967, no. 6, p. 507. e :
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Analysing Italy's policy towards Europe, Bronislawa Norton writes that in no other
Western European country, excépt perhaps France, felt the bourgeoisie s2. .
threatened by Communism, and this is why.it regardod the Atlantic Alliance as an
instrument to restore and stabilise the capitalist system in the context of a world
divided for ever, 1) ‘Alastair Buchan and Philip Windsor see this same fact as
applymg not only. to Italy and France, but to the whole of Western Europe when they
state in terms proper to their style of thinking that "Europe ...." is ", ..entirely
dependent on the United States for the preservation of her ... .political existence @)
Finally, it is difficult hot to observe that the close tie between membership of the.

Alliance and the prospect of economic assistance from the only power able and willing

to contribute to the restoration of the capitalist economy was not the least argument
in favour of joining the alliance. The motives for the establishment of NATO were”
not so simple and uniform as they have so often been presented. If these were really
the ¢ircumstances under which NATO was established in 1949, would it not be advis—

. able to disentangle our ideas somewhat about the détente, for, as Philip Windsor says:

"The fact that some kind of détente is going on has become commonplace." The same
writer asks:  "Is this détente purely an indication of NATO's sobering effect upon

.the Russians, and is it liable to give way 1o a situation of extreme danger and in-

sta‘pility if anyone starts tinkering with the elaborate military structure alliance?" 3

Windsor believes that this question has recently been'repiac_ed by a less extreme B
position and a more judicious effort to measure the aliernative p0531b11it1es and
dangers involved. However it seems that what is actually taking place isnota '

. change in the question itself but in its wording. The problem still remains whether
- NATO has contributed to the détente in Europe or whether the process of détente’

has been developmg Out81de the framework of blocs and ‘perhaps even desp1te of
NATO '

Qulte a number of analysts have tried to determine the causes of the easing of ten~
sion on this continent, which started in the early sixties. Pierre Genevey not only
does not attribute the detente to the existence of alliances but sees them as a'factor
that to a_great extent helped to evolve and perpetuate antagonism between those
European states which - as he says ~ "have no natural feeling of hostility". (4)
Genevey, as can be easily understood, writes about both European alliances, but
it.would be advisable to bear in mind that the alliance created by the Warsaw Treaty
appeared in Europe only at the dawn of the period to which Genevey refers, Neither
does Genevey speak about the dlsappea.rance of the threat presented by the socialist
states, but correctly states that "the opinion with regard to the socialist regimes
has changed The appearance of these systems, firstly corisidered as the fruits of
the war and the subsequent disorders.and therefore susceptible to being called into
question, is no longer regarded as a mere accident. It is recognised that the (y are
flrmly 1mplanted and that the transformations accomplished are 1rrevocab1e°"

The 1mplications here are clear. It became evident that any endeavour to impl_ement
the "roll-back" policy would be risky. Philip Windsor points to the "Soviet- .
American déterite", which in his view developed. after the Cuba crisis, as the pre-

- .

() "Wiochy wobec problemow Europy" in "Sprawy Mledzynarodowe“ 1956 , 1O,
. no. 12, p. 39. . '
(2)

- "Arms and Stablhty in Europe” y 2 report by Alastalr Buchan and Ph111p Windsor,
London, 1963, p 3

() "NATO and European Detente" in" The World Today" , 1967 September p. 361,

(4) Pierre Genevey, ."Détente en Europe" in "Pollthue Etrangére", 1967, no. 6,
pp. 507 - 508. . .

®)  op. cit., pp. 512 = 51%.
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condition to the "second" détente, the European one, Windsor sees the balance
between these two super-powers as extremely unstable and perceives in this
instability the reason why this balance rules out any trend towards change in
Europe. In his view, it is quite the opposite with European détente. It is an
attempt "to get things moving". It became possible as many European countries
"were able for the first time since the war to differentiate their interests ....
Once security could be taken for granted, at least in the short term, it became
possible to distinguish between the n?cossmes of alliance cohesion and the
priorities of national development." No matter whether we agree or disagree
with the opinions of Genevey and Windsor, these two examples are in themselves
enough to show that a sophlstlcated analyst does not seek an easy answer to the
problem of the causes of the détente in the alleged impact of the Atlantic Alliance
and does not attribute the détente to the Alliance's "deterring capacities". It
was not the functioning of NATO that put détente on the agenda. The development
processes of the states of Western Europe and of their relations both with the
United States and with the other partners in the Alliance against the background
of the general set-up in the world had led to the peiitical and strategic conceptions
of the American partner being received with growing scepticism and reserve.
Windsor writes that NATO was in a state of political disarray which "had been
growing since the late 1950s" and that the difficulties in NATO "were concerned
with the fact that the United States was attempting to forumulate a coherent and
~centrally controlled strategic policy for the whole Alliance just at the time that
“the European countries ..... were becoming restive under American control," (2 ‘)
This process also bore the germs of the revised policy in relations with the
socialist states of Europe. The fact that new contacts could now develop in a
‘comparatlvely short time was /cl%éS o the persistent active policy of the socialist
states., This policy made the various West European couniries take a new look
at their alliance, its function and perspectives. The détente helped to bring
centrifugal tendencies into the open in the seemingly monelithic Atlantic Alliance
and tended to emphasise national interests subjected until then to the political,
strategic and economic plans of the Alliance as a result of the policy imposed
upon NATO by the United States.

It is a platitude to say that the détente is a complex phenomenon, However, it
‘is perhaps worth while to recall that it has iis roois both in the evolution of the
balance of forces at world level and in developments on the European cortinent

- itself, The fundamental tenet of US policy since the Second World War has
been to fight communism. In terms of politics and strategy this has meant a
policy of strength directed against the socialist states, whatever form it may
have assumed over any given period. The world lived through the doctrines
of containment and 1iberation accompanied by their strategic opposite numbers.
At a certain point = the exact period is immaterial for our purposes and may
have been of some duration - this pelicy was bound to underge alteration,
"Liberation" proved unfeasitle, The United States had to realise that it was
not in a position to impose its will and that to try to implement such a policy must
result in therme-nuclear war., The nuclear arsenal lost a great deal of its-
validity as a factor in foreign policy. The new situation raised the question
of the utility for NATO members of a structure whose original economic and
domestic policy purposes had in principle been accomplished but whose external
function was shown to be invalid. One can agree with Genevey when he says
that "from this point of view the détente is not a European phenomenon: it'is

(1) Philip Windsor : "NATO and FEuropean Détente" in "The World Today™",
September 1967, p- 366,

2 Op. cit. p. 364,
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" one aspect of a much brcder phenomenon, " (1) The effect of this extra—
‘continental variable is not uneguivocal, . The fact that the Soviet Union possesses
" a parallel huclear set-up deprives the United States of any possibility of using its
own potential in order-to extort concessions on the pain of using nuclear weapons,
and this is a valid factor of stability on a world level, However, the functioning
of this factor is not antomatic., It does not rule out the threat stemmmg from
conflicts between smaller powers nor does it prevent the political adventurism

of the United States which, as can be seen in Vietnam, brings the world close to
‘the verge of nuclesr war. . The ups and downs of the confrontatlon at world level
impinge of necessity, on the atmosphere in Europe. They are a reminder of

the possibility of this continent being involved in a clash resulting from the
brinkmanship which can again be distinguished in the policy of the United States.
~The stabilising effect of what is sometimes called the balance of terror at world
level, therefore, has its limits. In Europe these limits are somewhat extended

by the fact that the probability of Keeping any armed conflict on the border between
two opposing social and economic systems below the nuclear leyel is), actually,
extremely slight. However it is doubtful whether the West European members

of NATO can take comfort from the fact that they might find themselves involved

in a nuclear conflict started by the United States outside the European scene

and not.in Europe. ; One should also not forget that the premise of rational
conduct is a purely abstract construction by no means confirmed by history.

Many war's fought in the past might perhaps have been avoided had those who -
decided on. starting them been able to foresee their endings. The forces.in
Europe which aim at obtaining a reshuffling of state borders on this continent

have not disappeared., The assumption that this time they will not seize any’ '.
attempt to use force is based on this very belief in the rational motivation of
activities”in international relations. The history of 20th century Europe does
not prov1de any material to warrant such a bellef B
On the other hand 1t is 1mp0551b1e to under—estlmate the importance of intra—
European developments as a’'strong factor promoting a change in the attitude of

the members of NATQ towards the problem of their relations with the socialist
states, This development was multifarious but it formed a mutually conditioned
complex, The stabilisation of the economy of several states of Western Eurcpe -
as well as the parallel stabilisation of the political establishment had consequences
on the whole of public life in these countries., - They reflected on national seli-
assertion, on the perception of the place these nations occupy in the world, on

the evaluation of their relations with other partners in the Alliance as well as
with-the nations outside the Alliance, Rethinking took place on the understanding
of national interests against the background of existing obligations issuing from
membership in the Alliance and from participation in the international community.
In the course of this reassessment of values it turned out that the interests of

all partners within the Alliance did not necessarily coincide, or at least not in

all matters, and one of them, France, called into question the very political
direction of the Alliance. Differences also arose in the assessment of the degree
of security which prevailed in Europe and the tasks which stand before NATO and
its participanis in connection therewith. The détente reached the basic sphere of -
the functioning of the Atlantic Alliance. A visible activisation in the foreign
policy of the socialist states played no small role in this process.

Détente is therefore an aggregate having its sources not primarily in the diminish-
ing of a fear, in one single isolated factor of a psychological character. It grew
in the processes taking place in the basic spheres of national life, in the economics,
the social structure, political life, relations with other nations, in the broader
context of the evolution of the world balance. This is what induced most European
members of NATO to revise their understanding of self-mterests and their pohcy
of isolation and consolidation of the division of Europe.

(1) op. cit. p. 508
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It is probably not necessary to dwell on the impact on NATC caused by the easing .
of tension between the states that are members of the two blocs in Europe, on '
relations between its members and the United States and between these members
themselves, These matters are well known. What interests us here is the
present and future role of the Atlantic Alliance and in particular how its function-
ing will reflect on the normalisation of relations in Europe, on the perspectives

of eliminating the sources of tension and the replacement of the confrontation
between blocs by a cooperation between Eurcopean nations.,

While formulating the problem in this way it is justified to seek the opinion of those
who are, or at least should be, mosi interested in determining what role NATO can
play in extending and accelerating the process of détente in Europe. There is no
room for an exhaustive exposition of views in the Western European countries that
are members of NATO, but an outline of the breoad political lines held with regard
to détente in these states might be of some use. Such a presentation has to be
simplified and perhaps controversial, but perhaps it will be enough to give the
general idea of what the final goai of thls détente is to be and by what means it

is to be achleved in the opinion of those who share in the decision on it.

The opanidns in Italy are, in essence, typical for the wmg which sees détente as
a compound of measures undertaken for the purpose of entering into contact with
the socialist states of Europe which would provide grounds for the extension of
economic, scientific and cultural relations with them but would end at that,

There is no programme of détente in Italy unless we count a negative’ programme,
Under the impact of new trends in the world the center-left government in Italy
made its policy somewhat more flexible. This policy has found expreSsmn in the
attitude of Italy towards NATO and the European socialist states as well. = With
regard to NATO the ingenuity of the Italian policy is ver limited., It boils down to
the wish that the Alliance start considering how it should be adgusted to the needs
of a community of equal partners, . Within this concept the main principles of
Italian participation in the Alliance remain unchanged. The Italian policy still -
considers the Alliance and its integrated organisation as essential for the security
of Italy. The Italian government evaluates negatively the idea of throwing up
bridges of cooperation over the head of NATO. In relations with the European
socialist states this policy is directed towards removing the possible sources of
friction in favour of a dialogué bétween "all nations striving for peace! (as said
by Minister Fanfani at the Chamber of Deputies Commissicn for Foreign Affairs
on 19th April 1966). The economic interests of [taly favour protection against
the stronger competitors of the European Economic Community and the market
oscilliations which recently seriously threatened the Italian economy This is
why Italy insistently seeks contacts with the East and takes a serious mteresét

in its markets. However this policy does not have far-reaching aims. The -
government of Italy deems a too extensive détente to be risky because of its
possible effect not only on the shape the Alliance has had up to now but also on
the domestic balance of social forces in the state. With regard to Germany the -
government does not call into question Bonn's position concerning access to .-
atomic weapons and reunification although some pressure groups take a very-
critical stand from time to time on the Bonn programme under the impact of events
in Alto Adige. The détente should by no means adversely affect the coherence
of the Atlantic Alliance. All steps toward déiente should preferably be: channelled .
through NATO. although the diplomatic practlce of the Italian -government often
departs from this principle.,

One can observe some variations in several elements of the position of the other
Buropean NATC members with regard to key problems of relations in Europe.’

For instance the policy of Great Britain tends to emphasise the non~proliferation
question, Denmark, in its interest in a European inter—governmenizal conference

as an instrument for developing détente, went further than the other NATO members.
However, in principle, a number of them tend to considertle future evolutin o detente
as a process taking place within the framework of NATO and, to an ever greater
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extent, through NATO. They are-interested in preserving at least correct

. relations with the United States and perhaps good relations with the Federal
Republic of. Germany; This does not mean that they are prepared to engage
‘themselves too energetically in favour of the thesis of the priority of German
reunification over security, let alone to support the territorial claims of the
FRG. They give some weight to the extension of trade with the European .
socialist states and some even think of cooperation with them. The important

‘ ‘exceptions are France and Germany, although.the attitude of each of them differs
‘ ,frorn that of the above-mentloned 8Toup- in substantlally dﬁferent respects.

It would be difficult to say that the pohtlcal practice of France represents the
' opposite attitude. And this is not-because its policy does not differ clearly
from that of the above-mentioned group of NATO members, but-because France
is so far the only country to take such an attitude. However this does not
‘détract from its énormous importance. .If we take the p051t10n of the Italian
) government as the level of reference, then the position of France, of de Gaulle,
is opposed to it on almost all essentlal points except.perhaps on one aspect of
the German problem, = At this juncture we take into account the forward-looking
concepts only to the extent to which they explain the position taken in a concrete
‘matter. Such a concept ~ key to the explanation of the attitude of French
policy towards détente -~ is the idea of the grandeur de France linked, on the
one hand, with the concept of the unity of Europe and, on the other, w1th that
of equlllbrlurn. Détente is then for the present pollcy of France a road leading
to the unity of this continent, to-a European equilibrium, to recovery by.France
of its former great power position, and not merely a matter of temporary
expedlency. It can be observed that, in European affairs, the steps under-
taken by France towards détente do not differ qualltatlvely from thos undertaken
by, for instance, Italy, in spite of the fac¢t that the territorial scope of these
contacts is far broader that more fields are covered, and that these contacts
become a contmuous process. What distinguishes them however, is the
‘ accompanylng conviction that they form only a stage on the way. towards further
goals,' to overcoming the division on this continent. This background is decisive
for the qualitative difference of the French position on détente. Only France
considers détente to be an affair from which the United States is excluded. Only
France takes an almost realistic stand on the role of the German problem in the
context of security in Europe. This is why it opposes access by the German
- Pederal Republic to nuclear weapons, the posing of the problem of reunification
while ignoring the interests of security and the fundamental condition of reunifi-
‘cation, which is full agreement and acceptance by Germany's nelghbours of the

c1rcumstances in which reunification would take place. This is why the con-

. Crete steps of current French policy should be seen not as aims in themselves
. but as an overture to the process which, according to the premises of this policy,
is to lead to basic changes in the whole European set-up. This would comprise

‘@ change in the place Western Europe occupies in the partnership with the United
States as well as in the place Europe as a whole occupies in the worid, The
policy of France, in spite of the fact that so far it is a unique phenomenon, is
making a strong 1mpact on the opinions taklng shape in other countrles of Western
Europe. :

In this gamut of approaches to the complex of problems which has challenged the
European members of NATO, the approach of the German Federal Republic is
qulte specific. To give even a most general outline of its policy is extremely
difficulf for two main reasoms. Firstly, the actual political aims of the Federal
Republic-are such that they can in no measure correspond to the concept of
détente, the precondition for which is to refrain from seeking political benefits
.at.the. ex,pense of the other side. It is obvious that détente cannot serve to attain
goals which could not have been achieved ‘through a polity ¢f strength.- Striving
to achieve such goals must lead to the negation of détente, to tension, and makes
the establishment of security in Burope more remote,, The'- head of ‘the West
German government says that "preservation of the status quo is not détente" as
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it is conceived in the policy of the Federal Republic.(ﬂ With regard to the
territorial image of the Federal Republic, its stand departs considerably from
the position of its Eurdpean allies and compels its public figures to use language
permitting the West German government to maintain the appearance of a unity of
purpose with the other NATO members, Secondly, this very need to create
appearances has, at various times, led to representatives of the West German-
‘establishment maintaining this camouflage in different degrees. And this is

why the formulas they use in public statements seem contradictory. The impres—
sion that a diversity of stands exists is further deepened by the tactical diver- .
gencies between the Socialist Party and the right wing of the CDU/ CSU which,
frorn time to time, also come into the open.

The fact remains that the Federal Republic does not concur with the policy of
détente unless accompanied by steps opening the road towards a revision of the
existing territorial set-up., Its political programme has not changed essen=
tially; it is striving to acquire new territories, claiming solely to represent
the whole of Germany, and endeavouring to annex the German Democratic
Republic, Strategy also remains unchanged; the Federal Republic leans on
the United States, uses its allies in order to give its policy a "European"
character, dlrecis its policy agamst the socialist states, against the German
Democratlc Republic, NATO is seen as a guarantee agamsta weakening of
the unity of the West resulting from détente.  The détente should-consist of a
synthesis of deterrence and casing of tension, Military doctrines also match
this concept: opposition to non-proliferation treaty, - which might cover -
the territory of the Federal Republic; the forward sirategy and the. bulld—up
of conventional -arms as the courler-part to flexible deterrence.

Now what hits one's eye is the far-going diversification of interests of the
various members or groups of members of NATO which showed up in the process
of detente. An almost natural question comes to one's mind: whether NATO

is the structure capable of being used for the purpose of channelling so divergent
approaches and geals into a common stream-bed? Perhaps one should ponder
‘over the words of Philip Windsor who pcints to the fact that: "The alliance was
in a state of progressive disintegration. Hence, any measures which were
taken to halt or reverse this pro'ce'ss' seemed to be'urgently necessary; on the
other hand, the exploration of the détente was tentative and hesitant. But the
use of NATO as a clearing-house or as a forum for political negotiation required,
or at least assumed, a static political relationship among its members, At the
very least, it assumed that they approached the problems of East West relations
in Europe in the same way, and with the same interests, But the definition of
these interests, involving the economic policies and political relationships of the
member—countrles included an assessment of the residual security requirements
of the alliance as a whole, of the force levels that were necessary to meet these,
and of the organisation of the appropriate strategy. Where each definition de-
pended on the other in this way, it was difficult.to go on behaving as if all the -
members of NATO knew what their interests in a détentg were, or éven that
they all shared the same definition of a détente itself." (2 However, the
answer to our question is certainly not easy., Our reasoning has been focussed
on Buropean affairs and the actors on the European scene, The impact of world
events on relations between the two blocs has been put aside. It cannot be pre-
dicted with a reasonable degree of probability, The aggressiveness of. the
leading extra-European NATO power mlght work in several directions. On the
one hand it has led the United States to endeavour to win the support of its

(1) - K. G. Kiesinger, in "Stuttgafter Nachrichten” 28.2. 1967

(@) Philip Windsor: "NATO and European Detente" in ”The World Today"
1967, September, p, 364,
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European allies for its extra—European purposes. On the other hand, and in
the given circumstances, it can lead the United States to keep Europe out of the
drastically increased tensmn caused first of all by its war in Vietnam. It is

also difficult to overlook the consequences ensuing from the US policy of selective
coexistence and its purposes should it continue. "But bearing in mind the fact
that thése factors might bring alterations to the picture, let us come. back to the
European scene. .

One cannot contend that preservation of the military and political structure of
NATO is the insurmountable obstacle in the way of the further development of
-détente in Furope. After all, the process we have daily observed indicates

that détentel has developed parallel to the existence of NATO, The fact that it
grew, not in line with the premises and functions for which this organisation

had been established but quite independently from it, and not without friction and
pressure being exerted on NATO in order to make 1t comply with this development,
is quite a different thing.  Since several West European governments proceed
from the assumption that there is a possibility for NATQ to assume a new charac-
ter as'a result of some new functions being conferred on it within the field of
regulatlng the process of détente, it is necessary to examine whether this is
likely,and to what extent. Wlndsor formulated his doubts in a global manner,
Perhaps it would be worth while, however, to take a closer look at the matter.
For this purpose let us try to divide the Sphere within which détente-can grow.

A clear~cut segregation of the military field from the economic, scientific,
technical and cultural as well as political fields is not possible. It -seems
however that such a mental operation. might be helpful in determining the role
which NATO can play in the course of détente in Europe.

Now it seems that NATO can perform a function with regard to some mllltary

. measures., Assuming that none of the initiatives undertaken in the détente so
far, including relations between France and the European socialist states, has
penetrated into the military field, one ¢an infer. that this is the field in whzch

the European NATO members dre least 1nchned 10 pursue an mdependent
policy. “This thesis is not contradicted by the withdrawal of France from the
1ntegrated NATO command nor by the permanent pressure of the West German

' government to obtain a further military build-up, because these are intra-
‘alliance affairs. NATO can probably serve as a forum for working out common
stands on possible initiatives in the field of some contractual military measures.
One should not rule out the possibility of some initiatives which have been talked
about for a long time and are being considered in Western Europe more seriously,
being implemented, if not with the support of NATO - by using its structure, or
at least that they rnlght be implemented without any strong opposition from NATO
This could assist to give an initiative a uniform shape which would protect its
proponents from incurring accusations and antagonism from the United States.

. One can imagine that such initiatives mlght first of all comprise an all-European
treaty on renunciation of the use of force and threat to use force against the
independence and territorial integrity of European states, or a treaty between
the NATO and Warsaw Treaty states to'the same effect, We can also classity
in the same category those initiatives aimed at freezing and reducing armaments.
Such initiatives have been put forward over the past ten years and include, for
instanc¢e, the Polish proposals for a nuclear arms freeze, at least in Central
Europe; if workable, this might be extended 1o a wider region and perhaps
finally comprise all non—nuc-lear._European states. . They also include the pro-
posals for denuclearisation of a wide as possible zone in.BEurope. Measures

to reduce conventional armaments and converntional forces and to reduce foreign
armed forces stationed on the territories of other states also come within this
category. This list is obviously not exhaustive but points to those measures on
which a concensus is perhaps more likely than on others. It is characteristic
that the study presented by the Committee on the Study of Relations between
France and Germany of the Centre d-Etudes$-de Politique Etrangére in the sixth
issue of "Politique Etrangére" of 1967 enumerates among the first measures
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envisaged for the "contractual" stage or model, renunciation of the use of force
accompanied by the obligation to settle disputes by peaceful means, the withdrawal
of atomic weapons from some zones in Central Europe and the fixing of levels for
conventional forces in a "zone pilote",

It is doubtful whether the possibility of developing a détente in Europe while using
the NATO structure goes beyond the above-mentioned category of measures; and
we have to qualify even-this category with the reservation concerning steps in which
the military.element is more closely interwoven with the political one. The course’
of negotiations concerning the non-proliferation treaty shows that NATO has hot.
been found an instrument capable of pushing the solution of this vital problem
forward. The extension and deepening of the détente and cooperation in the’

tield of foreign trade, science and technology. and in the field of culture ard the
arts is likely to proceed over the head of NATOQ in a bilateral way. This course

of events will probably be paralleled by more or less open conflicts with those - .
tendencies within NATO that see this process as a menace to the very idea of the - .
Alliance. The field of economics is one in which the relative role of the United
States has, durmg the last twenty~two years, undergone & substantial reduction
and, what is more, a partial transformation from a factor of development into a
barrler against further growth. There is no place here for a thorough analysis of
the causes of this transformation, but it is a fact that the technological gap between’
Western Europe and the United States in at least three key industries - tchemicals,
machine constructlon and eléctronics -~ is incessently widening. For obvious
reasons, a common denormnator between the individual countries in Western Europe
making a demand for NATO partlclpatlon in dealmg with thé socialist couniries of
Europe can hardly be found in the field of science, by which we also understand
cooperation in technologlcal development and in the field of cultural and art ex-
changes. : : .

The events in the field which we may agree inaccurately and for this purpose to call
the sphere of. political relations is the least amenable 1o one and the same evaluation
by any organ of NATO, The more so because of what Windsor calls the "disarray™
of NATO, , This is the sphere in which the interests of various European NATO
members not only have some common points but also differ essentially. - At the
same time this is the sphere in which measures towards detente are perhaps most
difficult, Détente in politics is no longer only a return to ‘diplomatic courtesy or
the discovery, not for the first time. it is true, that pecunia non olet, nor is it a
mutually beneficial extension of contacts in various fields of pubhc apt1v1ty. This
type of measure if taken by a NATO member reflects on the atmosphere and helps

to create a better climate bui does n'ot affect important pollticai interests of the
remaining partners in the Alliance. The case is quite different with regard to
measures in politics, One can say that here a thresholdis crossed beyond which
the sphere of détente is fortified by elements of security.

Perhaps it would be easier to point to the consequences of this trafisformation if

we trace it by taking specific exampies, even if we are compelled to simplify matters.
Behind the letter of the Atlantic Pact,which is common to all its signatories, hide

by no means common interests, The role of NATO in the pollcy of the United

States is not identical with the role it is assigned by America's Buropean partners.
The United States expected something different from the admittance of the Federal
Republic to NATO than what was hoped for by the Feéderal Republic's West European-
partners; nor can one say that the expectations of the European members of NATO
were similar to those of the Federal Republic. The stumbling block to security in
Europe is the position of the West German government regarding the territorial
status quo on the continent, It is obvious that security is ruled out as long as

there is a state striving to revise existing borders. The fact that it is declared
that this state aims at achieving this revision by peaceful means changes nothing.
Such an additional clause detracts from the necessity for undertaking all measures
indispensible for repelling possﬂole attacks no more than if this formula "by peace-~
ful means" were not attached, It is known that the United States has had recourse
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to formalistic statements on the question of borders and has been reluctant to put
the dot on the "i" since it is not willing to antagonise those forces in the Federal

'Republic on which it leans. It is known that on this question France takes a

stand diametrically opposed to that of the Federal Republic. It is also known
that the policy of the Federal Government does not win support for the GER
among its other allies reluctant to become involved in military adventures for
the sake of the revisionist pollcy of the governing establishment in the Federal

"Republic, This is true, in spite of the fact that these allies are not willing to

antagonise the Federal Government by a too unambiguous stand. It is somewhat
hard to imagine that NATO could ever be an instrument assisting those of its
members who so wish to tell the Federal Government that its political goals are
the main roadblock on the way to security in Europe.

The problem of the reunification of Germany is the second typical case. Here
the balance of viewpoints presents itself somewhat differently although the real
picture is partly blurred. -The fact remains that the contention that the German
Democratic Republic should be annexed to the system of capltallst states of
Western Europe infringes the fundamental rule of preserving security to the -
same extent as it would be infringed by a claim for a part of Yigoslav territory
to be detatched in favour of Italy. In spite of the fact that much has been -
wriiten as to why the existence of the two Germén siates threatens he sséurity
of Europe it has been done s0 in a rather dogmatic way.and without supportlng .
evidence. It would have beéen better to advance this thesis when the three '~
Western great powers were toiling in 1949 to establish the Federal Republic

and thus divide Germany. But it can easily be seen that reunification on the
lines sought by the Federal Government is unacceptable,and certainly not only

to the socialist states, From the point of view of security, the reunification

of Germany has to be considered in conjunction with the setting within which
such reunification might take place. The claim that Germany be reunified in a
way and on terms which would destroy the existing political and military balance
cannot lead to security. German reunification cannot be achieved regardless of
the security of the continent. It is not surprising that the demand of the Federal
Government enjoys declarative support from the US administration but, again, it
is no secret that by no means all the Federal Government's European partners
are inclined to fight battles for the sake of the annexation of the German Demo-
catic Republic to the German Federal Republic. The position of France with
regard to the methods and conditions of reunification is opposed to that of the
Federal Government in spite of the fac that, for the time being, France, too,
does not recognise the German Democratic Republic. 5o, in this case also,

it is hard to conceive how the mechanism of NATO, in which the policy of the
United States carries main weight, could work successfully against the catchword
of détente being used for purposes running counter to security in Europe. And
now perhaps the most striking example: the non-proliferation ireaty is one of
those measures we have classified as military but more closely conneced with the
political element than the other military measures mentioned above. The current
political situation, not only in Europe but throughout the world, is causing also
the United States to be interested in the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.
For the West German government, however, the nuclear weapon is not merely a
form of armament; it is at the same time a mirage of the long-dreamed of
possibility of realising its political aims through nuclear blackmail; aims which
would change the existing balance of power in Europe. In this case, diver-
gencies between the United States and the policy of Bonn revealed themselves.

It turns out that the Alliance is not only a very unlikely instrument for forming
opinion in favour of détente against the pressures of the main force of this
Alliance, the United States, but that it has failed even as an instrument for
unifying the views of its members on measures for détente in a situation where
the United States favours such measures while the Federal Government opposes
them.
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These remarks point to the narrow margin assigned to the Atlantic Alliance as

a mechanism which might be used to some purpose in the process of détente,

Does this mean that efforts for détente and security in Europe cannot continue
because of the existence of NATO? Such a conclusion would ciash with reality.
It was mentioned earlier that the process of deiente has developed in Europe

not only despite NATO but most often in opposition to NATO, It is obvious

that as long as this process does not go beyond specific limits it will probably
continue, the more so as a number of European NATO members are asking that
NATO should also play a role in this process. The more the détente encompasses
problems decisive for security (that means the recognition of the territorial
status quo resulting from the Second World War and the renunciation of all
measures in the field of armaments which might be used to try to destroy thls
set-up quo) the less apt will be the mechanism of the Alliance for the purpose

of participating in-détente, The state whose world policy is characterised by
aggressiveness and arrogance is the pillar of NATO. Its European pillar is

the state openly striving to change the existing balance of power in Europe.

It is more than doubtful that an Alliance with such an internal balance of power
and with the given polltlcal purposes, the core of which is to divide and not.to
cooperate, could be an adequate instrument by means of which those states of
Western Europe which are interested in true security. could successfully influence
their more potent allies, It is moxre likely that progress towards security, the
passage from rudimentary pre-conditions of security, from a normalisation of ,
relations to security, will be made along bilateral chahnels,‘ and may eventually
reacha higher form which could be a conference, i.e: a multilateral mechanism
in which all interested European members of NATO would have better conditions
10 pursue their national interests than-is the case when they try to do S0 through
NATO, - :

-~ 0=0~0~0=-0~—
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In the years of World Wer II, Europe developed a kind of specific thinking,
completely new in nature. It relied on the unity of interestst of the European -
nations suppressed by Fascism and especially on the interests of the occupied -
countrles oppressed by Hitlerite Germany. This special, new solidarity gradual-
1y grew over-fhie certain ideas about the future pattern of. Burcpe. It ‘cannot

be said that in the eourse of World War II these ideas had a deflnlte shape or
that they Yere clear in.all aspects to everyone anywhere-in equal -measure,
They were: pramarlly 1deas of hope. Accordlngly, the principal moment, which
influenced them and which was the clearest was the moment. of hope that Fascism
would be defeated and that nations would be freéed from the yoke-of. the German
occupation. - - All the rest in those concepts was -stressed less. and seen less
clearly, Tracing the development of these 1deas on Burope in the course of
World -War IT ‘in Buropean countries, we can see that it was accompanled by a

very strong wave of social oonoeptlons of a future-set-up. The resistance

which had a distinctly antl—E3301st nature was ever more clearly assuming
socialist positions and oommunlsts became its leading forde in many cotntries.
Even the ‘non-socialist resistance was gradually absorbing the ideas and slogans
of the socialist revplutlonary re81stance and very often, especially in the
final stdges of the war, it was 1mp0351b1e to tell apart texts of the socialist
and the non-socialist illegal press of - the resrstance in a number of huropean
camtries. : X

Viewed from the historical angle, the resistance formed in its ranks a strong
tendency -characterized by attempts to make far-reaching social changes after
the defeat of Fascism. Reports written by the German Gestapo or the Sicher-
heitsdienst in. the occupied countries during World War II indicate that the1r‘~
authors often reached the conc1u51on that the entire r981stance ‘of European
countries was" "bolshevist", This, in’fact, was certainly not. the case; how--
ever, the clear revolutionary, 5001allst trend manifested in the entire resist-
ance activities during Worid War 1I undoubtedly influenced the developments in:
Buropean countries after the end of the war. The liberation of most European
countries from Fascism was greemﬁ with national flags and red flags as well,
and feelings of- revolutionary patriotism mingled with feelings of social -
revolution. This process.took place both in the countries of Eastern Europe
and’ in Western Burope.  The big shift to the left which the war caused was,
after all, also.reflected in the sweeping victory of the Brltlsh Labour Party
immediately after the end of the war in Europe.
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The anti-socialist forces placed a barrier against this revolutionary wave
tending towards a new Europe. The barriéer was, first and foremost, the
presence of the United States in Burope. After World War II, the USA, a
significant member of the antl-Hltler coalltlon, embarked on the policy

of supporting anti-socialist forces; at first, .this policy manifested
itself in disarming guerilla groups and restricting thie positions of those
representing resistance and extreme left-wingers in the Governments of-

West European countries, Where such interventions proved 1mpos31ble, there”
was a big advance of the forces and ideas born in Buropean resistdrice and o
political regimes of a new type, highly socialist in nature - which were Tl
called people's democracies - came into existence. This was the development
predominant in the regions of Central, Eastern and South-Eastern Europe.

At a later stage these people's demooraticaregimes openly assumed socialist
nature and the countries became socialist,  This-is’the beginning of the
process of the dlvlslon of Burope. VWhile socialist regimes are bora in

the East of Europe, Western Europe revives in fact the systems existing
there before the war. The relations between the two sides are imbued with
mutual apprehensions, mistrust and particularly by uncertainty. West
European Governments fear a new intensity of revolutionary trends. The
United States.in Burope fears the victory of communism in Europe. Revolu-
tionary ‘Socialist reglmes in Central and Eastern Europe fear am intervention
against Iéftist forces andielements of resistance in a number of countries
of Western and Southern ‘Burope.

In this’ atmoSphere of” uncertalnty, both sides undertake measures which,
in the opinion of their leaders, may fortify the poeition of their. respectlve
regimes ‘and safeguard it -against the posslbllltles of an intervention. It .

is only natural- that this: course serves a further. deepenlng of differences . .-
and eventually, in the late nlneteen—fortles, leads . to a, complete division -

of Burcpe into two ‘opposing groupings. These groupings, at the. beginning
strietly politigal and ideological, are later “secured in the military field.
Under the leadershlp of the United States, the- antl-communlst forces in the
Western part of. Europe create the Atlantic Pact. It is a military. allgnment
formally- presentlng itself_as defensive. The socialist regimes in Central
Europe however, st necessarlly see it as an &4lignment having a potentlally ,
aggrésSlve character, a8 they .cannot but see” ‘the military bases of the Western
powers which ente? NATO against the will of the resistance leaders and
leftists in West European ecountries. Thls is why they respond to this
challenge by forming their own grouping, the Warsaw Pact. The respective
texts of the two treaties show ‘the differences between them. The Warsaw
Treaty unequivocally underlines the time limiting aspect and the fact that

it provides only an answer to the Atlantic Pact and w111 be dlasolved as

soon as the Atlantlc Pact ceases 1ts ex1stence.

The rea11$1es of the lelSlonﬂ of Europe into two political, ideological and
hmllltary blocs qulte naturally render thelr impact on the whole development

of international relations on the FEuropean continent, The dividing line
runnlng across Rurope forms for a time two completely isolated units whieh
for ‘terd "years make the dletance between them ever greater, -they are completely
1solated and they oppose,each other in almost all important political issues.
This division is gradually underlined by an economic division, European market
ceases to ex1st in practice and it is replaced by two new markets completely
gulded by -integration tenden01es, serving to a great extent to the political
aims of the. existing groupings., Within this period of almost one generation
the conditions of mutual relations between individual member countries of

the existing groupings undergo deep changes. Common 1nterests, ideclogical
similarity or unity, membership in one economic and military grouping - these
are elements influencing to a great extent the relatlonshlp among ind1V1dual
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countries who are members of .the same bloc, 0ld border disputes disappear;
new forms of co-operation, relatively very advanced, rise to prominence,

Even the teérritorial and economic sovereignty of- 1nd1v1dual states are limited
to a considerable extent. Military forces are deployed in different terri-
tories irrespective of state borders, joint organs co—ordlnatlng act1v1tles or
actual management are formed at various levels. :

Along w1th this process, the world is underg01ng farureachlng and very complex
changési The epoch  of colpnialism comes to its end, neophyte nations eénter

the stage of history and start influencing it. States which were only the object
of-political games. of European powers become imporfant subjects which must be
reckoned with in an 1ncrea31ng neasure. The integration proceSseS, after having
reached a certain stage in the two existing bloes in Europe, practically in

1956 — 1957, start slowing down or stagnating. The Rome Agreements in fact
constitute a cedification of the achlevements of integration but do not 1n1t1ate
new integration stages.

‘ A very important factor which enters practical political decision-making of
powers is the realization that it is not possible to crush the new socialist

-regimes by military force or threat of force. Then comes the period of
balance of force. This pericd carries within itself far-reaching changes in
the tactics applied in the fight of the two blocs and in the 1nternat10nal
relatlons of the two blocs in general.

The weight of the fight of the two blocs is shifted to other than mllltary
fields, especially to the sphere of economy and ideology. However, very soon

it is becoming evident that those spheres are of 4 nature which is différent
from the rigdrous military field. There it is impossible to build up a firm
and clear-cut front and to conduct operations in the hinterland of the opponent.
Cn-the contrary, these are spheres which offer wide contactsof the two sides,
mostly taking the forn of personal meetings; very often, this'aspect substan-
tially changes the situation and ushePs in quite new and uncxpected eléments.

The two blocs continue to exist, they continue to oppose each other by means
of_a new warfare without the use of-weapons and continue to hold panceuvres aimed
at gaining advantages, each to benefit itself aznd to weaken the opponent How-
ever,~ it is beconing. ever more ev1dent that the situation has changed to such
an extent that the fight of the two blocs may be replaced by co—oporatlon of
the countries who are members of the blocs. In my opinion, the initiative in
this respect was undoubtedly taken by the socialist side. The socialist “bloc
was formed only in response to -thé threat the countriés fclt. Once the threat
was. less urgent, they could toke the ifiitiative to bring about the elimination
of the blocs. At first, their propositions, for instance the proposal for the
conclusion of & non-aggression pact between NATO ang the Warsaw Treaty, were

not accepted in.the West and were interpreted only as political manoeuvres.
Step by step, however, the situation started changing. Theé existing blocs
showed a tendency to wedken the rigorous inner relations uniting the countries
within the bloc and even showed a- tendency to expand contacts between countries
belonging to different groupings.

Suddenly there was a new feeling of European coherency and this feeling found
its expression in the tendency to revive common Europe on the basis of the [
security and co-operation of all European countries. 1In faect, this new situation
gave rise to three different approaches to the problem of the relutlonshlps bet—
ween the two exmstlng European blocs:

First, there washa tendency to dissolve the blocs immediately. Thls tendency
relying on the assumption that the blocs are obsolte and therefOre my be dis-
solved without delay reflected the spontineous desire of Buropean people. to
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get rid of the bonds within the existing blocs and to open ajar the door

of mutual encounter and co-existence. Those advocating this tendency did

not believe it was necessary to await further developments and further
ncgotiations; - they thought it .was urgent to take up the dissolution im-
mediately., -It should-be said that at the beginning the tendency to dis-

solve the blocs immediately had many’ enthu31ast1c.advocate5u They believed
that such a step would be sufficient to create a new 'atmosphere and basically
to solve the problem of relations among natiens, ' However, difficulties of
various kinds started to emerge step by. step.- It was becoming clear that
after all, the existing blocs still réflect to a considerable extent the
objectivé'situation in international relations in general. They are a re—
flection of the faet that in Europe there aré states having different

social’ systems and that some countries are not reconciled to the fact that
after World War II new political regines weré formed in a number of European
COuntrles, they are reluctant to taske the fact for granted and to live side

by side with these regimes as with equal partners. If is also an indisputable
fact. that the concepts.of a number of states having different social systems
in Europe of pivdtal questions of world events are different. The differences
of views were particularly underlined by the American military operations’

in Vietnam which made difficult all relations between the socialist cOuntries_

in Europe'and7the'USAﬂand aggravated'relations in the world in'general.

Further, it has become ev1dent that up to a certain point and in .a very im-
perfect form, the twoexisting blocs do form a certain security system in
BEurope. “ However, it is a very doubtful system, based.on military power
equilibrium which, in the event of any deviation or even slight careless—
ness, might change into. a front line. A more profound analysis of the
questions of Buropean security makes any observer draw the conclusion that

it is 1mpcs51ble ‘to -eYiminate the system of European security which operates,

though’ 1mperfect1y, unless it is replaced by a new system., And it 1s pre- |
cisely the questions of what the system of European security will be dike
should ‘the pacts be dissolved that nobody could and can serlously answer.

However, the ex1stence of the pacts is fraught W1th a serlous dangbr. It T
leads towards a constant growth of. the military potential. of the two ex1st;ng

- blocs to change the balance of forces in Burope in its favour., In this

respect Germany-has a very important position. Germany is the country of

the  demarcation line dividing the two" blocs.- Germany has the biggest -
concentfatlon of the war. potential of armies bélonging to the two existing
blocs,' Moreover, the fact of the existence-of the two German states of which
one, the Federal Republic of Germany, stubbornly refuses to recognise the
existence of the other, the German Democratic Republic, contributes to the.-
fact that the tension between the twd bloes issthe greatest in. Germany and’
that theré it is best.possible to put a brake oh or to render 1mp0551b1e any
attempts aimed at improving relations between the blocs and creetlng new’
relations among European countries. ' -

The tens1on in that.reglon is further aggravated by the fact that the Govern—
ment of the Fedaradl Republic of Germany continues to refuse the recognition
of . the status quo in Europe created as a result of the Potsdam Agrecment,

It expressly refuses to recognize the Oder—Nelsse line... It does recognize
the Czechoslovak border; it refuses, however, to recognize the . transfer

of the German population made under Article XIT 'of the Potsdam Agreement and
refuses to dissociate. itself from the ‘Munich Agreément of 1938. All signa-

" tories of the- Munich Agrecment.renounced it, with.the exception of the Federal

Republic of Germany which: regards itself to be the legal successor and heir

Ceen

of the German state. No wonder that it was exactly this question, the question

of Germany, which caused a dangerous zone of tension in Burope Whlch, should
the blocs be 31mply dlssolved and the zone remalned ~might brlng about far~

Y



“provoke conflicts of various types.

—5‘_.

‘iiéachihg'compiications in the JFuropean policies in general, might even

'_Sécpnd;'there ﬁ@ﬁefténdencies aiming at the preservation of the blocs or

at an agreement between them. The tendencies of this type rose mostly in

‘response to the failure of the far too spontaneous tendericies to dissolve
" the blocs.. A typical feature of these tendencies is’ to’ preserve the blocs
“either forever. or at least: for a very long time and to settlé European

- ‘questions. simply through agreements between the two blocs, agreements

which would assume basically two forms; either they would be agreements

.-of a military nature, including first and foremost a non-aggression pact

between the two blocs, or possibly agreements on non-proliferation, re-
duction of armaments, creation of certain forms of armaments control, de-
militarized zones, denuclearized zones, the so-called freezed system, etc.
All these agreements should be guided by the spirit of easing the tension
in Europe and eliminating or at least minimizing the threat of war, in-

_ cluding- the possibilities of a limited local war with the use of conventional
~ wWeapons.

ti,In‘my opinion, these tendencies'ﬁé“nbt take into_account some .of the
"serious.changes that have occurred 4in the situation in "Europe in the

meantime. First, the Atlantic Pact ro longer indludes ‘the whole of

Western Europe; Francé withdrew from the military organisation of the Pact
and embarked upon an independent policy aimed basically at double alliance
~ an alliance which has been the great ideal of General de Gaulle since
World War II. The other membeérs of NATO have also undergone considerable
shifts and serious proposals have been made for a reorganization of the
structure of NATO, including a fundamental change in the entire orienta~
tion of the Atlantic Pact. It is highly probable that processes aiming

~ at changing the structure of NATO will continue. The Warsaw Treaty, too,

has experienced a number of new elements which were formerly non-existent, "
The states who are members of the Warsaw Treaty reiterated their readiness

. to ‘dissolve the grouping at the moment when NATO ceases existing and thus

they. have taken a serious initiative talling for a genuine dissolution of

““the blocs. Then, of course, some countries, members of the Warsaw Treaty,

expanded their contacts with Western countries vVery substantially, entered

" into economic, technological and industrial co—operation with them and

tried to normalize their relations with those countries .of FATO with which
their relations had not been normalized, i.e. with the 'Federal Republic of
Germany. Some member countries of the Warsaw Pact gave the German Demo—
eratic Republic, which is most endangered by the revisionist claimg of the

' Federal Republic of Germany, guarantees of its security in a form of
-pacts on mutual assistance on a bilateral basis. This act to a great

extent dispelled the hopes of some quarters in the Federal Republic of
Germany to isolate the German Democratic Republic from the other socialist

“countries in Central burope and then settle accounts with it as an isolated
ccountry, : ' - o . ‘

The, changes that have occurred within the existing pacts undoubtedly open

the door to new possibilities in“the mutual relations not only of the two .
pacts bt also in individual countries belonging to different pacts., There -
is a certain relaxation within the two pacts and a restructuralization -
process is under way which is under the impact of all influencing factors,
bth external and internal. Therefore, as the above indicates, time is not
sultable for putting the two existing pacts simply back to their original

forms and supplermenting their missions by.certain international agreements
between them. '
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Third, there is a method of a combined approach to safeguard European
security. It seems that the current stage  indicates a need fer working
out a serious method of approach to the solutions of the questions of
European security. It is my belief tha* scientific disciplines, atomic
physics, military sclences, political sciences and history, all now face

a difficult .task: to dnalyze the factors influencing the present situa—
tion and to find ways and means which might lead to the aafeguarding of
BEuropean Security.. A preparatory analysis, in my mind, offers several
solid facts which should be taken as a starting point. The first is the
continued existence of the blocs which, despite the changes that have
occurred, still constitutes the. most expressive political and military
constant on the European continent. The development within the blocs,
however, requires a more profound clarification. It should be revealed
what is the still existing intensity of the dependence of individual
member countries of the bloe on the bloc as such, what are the possibili-
ties available +to members in influencing the behaviour of the entire

bloc and, eventually, what are the mutual relations between the individual
members of the-bloc in relation to the foreign policy of the individual
member -states. L , ' . o

On the other hand, it appears to be firmly established that centrifugal

forces operating against the blocs are in swing and the example of France
brought along serious consequences for the future life of the bloes. It
should be clarified whether any other country of NATO or any country of

the Warsaw Treaty has a possibility simply to follow suit or whether the

case of France: is in its way specifically unique. The.third important -

fact is that the attained degree of economic integration does not show a
tendency of a further rise. . Of course, this does not apply naturally to .

the extensive operation of the existing integrations and primarily to their
attractive power in relation to the countries standing outside  the group—

jing. There the processes are still going on and it is possible to .expect

that the sexisting integration groupihgs, particularly the common market,

will further expand. However, the fact that the degree of -integration

was net further elevated and that in any case economic integration did

not go beyond the confines of the field of economy and was rnot ag¢companied ‘
by the .establishment of super-state political organs is of tremendoys jmport - .
ance for zll activities and for the future development of relations among
countries belonging te'the¢epp051ng blocs. “As-T See it, this tendency provides
a possibility for expanding relations of all- types between countries of dif-
ferent bloes.and, at least the foreseeable future d6es not place qualitative
barriers.of- prlnclple on the road of the development of the European co-
operatlon -between countries having different Social systems, even though,

quite naturally, the achieved degree of integration renders a- strong impact

on each state belonging to one or the other bloc.

A preparatory analysis will reveal‘that'the German question has also entered

a new. stage and two new tendencies appear. It is first the pressure of hard -
realities which makes the Federal Gov@rnment of .the Federal Republic of
Germany go over to a higher degree of understanding the relstion between
Germany and the socialist cguntries of Central Durope. The necessity to
abandon the Hallstein doctrine and the establishment of diplomatic rela-

tions with the socialist countries in Central Burope receive mores and more
attention and thus the Federal Republic of Germany is becoming more realistic.
in its understanding of international policy in general. Likewise, the
relqtiqnsbetween the two existing German states necessarily enter a new stage
which demand realistic solutions. Here, too, the laws of development will
overcome the stubborn voluntarism which has relied, moreover, on great fantasy
and romantic idealism. I believe that the time has come for deeds in the
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sphere of Buropean policy; some will probably be mad through the two
existing blocs, others will be undertaken by European countries, Jointly

or in groups., It seems to me that the process will, in all probability,
start with some agrsements of principle concerning the reduction of nuclear
and war danger in EBurope. In this respect the non-proliferation agreement
is ripe for conclusicn . Although this agreement brings along a number of
sericus and complex problems, thése must not be regarded as brakes. It

.provides for a fransition to solutions to other problems which must be

resolved and settled in due time. Among them, there is the question of
small and large countries and the just distribution of the nuclear po-
tential, the question of principal guarantees of the security of couniries,
which, by non-proliferation, will be deprived of the possibilities of
atomic defence. Last but not least, there is the gquestion of the relations
of the third world to the advanced industrial countries in the field of
the utilization of atomic energy and thus the development of power industry
and industrial production. These and similar questions will have to be
examined and clarified since all of them make up a complex of questions
which, once solved, will constitute a great step forward not only in the
relations among European countries but in the relations among all states
of the world at large. :

Other questions will have to be solved in direct co-operation of individual
European countries and 4t cannot be excluded that in future they might

have to be mttled through new organs of international co-operation and co-
ordination at a scale in which they will come up, It will he necessary

te prepare specific scientific anaslyses of individual questions and sub-
mit concrete proposals for certain solutions to provide the politieal. .
authorities which will make concrete decisions on the matters with eld-
borated propositions made on the basis of theorough scientific analyses.

It is my firmly held belief that the co-operation of Eurcpearn scientieis

in this field will have to precede co-operation in politics, in any case

it will kave to supplement it. 0f course, the most significant pheno-
menon which may crown all efforts in this direction with final success is

8 systematic co-operation of Governments of all Buropean countries. There-
fore the propesal for the convocation of a conference of representatives of
Governments of European countries is the most useful initiative receatly made
in the field of Furopean policy. It is important, however, that the meeting
of Heads of European Governments should be well prepared to mark a genuine
beginning of a new era in the relations among Buropean states, an eras which
would meet the expectations of European countries calling for a prosperous
and safe Eurcpe. The whole channel of actions.in this direction would ne~
cessarily result in & gradual elimination of the existing Thlocs and along
with this process of elimination there would be new processes, a pProcess

of the gradual creation of a new Burope, a Europe without blocs, based on
co-operation among independent Buropean countries, irrespective of their
social systems, and based on mutual respect of these countries. I beliefe
that condisions .exist for taking up this road. However, it is necessary
that European nations should undertake ‘these history-making solutions with
courage, realism, self-confidence and with confidence in Europe, in its
substance and in its future. ‘
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THE BLOCS AND EUROPEAN SECURITY

by. Dr. Mieczyslav Tomala,
Polish Institute of Internatlonal Affalrs,
Warsaw,

.The ‘security of Europe is a problem of major importance. Twrce in the past

50 .years Europe has been a stage for the bloodiest wars in human hlstory

::reachlng far ‘beyond the Continent. War-activities, although initiated -
~ Europe, involved almost all contxnents and dramatic consequences of the :
last of these cataclysms are etlll felt hy the world at large.,.. o

Consequently, peace ‘on our Contlnent 1s of 1mportance to the entlre world

..and -this is what makes the problem of -European “security so toplcal. It 13.“
) here, in ‘Burope, that the two most 1mportant rilitary and political group- .
ings of" states, the Atlantlc Pact and Warsaw Pact alllances, face éach other.

"FWhen World War II was still in progress, parallel to concepts for ‘a future

system of safeguarding warld peace through the creation of the United Natlons,

- .suggestions were put forward for the establishment of a separate systen of
security for.Europe, where both world wars orlglnated -

In this connection, it seems necessary to draw attentlon to oné 51gn1flcant
element of these ‘plans. Durlng the war, European powers ‘and those outside
this Continent emphasized by words and deeds that a system of European.secur-
ity must prevent any new aggressien on the part of‘imperialism and German
militarism., By the same token, these ‘states always con51dered 1mper1allsm

'_How otherwzse can ‘6ne view the splrlt of war tlme agreements bétween the

Soviet Union and Great Britain (1942), the Soviet Union and CzechoslovakKia
(1943), Soviet Union and France {1944) as well as the meaning of the .
conferences of the three Great Powers in Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam°

roAll these agreements concluded during the war scemed - to create real p0351—
“bilities for a final solution of the European security problem, though,

unfortunately, such a Solutlon was designed only as a result of the traglc
lesson of the. last war. - This was-a prevalllng feeling- not only at the offi-
cial Tewvel but also among the general publlc in: oountrles of the anti-Hitler -
coalition. ‘ , L :

- The 1dea of peaceful 00ex1stence although not yet. emobodled in an expllclt

legal framework has found its exzpression both in the creation of the
United Nations and in the very spirit of the Charter provisions which des-
cribe the maintenance of international peace and security as the main '
purpose of the world organisation. In Article 1, para 1 of the Charter we L
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read that, in order to maintain peace and security, the United Nations should: .

",.itake effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of
threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other
breaches of the peace, and to bring about by peaceful means, and in conformity
with the principles of justice and international law, adjustment or settlement
of international dlsputes or 51tuat10ns whicéh might leéad to 'a breach of the
peace.ﬂ,h_. -

The People's Republic of Poland, since the. Very beginning, gave evidence that
her basic objective. was to ensure that the Polish nation will live in peace,

security and within just frontiers. The Manifesto issued by the Polish Com-

mitee of National Liberation declared that ".iiPolish foreign policy will be

one based on the prlnclples of collect1Ve sccurity".

This idea became a ¢orner etone of" the first 1nternatlonal agreement entered’

into by the new Poland, nafely the .Treéaty -of frlendshlp, mutual a331stance and
post-war cooperation, concluded on 21 April, 1945, .with the Sovigt Uniori, Each -

of the subsequent accords‘of the People's Republic o Poland’ embodled pr1n01ples
which fully conformed w1th thls llne set by the Manifesto. o =

-~

Turing the first' féw years after the capltulatlon of Na31 Germany a tendency

to establlsh a system of collective security, closely related to ‘self-protection .
against a new ‘German aggression, was also -reflected in 1nternat10nal agreements. .
concluded between certain West Buropean countries. Oné may recall the treaty
between France and Great Britain signed in Dunkirk in 1947 or the peace treaties
with Italy, Flnland Hungary, Rumania and Bulgarla. A
Unfortunately, the decision by the West to embark on a road of ¢old war gradually
began to destroy the first elements of a system of collective scurity in Europes .
One of the most ¢haracteristicrillustrations of the undermining:of foundations

of European sedurity was the ‘departure by the West from the prlnc1ples con— ST
tained 1n the Potsdam Agreemént. o . m oM e

-

This process advanced in E&QY'derCtiOnSym_l

One of themfwas_the'failﬁre to implement provisions which called for destruction
of the basis of Germah militarism. ~This process was also evident 'in the ignor-
ing of a major commltment of the Potsdam Agreement, namely the stlpulatlons '
that: : : : : :

;

";oothe alllea will take in agreement together, now and in the future, the other
measures .neécessary to-assure that Germany never again w1ll threaten her nelghbours
or the peace of the world." ; ; Ll

ey

It was wlth deep doncern and anx1ety that Poland observed the development of -

the international situation in those years, especially ‘with regard to Eurotpeéan
matters. Poland could not passively observe such developments as the revival -

in West Germany of the Bundeswehr or tolerance by the Western Powers of the
revisionist claimé of the Bonn.Government. Qur active attitudé éan be illustrated
by a number of dlsarmament proposals submltted by the Pollsh representatives at
the General Assembly. -

While supporting plans for general and complete disarmament we' have never failed
to try td bring about partial measures in order to limit the scope of danger
felt in the most neuralgic points and to solve the most vital matters., This was
in full harmony with the principle of constructive peaceful coexistence which we
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con51stently pursue.,fr

A grow1ng 1nstab111ty of peace  in. Europe resultlng from the expan510n of
armaments by the Federal Republic. of Germany from her- demands. for the .
annexatlon of foréign territories and her stubborn claims for nuclesr
weapons. = ©all ‘this constltuted ‘a diredt threat to theé securlty of “this
~part of the World and, thus, a threat to our natlonal Securlty. o "

Bearlng vital 1nterests of national eecurlty in mind and at the same -
time, taking into account certain p0531b111tles for Buropean. detente -
visible at the moment, in 1957 the Polish Government put forward the plan
for the creatlon of a nuclear free zone 1n Central Europe. :

The creation of such a zone could be supported for both mllltary and poll—
tlcal con51derat10ns.

A,ban on the concentration of arms, followed by a stage of.reduction,

. provisions in the plan not limited to nuclear arms buit also including
conventional weapons —~ all this would undoubtedly greatly help to limit
the danger of conflict. Quite understandably any conflict can be more

i easily provoked where there are heavy concentrations of arms than when

~they are reduced and dlspersed. - ’

_i_The polltlcal 1mpact of the Polish plan, if. 1mplemented would -be 51gn1—_f
Jf_fled by an enormous growth of mutual trust betwéen the states of - the “two

- .blocs. - Consequently, the realisation of this plan could become ) step
towards the solutlon of the German’ problem.

. Looking retrospectively at the years when. our plan was first submltted
and at :.subsequent actions and prosposals of Polish diplomacy, cihe -can
see that ‘they form a certain logical chain., Similarly; the obetructlve,
negative position taken by the governments of the Federal Republlc up to
. the present day has also a certaln loglcal pattern.. :

The POllSh peaceful initiative of 1957 met with “an 1mmed1ate ‘response.
from official cireles of the Federal Republic. In the Federal Government's
Aide Memoire dated 24 February 1958 we flnd the: follow1ng sentence: =

#The Federal Government oon51dere the Rapackl Plan’ to be only one of many

proposals dealing with a future system of European security, a subject on

. which no negotiations can bve conéucted which do not link it w;th the
_queetlon of the. reunlflcatlon of Gérmany." .

Our subsequent proposal - internatlonally known as the Gomulks Plan -
which was officially put forward by the Polish Government on 29 February,
: 1964, ‘assumed that :the most urgeéent step in Europe was the freezing of
”_nuclear armg.. This stewmed from the fact that the FRG's . drive to obtain
access to nuclear weapons grew to a very alarmlng degree.

_ .This fact could not’ pass unrioticed by the Polish Government ~The scope
" of the Gomulka Plan, in a sense, was limited. Howevery, it dealt with
a very important matter and the implementation of the 'Plan could become
&’ serlous step towrds the relaxation of ten51on, strengthenlng of secu-
rlty and progress in the fleld of dlsarmament
At the moment of the official launchlng of the- Gomulka Plan in 1964,
when 1nternat10na1 -detente had advanced 1n splte of many obstacles and
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turning points, the policy of tlie Federal Government was also aimed at
torpedoing this proposal. BSeveral weeks after the publication of the
Polish proposals in the press; namely on 13 March, 1964, the then Minister
of Defence, Mr. Kei Uwe von Hassell, in his statement at the WEU meeting
in Hamburg, spoke against these proposals, Although the Federal Govern-—
ment at that time still tried to assure public opinion that the Polish
proposals were the subject of detailed and attentive studies, one. of the’
cabinet ministers brutally tore the veil off this farce, Mr., von Hassell
spoke not .only against the proposalsknown ds the CGomulka Plan:but also re=
called the negative attitude of the Federal Government against the Rapacki
Plan and added the Wilson Plan to this as well. . The crowrng:argument
advanced by von Hassell was that -these plans did not solve the main -
problem - in his- opinion that of German reunification. He added, mbre-
over, that as long as there are strained relations, Europe cannot be
"militarily - thinned out" (militériSch;verdﬁnnt);, Thus; once more

a dead end was reached. Once agdin.the "cart.was put before the horse",
But let us be. clear that the Federal Government took a nezative attitude
not only with regard to-our proposals. - It also rejected all suggestions
coming from Western countries, suggestions whichj like curs « although
gometimes -differently motivated - led in the same: d:x.rectlonq deterite in:
Europe. : T T

Instead, the Federal Government -trieds. bo avoid consideration:of the’ merlts
of our plam,- tried to ¢ircumvene -answering the question of whether our -

pilan reellx_purported a change in the balance of power. - 1t knew very

well what. the answer must be. But it did not even spare some political
blackmailing of partners, asserting that the adoption of the Rapacki Plan:
could result in the creation of a dangerous vacuum which might "encourdge o
a p0551b1e aggressor to take hostlle actlons"

To attack a pollcy of detente, regardless of - 1ts proponents, eVenrthe _
Bundeswehr generals were involved.: ‘At least one characteristic illustra-~ .-
tion of this is worthy of mentidn. . - - R S

On 7 October, 1966, President Johnson emphasized -the necessity to rélax
tension on the Eurgpean Continent.  For the first time the Anerican'dide
publicly stated that Buropean security hed. supremacy over other European
problems, 1nc1ud1ng the German questlon. T P . el
As soon as 11 October, 1966 “Dle Welt" publlshed an 1nterv1ew w1th General
Klelsmansegg reportlng the follow1ng' ' p St “- 2
- The General is- of the oplnlon that the threat from the Easthas not dl—
minished and, what is more, the quality of weapons and mllltary prepared—
ness of the Warsaw Pact armies. have grown 31gn1f1cantly. B -

Speaklng on the so-called nuclear threshold the General adv1sed “5;nnclear
weapons should be used at the earliest stage and in the 'largest possible
numbers", while he termed or brushed aside all proposals aimed at the
reduction of the risk of war as mere "prescrlptlons" - i :
Slmultanecusly, the General obv1ously felt in a p031t10n to eriticise
his #merican superiors when, at the close of the interview he. declared '
that "... the American trumpet cannot be agzain uncertain™. ... :7°

However, we are. sure. and would like to stress the conviction thdtii? ig
not the generals of the Bundeswehr, who will influence the poliey of -
other Western powers. Also spreading is.thé conviction that the West ™
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German concept of 1nt1m1dat1ng 1ts own’ allles by allegations: of poss1ble-

" aggression on the part of the .sodialist countries ‘has no ground whatsoever,

Belief in this concept is dlsappearlng eVen among certaln political” CITCleS
of West Germany 1tself. . :

Desplte the ﬂﬁft that ‘bur plans have not’ become a subJect of off1c1al multi-
lateral talks, believe that, they. héve not lost their - actual meaning.. Just

the opposite, the more. aware Western leaders beadme of the peace-loving in-
tentions and peaceful forelgn policy ObJeCtlveS of our countries, the deeper
and more embracing will be the intérest in our pr0posa1s. The last chapter .
of their 1ife has not yet been written... C

It would be a crude simplification to assert that the Polish disarmament
plans, designed to create foundations for Eur0pean gsecurity, were motivated
solely by our national interests.” Such interests are undoubtedly a basis of
our initiatives.. Simultaenocusly, however, they harmonize with principles:

of general security and, therefore, provide a formula which, taking the mat--
ter objectively, is acceptable to any state. We do not pretend to be fault-
less and, therefore, Poland willingly enters discussions on the subject. We
discuss because we want to reach a sincere and heonest understandlng. We do,
however, demand the same in return, ' o

Had the'ideauof a nuclear—free zone, constituting a basis of our plan, run
contrary to interests of other states, then this ides ‘could certzinly not
have become a subject. of talks which seek the creation- ¢f 31m11ar zones in-
other parts of Europe and the world. : K SR

We do not. thlnk that the scope of a European security’ system should be 11— '
mited to the 1ntroduct10n of our plans alone., We have enphasized many times -
the peed to discuss other plans submitted- by Western statesmen slso. It is.
not,. however, -due to us that untll the present day, words haVe not been o
turned into deeds.. a0

Taklng 1nto account the current 1nternational situatlon, partlcularly the
poliey of the. Federal Republic, and gulded by the peaceful principles of

its foreign policy, at the close of 1964, the Government of the PPR suggested
holding an international conference to discuss problems of the whole complex
of European- securlty. The Pollsh Forelgn Minister, Mr, Addm Rapacki, in
his statement delivered on 14 December, 1964, at the General Assembly, des—
cribed the obJectlves of the conference and proposed that it could be pre-
pared by .representatives chosen by the Warsaw Pact and NATO states with the
participation, if desired, of representatlves from European states not be—
longing to the two allisnces. . :

Poland's proposal concerning a conference on European security has been
supported by other socialist states. The Political Consultative Committee
of the,Warsaw Pact, in its’ statement of 21 January, 1965, favoured “holding.
a conference of . European states to dlscuss steps to ensure colleotlve secu—
rlty in Europe." : :

The 1dea contalncd in the’ POllSh suggestlon also recelved ‘the - support of - many
Western nations, The joint communiqué ‘dated 18 Feébruary, 1965, on the Brussels
talks between the foreign ministers of Poland and Bélgium, Mr. Adam’Rapacki-
and NMr, Paul Henri Spaask, stated, among other things, that "...both parties
attach great importance to the questlon ‘of Kurdpean security" and "i..are
determined: to continue their efforts, without negledting any possibility,

to reach- this objective". Again in the communiqué of 25 April, 1965, on
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talks held in Prague between the Foreign Ministers of Great Britain and
Czechoslovakia, Mr. Stewart and Mr. David, hoth parties recognized the .
usefulness of a BEuropean conference,. although this btatement was’ quallf;ed
by the referente to & need for favourable conditions and the epproprlete
preparation of the conference. One can also mention many instances of
Norway's declared readiness: to discuss with the Polish Government the
question of European security within the context of the Pollsh plans for
the creation of a nuclear-free zone and freezing ‘nuclear arms in Central
Europe, _# similar attitide was taken by.the then Foreign Minister of
Denmark, Mr. Haekkerup, when at a press conference in Stockholm on 10,
Aprii, 1965, ‘he! referréd to Denmark's interest in-talks with Poland aimed -
at "the reductien:of tension between Eest and West and the exemlnatlon
of pOSSlbllltleS for disarmément”. - el

The only state which took an obubusly negative stand agelnst thls Pollsh :
proposal was the Federal Republlc of Germany. The FRG put forward two ba-
sic conditions whicdh ‘ran contrary te the very meaning ‘bf "the Polleh
suggestion: & conference, in its opinion, should be. devoted "first. and.
foremost to the llquldatlon of “the partition-of the German nation through
the implementation of the right to self-determination®, and’ the German

Democratic :-Republic should not participate. in the .conference because B

allegedly it rs not & state 1n ‘the llght of 1nternatlonel lew. :

Developments of 1966 brought further examples of support for the Polish .
initiative. It was expressed in a joint communiqué jissued after diplo~ - -
matic talks between. Poland and Sweden on 40 June, Poland—Italy on 28 July .
and Poland-Belgium:on 8 oeptember» 1966. . An elaboration”én the 1dea o

of the conference on European security was made in .the Bucharest Declara—
tion of the Political Consultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact dated

5 July, 1966, The declaration emphasized that "an understandlng reached ‘
at the conference could be embodied, for instance, in am ell—European -
declaration on’ cooperation t6:maintain. and strengthen Buropean seourlty". .
Such a declaration eould contain an undertaklng by states to settle peace--.
fully internationaX disputes, to corlsult each other end exchange informa—
tion on matters of common concern, along with an undertaking to promotern
the development of economic, scientific, technical-and cultural exchenge.
This document should: be open for 51gnature by all European stetes." :
As far as the German questlon 1s concerned our: whole approach is based

on a sober assessment.of reallty " This. reality- ¢onsists of the existence.

of two German states.” With orne of them, the - German Defiocratic Republlc, s
we are bound ky a fraternal alllanoe and close ties of" cooperatlon in all.
spheres of life.- There is hardly any field .of political, 300131, ‘economic,
cultural, sportingior other activities in which: we do not have mutual
relatlons or expect to develop them.

The German Democratic Republic, following the Potsdam Agreement recognlzed
the Oder-Neisse frontier as the final Polish~German border. This state
pursuesg & poliecy in full conformlty w1th the Potsdanm d ecisions relatlng to
the full democratisation of life " in Germany.- ‘The GDR not only opposes
all utterances and claims for the revision of frontiers established at
Potsdam, but simultaneously encourages its population to have respect for
other nations. = lNever before was there any . German Government Whlch pursued -.i:
such a pollcy towards Poland. .

Qur country developS'a wide and_dniﬁereel_trade exchange with the GDR.. The
total volume of -our ‘turnover has elreEHy doubled that of Pollsh exchange with - .
the whole of Germany before the war. . . The scientific and technical. COo= -
operation between our two countrles im also growing and becomlng more
diversified. /
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. We attach great 1mportanoe to strengthenlng the 1nternat10nal posmtzon of

':'the German Democratic Republic, to reinforcing her sovereignty and national

: security, - It is in the uimost-interest of Poland and all European ‘states

' _for peace to be, malntalned on - our Western border and peaceful’ oooPeratlon

"expanded. ‘e want to0.see this border as:'a uniting factor, not a dividing
. one.. ' : - - -

On. the omtrary9 the Bonn Government's forelgn policy with regard to
~.Poland clearly illustrates that, until the present day, the Federal
ZRepubllc of Germany has not establlshed normal relations with the social-
1st states which were the object of Nazi aggre531on, And this is
"‘_excluswely the fault of the FRG, - . ‘

'“;Beglnnlng in 1955, when . the. POllSh Government declared the cessatlon of
a state of war with Germany, it has repeatedly declared its readihess

"' to normalize relations with the. FRG in all: spheres. Unfortunatelyg‘and
due to no fault of ours, our constructive efforts did not receive an

' approprlate response from the FRG.  Just the opposite: for many years
thie whole policy of the Federal Government towards Poland has been
characterized by revisionism, by demands to change the existiig- Polish-
German frontier on the Oder and Neisse. . We cannot be misled by ‘declara-
‘tions of Bonn s spokesmen who try to- whitewash the real attitude of -that
Government through verbal assertions that the FRG allegedly-does not "
pursue a policy of revenge against the socialist states, does not intend
to pursue such policy in the future and that it wants to llve in peace
~and neighbourly relations with us. : -

The Westherman,standpoint on'the normalization of relations with Poland
was expressed in the note of-the Federal Government dated 25 March, 1966,
and. submitted, inter alia, to the Polish Government, The noté made an
effort to create a false impression that the Federal Republic "is trying
particularly hard" to promote relations with Poland and simultarzously to
infer that it is precisely Poland who is making these reIations more -

. difficult, :The Polish Government, in its note of 29 April; 1966, referred
to matters raised by the FRG. The reply made a distinction between the
"official pOlle of the Federal Republic and the -desire of a part of the
West German population to normalize relations with Poland on the basis of
existing political realities - ' agpirations restrained: by the FRG

‘Government. On this occasion it was recalled that the actual state of
affairs between our two countries stems from ".,..the policy of the
Federal Government and its attitude with respect to the vital interests
of Poland". . Simultaneously, the note stated that the conditions for
full normalization will emerge when “.,..the-Government. of the FRG recog-
rizes without reservations the existing frontier of Poland on the Oder
and Lusatian Neisse and finally discards its- clalms o the POllSh Western
and Northern  territories", Lo

The new Federal Government.constituted in December, 1966, and called the
"Government of the. Great Coalition"; has devoted plenty of its time and
"paper to the subject of its relations with the socialist countries. It
tried to present its policy as an alleged departure from.the o0ld dogmas
which were governing principles of the Adenauer and Erhard administra-
tions. However, verbal declarations or press articles do not yet
constitute a pollcy,-- In the final instance, a policy-is judged upon
specific actions and the results which it brings. Polish leaders, and
this goes for political leaders in:other countries as well, were easily
able to recognize the new accents in Bonn's political vocabulary as only
a change of tactics with the simultaneous retention of the ba51c gtrategic
goals of West German policy, unchanged since 1949,



Poland demands a full revision and change of the pollcy Whlch the West
German Government has pursued until. now. - The Government of a country
of this size and importange .cannot maintain an’ amblguous policy. There-

'_ fore9 we ask for clear, Speclflc and- practlcal neighbourly relations.

~Verbal declarations so often.made by:Bonn's statesmen with the intention
. 0f setting aside controversial issues, particularly those between Poland
and the FRG, are misleading, especially for their own people.  The estab-
lishment of political and diplomatic relations w111 not become a panacea
or a direct method of brin ging about normalization. ThereforeD we
_believe that the normallzatlon depends on such condltlons ag: . unequivocal
" recognition by the Federal Republlc of Germany of the Oder and Neisse
frontier as the definite Polish-German border; West German renunciation
of claims for exclusive representation of the whole of Germany and recog-
nition of the existence of the GDR; total and unreserved renunciation
.. .0f claims to pdssess or share nuclear- Weapons.  On .these matters it is

- naturally not sufficient to limit oneself %o issuing paper declarations,

i }ﬂeven the most solemn ones. . It is also necessary to achieve the incess-
. .ant implementation of these undertakings in everyday life. Lack of the

‘above-mentloned prerequisites for normalization fully entitles us to view

-, most sceptically various praposals on an exchange of declarations on

_1renunciat10n of the use of force, If such agréements are to be enforced,
then the Govermment of the FRG in the first 1nstance, -should renounce

'A,_thOSe -parts of “its present pollcy that are based on the. policy..of

" strength. On the other hand, West German reluctance clearly to accept

o the necessity %o conclude an. agreement banning the use of force with the

German ‘Dembecratic Republic - a mattér of the foremost importance -
gives us the right to assert that all prerequisites, by no means9 exist
for 0pen1ng discussion on an exchange of declaratlonsq o

Many tunes “the Bonn Government has spoken - ‘about the need to dlSarm, in-
“c¢luding total disarmament. Occasionally it even made. a.promise to
submit its own spécific plans on the subject but as yet we have seen
no such plans, L% the same time it is worthwhile drawing attention to
the fact that, so far, Bonn has not changed its negatlve attitude con-
_cerning Pollsh proposals for partial disarmament in Central hurope.
~ We have 1d reason to take seriously various plans about European order,
-alleged reconciliatinn and bridging the gaps which divide us. . We are
- not dreamers but base ourselves firmly on ex1et1ng realltlespf Undoubtedlys
" we would ‘be glad if it were p0551ble to overcome the ex1st1ng differences.
Lertain Bonn’ lelthlanS sometimes suggest’ pulllng a makeshift cover over
these gapé, . HoweVer9 we received only recently a new sample of the true
._attltude of Bonn'on a matter of vital importance- for nations, on the issue

of the. nonnprollferatlon treaty, .From our point of view, an attitude

"on this ‘treaty is an “acid.test" for any state policy. Already in 1967,
when some posgibilities of, understanding on the subject became.visible,
1eaders of the- Bonn“Government launched a massive attack against the draft.
This aroused unfavourable reaction among Western public 0p1n10nwaga1nst
Bonn, Now, when the two great powers,y USSR and USA, submitted &.néw
- draft on the- non—prollferatlon treaty, we can again. observe the first
signe of dissatisfaction on the part of the Federal Republlc of Germany,
. only its methods of andermlnlng the treaty. have changeda, The- present
- objections are reportedly caused by West’ German coxicern over the devel-
opment. 0f the national atomic industry and fears-of the alleged revealing
of indus4rial secrets., The whole absurdity of the" the51s that there is
a.desire to penetrate Vest German nuclear establighments should be ¢clear
. When one recalls that it is _precisely the socialist- countrles who, for
‘_many years now, have supported the:idea of closer economic, scientific
.- and technical 000perat10n and exchange between’ natlons of our continent,
'"Looklng for true vreasons for West German objections, one must remember
that the treaty is to ban the dissemination of nuclear weapons and that
issues raised by the FRG tend to circumvent this main goal,
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We in Poland attach great significance to the non-proliferation treaty.
Its conclusion could become an important stimulus for bringing about an
agreement on a freeze on nuclear weapons in Central Europe., It may be=
come a step forward towards the reduction of nuclear and conventional
forces of states,

To sum up, the gquestion of the normalization of relations with the FRG
is one of the elements of European security. If this normalization is
to be meaningful for peace on this continent and to eliminate after-
effects of the last war from relations beiween the PPR and FRG - as was
the case between the PPR and the GDR - then it has to be subordinated
to the requirements of European security. These reguirements are
increesingly recognized by states of all off Europe, except the FRG,

and include recognition of the existing European gtatus guo: with regard
to territories -~ recognition of the existing frontiers between the GIR
and FRG as well as thogse between the PPR and the GDR; in the political
sphere ~ recognition of existing states, including the GDR, and the
establishment of normal relations with them without any discrimination,
These requirements also include the need to renounce any claims by the
FRG to nuclear weapons. :

Nobody refuses the Gexrman people the right to be united. However; we

shall never agrée to unity and self-determination as a green light for

the annexation of the other German state - the GDR, as the permission

“of another version of Anschluss or other methods of aggression. It is

no secret that, in the present conditions, when there are two German
states with completely opposite social and economic systems, the re-
unification of Germany must be a historical process., It is important

t0 understand that this historical process can advance only in conditions

- of détente, improved security and confidence within Burope. Only such

an atmosphere can permit'the expansion of cooperation and gradual
rapprochement of: the two 'German states,

However, we are well aware'that even now, when the Bonn policy with -
regard to Poland and other socialist countries is marked by signposts
leading t0 nowhere, there are also in that country political forces.

which soberly assess the past and look at the future even more rationally,
These people understand that the future of the German nation lies in
peaceful development and not in creating new conflicts. ‘

There are circles of the West German population raising their voices
against the policy of revenge and against militarism, They demand
changes in the Federal Republic's policy, including recognition of the
Oder-Neisse border, recognition of the German Democratic Republic and
relaxation of international tension. In the past few years scores of
press publications and books have been printed in the FRG defending this
point of view, Reference can be made to the work of a renowned German
philosopher, Carl Jaspers, in which, among other things, he advocates
abandoning the present political course of the FRG. Also worth recalling
is a book by the well-known and esteemed Erich Miller-Ganleff with a
very expressive title, "Iiving With Partition" (Mit der Teilung Leben),
or a collective work by three authors entitled "Catechism of the German
Question” which puts forward.a programme for a federation of the two
German states, Let us also recall several TV programmes, especially
one by Riidiger Altmann concerning the necessity to recognize the
existence of the two German states., Another illustration is articles
published in some German newspapers explicity calling for change -in the
present Bomn policy, particularly for recognition of the Oder-Neisse
border,
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A1l these cxamples, though quoted at random, give evidence that in the
Federal Republlc ‘too-there. aré fradtions of the population which are not
remote from the maln stream of progr9551Ve thinking in Europe.

Unfortunately, 1t is the: voice of ‘West German reactlonary forces, who -
have never learned thc lessons of history, that is predominant in that
country. These forces form the substantial part of the power elite in
the FRG, They decide on the policy of the country., They uphold an
impostrous thesis about "the existence of Germany within the borders of
1937", These are the forces that would like to liquigate the GDR,

We would not like to get down to drawing extensive hlstorlcal;parallels,
but it is enough to open a book on the history of Germany within the-
last century to convince oneself that the Government of the FRG has
;pursued the same political line directed agains the East, Poland and
peace - the pollcy of Bismarck, Wilhelm II and Hitler.

Desplte traglc war experiences we are not at 411, as some try to infer,
anti-German, We are only enemies of German militarism which is- gim—- ..~
11arly viewed, without any difference of opinion, by modern historys Ll
We are, and shall remain, enemies of those who try to eliminate us er-to
send all Poles living in our Western territories “to work in Fremch- =il
mines". - It takes a large dose of ill will to make an equation- betweenﬁ
our. p031t10n and an anti-German obse831onu Take'. our. closeness-with theé
German Democratlc Republic, ' Is it not a fine _example of our real: ~attd-=
tude towards the Germans? Or take our contacts with the young people
of the FRG who come %0 us and do not hesitate to visit the former "death
factory" in Auschwitz, Is it not a striking example of our support for
everything that is peaceful and antl-war? It ig not our intention to -
constantly recall thia tragic chapter in the history of our nation,® but

peOple must noy forget it. We shall” gladly atcept a truly and honesatly"
peaceful line by official cikrcles of’ the Federal Republic, but this must:

take the existing realities into account, It is not our fault that
this may sometimes scem painful to those ruling the FRG, It is rather
the - fault of those who started the last world war, Are there no sober
leaders in West Germany who réalize that one must pay the price by
recognlzlng things which we ¢all the status quo? Wie shall be happy
"in Ppland, perhaps more than anywhere else, when we are able. to devote
‘ourtelves to peaceful work without the need for 51multaneously thinking
about threats td our security. :

We ' would 1ike to. belleve that it isg not thé forces prevailing in the
FRG who are going to shape tho future deveIOpment of international re-
lations., . We came-here with the intention of seeing that this meeting
contributes to bettéer mutual undérstanding, to improving or,:perhaps,
laying foundations for an atmosphere of mutual trust.  Every achieve-
ment on this road, however small, is worth our effort since.it contri-
butes. to the success o the cause Whlch 1s of vital 1nterest to all of

Us, .

t
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Conference on Blocs, the German Problem and the Future of Eﬁrogg R
Vienna, 6th and 7th March 1968. B

"RULES OF ‘COEXISTENCE ™ .+

by Dr. Hanna Newcombe, .
. The Canadian Peace Research .
Institute.

The world breathed a sigh of relJ.ef when talk of coexistence replaced talk of Cold
War, with its promise of turning-intoa hotone, Many in this bles5ed relief: forgot
to ask what precisely "coexistence" means, The full phrase curréntiin the- Sov1et
literature is "peaceful coexistence of states with different economic and social
systems", Obviously, then, one characteristic of eocexistence is "peace" in the
sense of "absence of war"., But, equally obviously, we already en;oyed absence

" of war when the world was in a state of cold war; actually only a relative absence

in both cases, for there is little difference between the Korean war under the cold’

war system and the Vietnam war under the coexistence system. And of course. the

US and USSR coexisted under the cold war system, in the sense of going on 11v1ng
side by sidé, without wiping each other out. Supposedly this was due to mutual -
deterrence, a military scheme which has not at all beeri even partly dismantled. : -
The partlal test.ban treaty is only an attempt to control further perfecting-of nuclear :
weapons (control which may fail because underground testing is permitted) and to . B
stop further spread of nuclear weapons (an attempt which has failed because France
and China hawve since joined the nuclear club and carried:out atmospheric testing);
be51des tIus it is perhaps marginally valuable as a publzc health measure.

Is there then s omething distinctive and new in coexlstence‘? Tmbergen‘ bel'ieve-s

~ that "the rules of the game" of coexistence include not only an implicit agreement

between the US and USSR to avoid nuclear war at all costs (an agreement which was
already implicit under deterrence), but also an agreement to refrain from trying to
obtain victory o ver the other side by means extraneous to the conflict) i.e., by
military force ox threats, by financial or economic pressure or coercion, or by
psychological tricks or lies. While coexistence is conceived as "competitive" and

-not "cooperative", in the sense that the two economic .and social systems, capitalist

liberal democracy and Marxian "socialism", are trying to prove their:superior worth

' _to each other (i.e. to each other's peoples over the heads of the leaderg) and to the
‘uncommitted, they are permitted to do so only by "legitimate" means. Coexistence

of this type becomes possible when proponents of each system have aistrong belief
not .only in the righ teousness of their 1deology (which alone might make them use
illegitimate means for a supremely worthy end) but an. equally strong belief in the
historical necessityr, given either by materialistic laws of historical.devélopment or
by the will of God sof eventua.l v1ctory over the opposmg system by legltlmate means.

* Itis interesting to note that Waskow a5 describes a possible fully disarmed world
in which all meams short of violence for. promoting the national interest are per—
mitted, including lying, cheating and bribery. ' He himsel admits that this would
-be unstable and such a world would soon rearm.



In addition, McWhinney6 believes that coexistence implies a preservation of the status
quo, a tac1t acceptance of non~interference by each great power in th% gphere of in-
fluence of the other. Ci. also Khrushchev S statement on this point.

This is why the US stayed out of Hungary and East Germany dunng their revolutions,
and why the USSR withdrew its missiles from Cuba and did not interfere in Guatemala
or Dominica. This is essentially the old-fashioned 19th century balance of power,
Coexistence in this sense means that the US gives up all ideas of a "roll back" in
Eastern Europe, and the USSR stops using Communist parties in Western countries as
agents of subversion or revolution, However, it seems clear that the new and devel~
oping countries of the "Third World" are still very much up for grabs, The Soviet
doctrine of coexistence specifically” excludes "wars of liberation" from its renuncia-
tion of war. The Vietnam conflict, among others, proves that the US does likewise,
as well as showing that avoidance of nuclear war does not at all mean avoidance of
limited war; experimentation is still proceeding in that unhappy country to find out
how far escalation can go while keeping the war "limited" in the nuclear age. ‘No one
knows for sure, because it has not been tried before. We may yet find out the hard
way. Those of us who have done tensile testing in the industrial laboratory, in which
a sample is stretched until it breaks, wonder if some "non-destructive tests" could be
devised to obtain this information if the military strategists really have to knoy. ..

Perhaps the ‘only gain in the coenstence System over the cold war system is some ‘gain
in stability agamst all-out war, though not absolute stability; for each 51de while
presumably swearing off 1lleg1t1mate means to:victory, must necessarily suspect the
otheér side of not keeping this commitment, and therefore is constantly tempted into
"preventive cheatlng“ of its own, which of course would confirm the other side's sus-
picions., This is the same kmd of trap into which cheating on a disarmament treaty
might fall, if there was disarmament, and this is why disarmament alone would also -
not be' stable. " It is this evaluation of the Soviet-American conception of coexistence
which'induced Dewart? to consider it much inferior to the coexistence concept of Pope
John XXIII in "Pacem in Terris", which is that of a common search for a more human
order:, and the priority of allegiance to mankind over allegiance to either nation or
1deology. While the Soviet-American concepticn is "competitive coexistence", the -
Pope s conception might be termed "coo;:erattve coex1stence" , and would obv1ously
gtve much better stability.

The questton still remains as to the detailed content of the rules of coexistence, either
competitive or cooperative or some combination, such as might be attainable in the
present international climate. It might be worth noting that, while the East talks .
about "peaceful ‘coexistence", some in the West talk about "World peace through law",
which does not necessarily mean world government, though it might. (The phrase . .
does mean that for Clark and Sohn, 19" but not for Charles Rhyne's World, Peace
Through Law Center, which would strengthen the International Court of Justice, but.
does not mention. any other governmental institutions at the world level, such as pohce
or Iegislature.) .- Is the "peaceful coexistence" concept compatible or even comple-
mentary to the "world peace through law" concept? Is this a case where East and
West can converge, each approachmg the problem of .obtaining stable peace from their
own peculiar angle? - :

The main diﬁeréﬁce in the two approaches seems to be in the amount of supranational I
institutions involved, -The East suspects such institutions, even the International:.
Court, of being necessarlly Western-dominated, This is understandable in view of
the Sov1et experience of being in'a perpetual minority in the United Natlons. These
fears could be quieted perhaps only by a radical revision of UN voting, in which the
natural Soviet desire (shared by all countries) for "legislative justice!, in Lusky's
sense, 1=1200u1d be satisfied, The Soviet conception of coexistence lays great
stress on "national sovereignty", "sovereign equality of nations", non-interference-
in domestic affairs", and "self-determination of nations", Could the two neverthe~

* Rapoport's "prisoner's dilemma games" illustrate this situation admirably.8
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1ess be reconciled, not at the philosophical level, but in the formulation of particular
rules or codes of international behavior which both sides would agree to observe as -
a condition of coexistence, under some minimum form of international supervision

and conflict~-resolving or conflict-controlling machinery?

World Federalists usually concentrate their attention on the instruments of world -
“law: pohce courts, legislature, The content of world law, other than that
embodied in the world constitution or revised UN Charter 1tse1f is usually left =
unspecified, presumably to be setiled by the future world leglslature or reformed’
UN Assembly. Could and should this order be reversed? Would it be possible,
and perhaps easier, in view of Soviet suspicions of world government, io start with
the formulation of world laws, using the old machinery of treaties and UN resolutions,
and -only later create the supranational machinery as the need for it becomes apparent?
Even if this order-reversal is not feasible or desirable, World Federalists should

be giving more thought to the content of world law than they are now doing, since
thls subject is at least as important as the instruments and mstltutlons.

Wlll the rules be observed if agreed to only in treaties, without at first any enforce-
ment machinery? We must readily admit that they may not be, just as disarmament
without world government is not quite stable,. It is, however, still desirable to
formulate them, because: (1) they would further somewhat increase the present
precarious stability of coexistence, and thus give us more time to strive for com-
plete stability; and (2) the formulatlon of even initially inoperative rules, such as-
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (which has not even been ratlfled by any
governments) checks the lawlessness of natlons somewhat through the pressure of
public opinion, as pointed out by Burchill.

Negotiatzons on formulating the rules of peaceful coexistence have actually taken

place in the United Nations,* although surprisingly little of this has been reported
inr the Western press, It mlght therefore be of value to give a brief history herey’

as gleaned from an article by Potocny in a Czechoslovak journal. :

“The first move was made at the 15th UN General Assembly in 1960, when, durmg
the debate on the report of the International Law Commission to the Legal Committee
of the General Assembly, the Eastern and neutral countries demanded codification
of the principles of peaceful coexistence, and complained that the Legal Department
of the UN Secretariat was inactive (Document A/4425),.  On December 12, 1960,
the Assembly approved Resolution 1505/XV, stressing the importance of codlflca-
tion of coexistence and asking the 16th General Assembly to put this quesuon on its
agenda, - , .

At the 16th General Assembly in 1961, a 12~nation resolution initiated by Czechoslo-~
vakia asked the 17th Assembly "to consider principles of international law concerning
peaceful coexistence", The West at {irst opposed the whole idea, as it had pre-
viously opposed the formulation of a legal definition of aggression,-” on the grounds
that all the necessary rules of coexistence were already covered in the UN Charter,
However, when it became obvious that the neutrals would side with the East and the
West would be isolated, the West concurred, but managed to change the wording to

“principles of friendly relatlons and cooperatlon among states in agreement with
the UN Charter".

This was unanimously accepted by the Legal Committee on December 13, 1961, and
by the General Assembly on December 18, 1961, as Resolution 1686/XVI.. .

During the debate at the 17th Assembly in 1962, Czechoslovakia proposed a
"Declaration of the Principles of Peaceful Coexistence", on October 26, 1962,
This Declaration, conceived as a parallel of the Declaration of Human Rights,
contained a preamble and 19 articles.. .

*  Work on codification of these rules is also proceeding at the Interngtional

Law Association, at its conferences in 1956, 1958, 1960 and 1962
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When Western opposition became manifest, 14 neutrals proposed 6 principles of co-"
existence as a compromise: Et prohibition of the use or threat of force; (2) peace-
ful settlement of conflicts; (3) duty of international cooperation in all spheres;

54; right of nations to self—determination; (5) right of sovereign equality of states;
6) duty to fulfil. international obligations (See No., 7, added later, in next para-

graph).

After 2 weeks of informal and arduous negotiation, a 37-nation resolution was accepted
by the Legal Committee on December 12, 1962, w1th 73 voies in favour, 1 absent, and
by the General Assembly on December 18 1962 with 70 votes in favour (unanlmously),

~ and beécame Resolution 1815/XVII, It added a seventh principle to the above six:

(7) non-interference in internal affairs of states,

At the 18th General Assembly, 4 of the 7 coexistence principles were considered.
The Declaration was to be ready for International Cooperation Year in 1965, but this
was not achieved, The 18th Assembly passed a resolution establishing a Spec1al
Commitiee on Principles of International Law Concerning Frlendly Relations and Co-
operation Among States. This Committiee held its first session in Mexlco City on
August 27 to October 1, 19643 27 states (named in Potocny's article ) took part,

The ..:pec1al Committee was able to reach agreement on only one of the 7 p_rinciples s
namely that of the sovereign equality of states, This was submitted to the 1Sth
Assembly, but this Assembly was prevented from voting on any issue by the dispute
over financing peace-keeping, so that the Special Committee's report could not be
properly dealt with. )

The Spemal Committee held no sessions in Sprlng or Summer of 1965, because of
Western opposition. At the 20th General Assembly (1965~6), Resolution 2103/XX
was passed unanimously. It declared that the task was not just study of the co~-
existence principles, but their actual codification and progressive development.

To produce a Declaration of the 7 principles, a new 31-member committee was est-
ablished, -containing 5 socialist states, 13 Afro--A51ans 5 Latin Americans and 8
‘Westerners »  Its first session was in New York on March 8 to April 25, 1966.
Unlike the previous commlttee it could make decisions by majority vote, not by com—
plete consensus. :

This new commlttee succeeded in obtaining agreement on 3 of the 7 principles:
sovereign equality of states, peaceful settlement of dlsputes and (partly) the duty
of international cooperation., Interestingly enough for world federalists, the
agreed-upon point on peacaful settlement of disputes left out mention of the compul=-
sory jurisdiction of the International Court, presumably at the insistence of Eastern
and neutral countries, :

An interesting argument developed about the prmc:,ple of national self-determination,
when the Eastern countries argued that the use of force was justified for national

- liberation from colonialism, One wonders how. they square this w1th the other co-
ex1stence prlnClple on bannmg the use or threat of force.

On the whole, the history of these negotlatlons is very reminiscent of the hlstory of
disarmament negotlatlons 15; the same jockeying for positions th&t favour one's own
national-interest, the exploitation for propaganda of both successes and failures,
the same 4engthy and arduous progress toward an incomplete achievement, There
could be no better commentary on the actual state of coexistence today. And yet,

3 principles agreed upon (though not ratified) out of 7, is better than could have .
concelvably been achieved in t‘le 1950s. -

1

* These principles were discussed in a series of articles by Yugoslav experts.,

-



s

Nevertheless, even today, it is perfectly clear that China would have none of these
negotiations on peaceful coexistence, even if she were invited, For it is clear,
according to Tinbergen !, that one of the concrete contents of Soviet~American co-
existence is "the formation of a common front against extremists of left and right,
against proliferation of huclear weapons, and against the creation of "illegal”
régimes (as defined by a "code of behaviour" or a "battery of tests", not simply con-
stitutionality or démocratic election), No wonder China perceives this as a con~
_épiracy of the Big Two, to divide the world between them, as Spain and Portugal did
several hundred years ago. S :

One would wish that the West, instead of dragging its feet and fighting a rearguard
action at the UN against the Eastern and neutral countries on the codification of
coexistence, in terms of their nationalist-oriented definition of it, would take the
initiative and propose some supranational measures as rules of coexistence, It is
urgently necessary that scholars in the West give serious thought and study to the
rules to be proposed, hot as propaganda ploys, but as-serious proposals genuinely
acceptable to the East, and yet truly promoting a stable peace -~ something which
we do not believe nationalist-oriented rules alone can do, '

How could one go about trying to formulate these rules? 'J."inbe:rgen1 includes,
besides the "common front of the Big Two" mentioned above, a "socio-economic
common effort" (strengthen the peace-loving nations and help the developing countries),
improvements in group decision-making processes (perhaps by UN voting revisio‘n)"’,
and a "military common effort” (an effective UN force). The emphasis here is on
cooperative coexistence, in the sense of common efforts toward common goals, which
sociological experiments show, are the most effective means for reconciling seemingly
intractable conflicts (Sherif 18)._ . Yet supranational institutional elements are still
missing, . : ) : )

Since prohibition of aggression in some form would cértainly form part of the rules of
coexistence (among the 7 principles, the one banning the use or threat of force comes -
closest to it; also that.on non-intervention), it is important to define legally what is
meant by aggression, - "

Sohn 19 points out that, as long as wars were not prohibited by international law, a
definition of the term "war" was of minor importance, But when certain types of war
became prohibited by the Covenant of the League of Nations and the Briand-Kellogg
Pact, the need for a definition becamé.urgent, Since it was not war in general which
was outlawed, but aggressive war (séli-defense being n¢t only permitted’, but en— )
couraged to become collective defense or "collective security"), it was a definition

of aggression rather than a definition of -war that was needed.

The Procedural Committee of the United Nations General Assembly decided in April,
1959, to postpone until 1962, "further consideration of the question of determining
when it shall be ‘appropriate for the General Assembly to consider again the question
of defining aggression” 20,  The Committee held further brief meetings in 1962 and
1965, and another is scheduled for April, 1967. . The Communist naticns at all
these meetings have pressed for'at least-a partial definition of aggression; for
example, that the invasion of the territory. or the air space of a nation by the armed
forces of another nation should be classed as aggression. . However, the Western
majority of the Committee have consistently opposed any formal definition of aggres~
sion, preferring each crisis to be judged on its own merits, presul'%ably Dby a-
political act of the Security Council, ruled by the big power veto, 12 '

It is interesting to note that Tinbergen suggests as one possibility the equal
division of voting power between tq% U‘%, USSR and the neutrals, as was
independently proposed by Simoni =1 .
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The long history of the quest for a definition of aggression up to 1958 was written
by Stone2l, He examined minutely almost all the definitions proposed by govern-
ments and scholars ‘and concluded that a definition of aggression is not feasible for
technical, political and moral reasons., In arguing against this view, Sohn !

points out that the lack of unammlty, the danger of non-observance or evasion or
abuse, and the difficulties of precise definition, while real, are nevertheless of a
" type wh1ch always has to be faced in developmg any system of law. ' However, the
real moral difficulty is that of prombnmg the use. of force in countering anythmg
short of an "armed attack", as spec1f1ed in the UN Charter., E.g. Stone defends
the action of Israel against Egypt in 1956, when no other recourse against constant
Arab border raids seemed forthcoming.  The difficulty, Sohn admits, lies in a
failure of the UN system for the peaceful settlement of disputes., The two-fold
remedy lies in strengthening that system, and in defining aggression so as to in--
clude more than merely "armed attack", . Rather than refusing to défine aggres—
sion because a limited definition would be unjust, we should work more diligently at
framing a wider definition which would satisfy the demands of justice as well as
peace a llttle better, even if perfection may be unattamable. '

To the classical meaning of aggression as the crossing of national frontiers by
another nation's armed forces, the conditions of modern war, revolution, and
ideoclogical penetration, plus the rhetoric of politicians, have added other types:
indirect aggression, support of rebels in another country's civil war, subVersmn, :
propaganda (mcludmg broadcasts inciting to revolution), 1ntervent10n espionage,
overflights by spy planes or satellites, How many of these tvpes of host;le activi-
ties, some old and some new, should be included in a legal definition of aggressmn
and prohlblted’? :

Burchill 13 discusses economic, verbal and military aggression as distinctive types:

One possible approach to a definition of aggression is a list of aggressive acts, such
as the partial one above,  Thirring<<, however, points out that a list can never be
complete, and rejects on that basis the draft deflnltlon of aggression which was then
(1953) bemg proposed by the Soviet delegate at the UN, -

Another, perhaps more hopeful approach, is to study the historical record of some
cases of actual crises In the light of existing international law; and then try to
generalise on the basis of their common features, This 1nduct1ve approach to
construct a law of precedents has merit, although it may not produce an exhaustive
-~ definition either., This type of approach is appllcable not only to the problem of
defiriing aggression, but also to the wider one of fcaming concrete rules of coexist-
ence., Besides considering existing international law, such an approach would
necessarily also creat ::ew law on the basis of these precedents and on the basis
of the commen iniCHon CF meakind, - It would creatively ccmbine elements of
science {(comparative analysis), history, law, and the normatwe rules of ethics,

This approach was applied by Qum‘cy' Wright, 'in a series of papers studying the U~2
incident<~, the Berlin crisis 24, the Goa occupatlon 23, the Cuban CI‘lSlS 26-27 and
the US 1ntervent10n in Lebanon 28 : ‘

After reviewing the events surroundmg the U-2 incident, and giving legal arguments
concerning 11 questions arising from it, Wright 23 summar17es his conclusions as
follows: "This survey suggests that, in authcrizing the U-2 flight over Soviet
territory, the US violated 1nternatlonal law, and aggrarated the ofiense by state~
ments intended to conceal its action; but it was not guiltv of ‘aggression', It
shcould have expressed regret as well as given assurances that there would be no
further flights,. It'had considerable moral, if not legal, justification on grounds

of self-preservation and the extensive Scoviet espionage activities. Its allies were
justified in taking measures to prevent their territory being used as aerial recon=~
naissance bases, and the USSR was justiiied in protesting against, but not in threat-
ening to bomb, foreign bases actvally so used. The USSR was justified in forcing
the U-2 down and in proceeding under its criminal law against the pilot."
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On the Goa incident, Wright 25 stresses the major differences in interpretation of
_UN law between the East (both Soviet and uncommitted Asians) and the West, The
West insists on the obligation of states to settle disputes by peaceful means, and to
refrain from the use of force even in case of injustice. ~The East considers
colonialism illegal, since it was originally -established by conquest and recently
condemned by the UN General Assembly (December 14, 1960), and classes resistance
to it as a delayed resistance to a continuing aggression (in the case of Goa dating
from 1510), Wright tends to favour the Western interpretation on legal grounds,

but recognizes that the views of the ex—colonial countries will have to be taken into
account, since they form the majority in the UN, B

Several crucial issues also arise in the Cuban crisis 26. Wright concludes that:
(1) Aerial surveillance, as practised by the US over Cuba, and credited with
discovering the missiles, is illegal, in spite of the Punta del Este resolution of
the Organization of American States on January 31, 1962, (2) Soviet shipment of
missiles to Cuba was in accordance -with international law, which permits nations
to supply arms to other nations at the latter's request. (3) The US claim that
these weapons were offensive and therefore a "threat of force" in the sense of the
UN Charter cannot be sustained, because the difference between -offensive and de-
fensive weapons has never been defined, and perhaps cannot be, according té most
strategists. . (US missiles in Turkey were claimed to be there for defense by
means of deterrence.) (4) US objections to violation of the Monroe doctrine can=
not be sustained, since this doctrine has no status in international law., (5) The
US "quarantine" of Cuba cannot be considered a “pacific blockade", since under
the rules of the latter, ships of a third nation (USSR) cannot be forcibly stopped
and searched, (6) The quarantine can be contrued as a "threat of force" in the .

. sense of the UN.Chartér. - (7) The OAS'does not have legal authority to-order an
"enforcement" action,.only the'UN has, (8) The US action does not ¢ount as
"necessary defense", since the UN Charter specifically permits self—-defense only
to an existing armed attack, not preventively.

About the Berlin crisis 24, Wright concludes the following: "From the ‘point of view
of international law, it would seem that the West cannot object to Soviet recognition
. of East Germany, but should enjoy continuous access, at least civilian, to West
Berlin, which would not become legally a part of East Germany., -Both the West -
and the Soviet Union 'should refer' the matter to the Internatienal Court of-Justice
in case East Germany is recognized as an independent state and interferes with the
. present situation.," » ' S LT

On the Bay of ‘Pigs expedition to Cuba in 1961, Wright 26 comments by c¢alling it not
only subversive intervention, but perhaps actually armed aggression, insofar as a

.- state is responsible for any military expeditions from its soil to invade another
country. . The article discusses in detail the question of balancing the ¥ight of free
speech against the need of states to protect themselves against subversive inter-
vention, calls for a clear definition of aggression, and urges that unilateral
interventions by states should cease, in order to make peaaceful coexistence possible.

The legality of the US action in Vietnam was discussed by thé Lawyers*® Coniimittee
on American Policy Toward Vietnam34, The overall conclusion is that the action
is contrary (1) to the UN Charter; (2) to the 1954 Geneva Accords; (3) to the
SEATO Treaty; and (4) to the US Constitution., '

(1) The UN Charter bars all members from unilaterial use of force, except in case
of armed attack; this does not include gradual infiltration of a state's own
territory. The Charter also empowers the Security Council as the only.
agency competent to "determine the existence of any threat to thé-peace, breach
of the peace, or act of aggression", and to decide on countermeasures,
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(2) According to the Geneva Accords of 1954, South Vietnam is not an independent
state, only a temporary zone under the armistice agreement, Therefore, it
cannot be the victim of an "armed attack" from the North (as South Korea was),

-and the US action cannot be interpreted as "collective self-defense" at the
request of an allied government. The US did not sign the Geneva Accords,
but declared that it would not disturb its provisions. Yet, at US instigation,
the Saigon government refused to cooperate in the all-Vietnam elections sched-
uled for 1956 by the Geneva Accords, Both the US "military advisors" and

- the Northern infiltration were and are illegal by the Geneva Accords.,

(3) SEATO is not a properly constituted regional alliance, because the US, who is
a member, is not a South East Asian state., In any case, "regional arrange-
ments" to maintain peace are allowed by the Charter only if undertaken with the
authorization of the Security Council. In addition, the key provision of the

- ."SEATO treaty is that use of force is permitted only 1n the event of "aggression
by means of armed attack" on a member state; in other cases ("mdlrect aggres-
sion"), there is to be immediate consultation.. The US action in Vietnam was
‘never brought before SEATO for approval, because it would require unanimous
consent -of all present and voting, and it was known.that France would veto it, .

".Even if unanimous consent had been obtamed the action would still have been
"illegal under the UN Charter. :

(4) The US Const1tut10n reserves exclusively to Congress the nght to declare war.

'I‘he Tonkin Bay resolution was not a declaration of war,

35

The US State Department answered this Memorandum“~, and the Lawyers' Committee

replled to this in turn.

Before outlmmg some principles which rriight emerge from a comparative study of par—
ticular crises along the lines laid down by Wright, we should establish a few prin-
¢iples:to guide the comparison 1tse]i. : .

In conflicts, especially those in which our own interests are involved, the temptation,
which hardly anyone bothers to resist, is to judge them on the basis of our national
or ideological bias. The traditional patrlot says: "My country, right or wrong,

but still .my-country”. The Marxist dialectician says: "A gun in the hand of a
worker is an instxument of liberation, a gun in the hand of a reactlonary 1s-an instru-~
- ment of oppressmn" . . :

If we are to 1ntroduce law and order into 1nternatlona1 affairs, we have to abandon
this national or ideological viewpoint and adopt a legalistic one. This always has
to be done in any system of law. A policeman or a judge cannot ask "Is A, a good
man, or a better man than B,?" or "Is A. one of us or one of them?" He merely
asks ‘"Has A, comm1tted this partlcular act against B. on this occasion, or has he
not’P" N o - .

- As Dulles said at the Yifme of the Suez crisis, "The same rules must apply to our
friends as-to our enemies," (Wlsh that he and his successors had added "and to
ourselves”,) It is time to realize that a gun, in anyone s hand; is always and
primarily an instrument of violence, and that violence in mt'ernatlonal relations is
obsolete whether it is for hberat1on or Oppressmn for aggressmn or defense.

Does th:Ls also apply to the gun in the hands of the mternatlonal pohcemen the UN
peace keeping force? While the pacifist and internationalist wings of the peace
movement split prec1sely on this question, we might pertaps say that under certain
rules, designed to minimize violence, the international policeman may be indispen=~
sable for the control of conflicts. However again, the rules for such "UN inter-
vention" need to be.just as strictly and clear]y defined as the rules-of coexistence
applicable to national béhaviour, A world ponce state would-be a disaster second
only to world atomic annihilation, : -
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‘The rules we are now going to suggest; purely as a guide to further study, are 8
in number, one more than the rules of coexistence being d;scussed at the Umted
Nations. They deal with the following subjects:

Armed attack and self defense.
.. Intervention in civil wars‘

UN Intervention,

. Conciliation and UN-supervised votes,
Treaties and countermeasures against vxolatlons.
Recognition of states and universality of UN membershlp.
‘Propaganda, subversion and Spymg. :
Role of UN forces, -

D NN

A dlSCUSSlon group of the Hamllton Branch of WOrld Federalists of Ca.nada, the L
Political Action Commitiee, met several times in the winter of 1966-67 to conhsider
this subject, The ideas outhned here are a result of these discussions, They
must be considered as strictly preliminary., Our main recommendanon really 1s B
for a full-scale professmnal study of this: subJect ' :

(1) Armed attack and self-defense,  The prmmple is already establlshed in’

the UN Charter that "armed attack" , i.e. the crossing of national boundaries by_ _
the armed forces of another state, constitutes an act of aggression, 1t is also
agreed that no only does the victim of armed attack have the right of self-defensé, -
but that other states can and should help them res1st aggressmn at the d1reci10n
of the UN, ‘ . .

Several points need cla.rzﬁcatmn however. :

(a) Does "crossing of national boundariés" include border raids, from whlch the .
raiders retreat to home territory after the attack, or only an invasion where
" ‘the intention is permanent occupation of terntory’? (E.g. Arab ralds on.
~Israel before 1956.) . .

(b) Does "crossmg of national boundanes" also include mflltra'aon of guérrillas
into another state? - (E.g. the US claims that the Vietnam war was started
by "invasion from the North".)

(c) Does a "national boundary" include an arnusuce lme or a. demarcatlon line
separatmg the two halves of a divided country; e.g. Korea, Vietnam or.
Germany? Does it include Formosa Stra.u as a line separatmg two parts of

" China?

(d@) Is an invasion of air space as much of an aggressive act as a land or sea in- |
.+ vasion? Are reconnaissance flights, such as the U=2, analogous to border
raids, in the sense that they intend to return home (as they do.when they are
lucky)’ or is the fact that they penetrate "enemy" territory in depth unportant?
. What about reconnaissance satellites? How high up does a country's "air
. space" extend? As far as'a camera can clearly resolve details of ground
installations? _ (The limit. would then change with techmcal progress which
is reasonable.)

(e) Does "self—defense" include only repelling the attack, i.e, repossessing lost
" territory, or can the victim "punish the aggressor" by counter-invading his
territory? Can this be construed as "preventing future aggression"? :Isa ..
M"preventive attack" self-—defense when it is very clear than an attack IS
impending? :

(f) Should the rules of "collective seourity" be changed to the effect that only
the UN can help a victim of aggression, not md1v1dual countries at the1r own
discretion, or because of regional mlhtary pacts? -

Quéstions deserve answers, but it is obvmus that some of these are very thorny
questions which go to the hea.rt of many vexing international conflicts, . A small
discussion group certainly cannot give definitive answers, when a UN committee
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has not been able to do so for years. Yet we feel that as citizens of the world , We
would like to throw in our opinions, while imploring the experts to do more. Here
are our tentative answers:

Ad (2) Border raids should not be treated in the same way as armed attack, in the
same way that theft is not the same as armed robbery, or manslaughter the same as
murder, Both border raids and armed attacks (invasions) are, of course, offenses
against international law, or should be if the law has not yet been written; but each
requires different comtermeasures.

Border raids require a UN peace-~keeping force effectlvely policing the border to keep
raids from recurring, This has been successful on the Egyptian-Israeli border
since 1956. Invasions, on the other hand, require UN enforcement actions, of the
Korea type, which involve actual fighting, not merely a separation of combatants .

The aggressor must not be allowed to retain territory conquered by violence, smce
"rewardmg the friits of aggression" might encourage other aggressors. .

Ad (b) Infiltration of guerrillas is in another class again. Discussion of this case
will-be postponed to Point 2, "Intervention in civil wars", since infiltration into a
country not already suffering from civil war or at least civil discontent is unlikely
to be successful and therefore unlikely to be attempted. It might be briefly stated
here that this is agam a case for a UN force patrolhng the borders to prevent the
occurrence, )

Ad(c). The aswer here has to be '"yes"., For purposes of defining aggression, parts
of divided countries must be considered as separate countries, until their status is
changed by treaty or reunification, Thus the invasion of South Korea by North
Korea was an invasion, not a civil war. In Vietnam there has not been a massive
invasion from the North and the Viet Cong actions constitute a civil war within
South Vietnam, with both sides receiving outside aid (the US to the government and
North Vietnam to the Viet Cong)., A sea frontier like Formosa Strait is the same
as a land frontier. A disputed frontier, as between China and India, should be up
for international arbltratlon any unilateral attemnt to resolve the issue by violence
constitutes aggression. )

Ad (@) As already indicated in the question, overflights are analogous to border
raids, and the emphasis should be on prevention, although the mechanisms of UN
patrolling and enforcement may be more difficult than on land. Reconnaissance
satellites should be in the same category as spy.planes, but the technlcal problems
of enforcement may make this impossible in practice.

Ad (e) Self-defense must clearly be limited to recovery of lost territory, otherwise
the way is wide open for escalation and preventive war. The US was wrong in
Korea to cross the 38th parallel, If repetition of the attack is feared, or if an
attack seems impending, a UN peace-keeping force should be asked by the potentlal
victim to patrol and inspect and stand ready for possible enforcement action; Just
as an individual may ask for police protection if someone threatens his life, but is
not permltted to preventlvely murder his threatener.

Ad (f) The answer is "yes", this change in the existing rules would be desuable.
It is better if criminalg are handled by the police.than by vigilante citizens, who
might have’ interests of their own at heart, or be suspected of having them. The
one condition for making this pract1cal is suif1c1ent speed and moblhty of the UN
force, to help the victim before he is defeated or destroyed. ' This will be further
expanded under Point 7, role of the UN force. - '

(2) Intervention in civil wars. This is without doubt the thorniest question of all
the rules of coexistence, The USSR excludes "wars of liberation" from its gen-
eral renunciation of war. The exclusion of general nuclear war from the realm
of practical politics by the balance of terror has meant mcreased experimentation
with "lumted wars" by.the West, as in Vletnam.
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This can be considered as a consequence of the demonstration in the Cuban missile
crisis that the USSR will avoid a nuclear war if confronted with 1t, as a result
the West is no longer deterred from hnnted wars.

" All this is true ina world in which many ¢ountries are in a revolutionary mOOd

- emerging from colonialism into independence or trying to do so, attempting an .
economic takeoff into industrialization, and bucking age-old rac1a1 and religious
prejudices. There can be no doubt that civil wars will be & frequent occurrence,
whether fomented by the great powers.or not,”: -Yet each of them provides an .
occasion for the great powers to stake out their claims, supporting one side or the
other, and thus to become embroiied more or less dlrectly with each other, Itis
gene'rally admitted that this could lead to a general nuclear war by gradual escala~
tion, just as surely as, though more slowly than, a sudden confrontat‘ron of the
Cuba type.. .

This whole field of mterventton in civil wars therefore needs rules of coex.tstence
more than any other, ‘yet they are the most difficult to frame’,

29

Once a civil war has started, international law, accordmg to Wr1ght requlres i
other states not to give aid to either the government or the rebels, “This’ pule-has--
obviously been broken often by many countries: let it suffice to name Greece, . .
Guatemala, Cuba, Laos Hungary, Lebanon, Domimca Vletnarn and in the 19305 y

Spain.

Obv1ously, one trouble with international law is not only the lack of enforcement
machinery to make its rules stick, but also the absence of $pecific 'sahctions or
punishments for non compliance. These two deficiencies are obv1ously connhected .
but the habit of stating the sanctions along. with the laws should begm now, 1f only
to strengthen the demand for the machinery. - .

The rule against helpmg either side in a ClVlI ‘war is sound ; for the followmg :
reasons:- - .‘.5 Ul

-

1._' " It keeps the conflict from spreadmg. : :
2. - The constitutional position, i.e, the leglttmacy -of the government,
. .1s not always clear; .
3. i support of the rebels were prohlblted and support of the government

permitted (as some argue on the basis of the "legitimacy" of the govern-~
. - ment, especially if democratically ‘elected), this would promote a .
.. permanent freezing of the status quo, and interfere with the Jetfersonizn.
. "right of revolution", recognized by international law,” Revolution ’
.may be the people's.only recourse against unjust or oppressive rule. . .
.This would- be true in countries ruled by absolute monarchs or dictators y
countries with manifestly -crooked elections, some colonies, and
countries with disenfranchised natlve maJorltles (South Afr1ca or.
Rhodesia).
Does the- rlght of revolution apply to countnes with a democratically elected govern-
ment, where presumably other remedies are available for the redress of grievances?
A cogent argument can be made for this, but we feel that we should not make an
exception for this case, in order to adhere to.our. stated pnnc1ple of. remammg un-
commnted to any. partlcular ideology. . . o

4, Honbecha hand the support of. rebels alone were allowed as seems to be advo—~
cated by Cr La &.: perhaps even the USSR for countries st1ll under ‘colonjal rule, .
this would create unacceptable mstabmty ~1n {oo many countries; for it could easily -
be construed that certain countries, -evenit politically indeperident, suffer from.

"economic neocolonialism"; It should be remembered that Cuba and Guatemala Were
not colonies in the usual sense.
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There are, however, certain objections to the non-intervention rule, 'One is the
danger that, as in the Spanish civil war, some governments will obey the law and
some less scrupulous ones will not, with resultant unjust injury to one of the parties,
The other is that it seems callous to seal the borders of the unhappy country torn by
civil strife and let them fight it out to the bitter end, ~while the rest of the world goes
about its busmess as’ usual

With this in mind; the non-~intervention rule should be supplemented by prov1s1ons out-
lined under Pomt 3 and 4 .

-

(3) Umnmmgn " A c1v11 war is an internal affair of the country inwhich it is
occurring and as such not be interfered with by other nations, as specified above,
. But is intervention by the UN also ruled out?

Certainly, a-UN peace-keeping force can come into a country to pacify civil strife,.
if it is invited in by both sides, as has happened in Cyprus and the Gaza Strip, or as
the result of an armistice agreement as in Kashmir, The question is whether
uninvited UN intervention is ever justified. . : T

We concluded reluctantly that UN intervention to enforce observance of civil rights .
in a country such as South Africa or Nazi Germany should not be permitted, because
it might be abused by too broad an interpretation of what constituted a violation of
human rights, and because it might encourage countries in danger of other such
interventions ‘to secede from the United Nations, A dissenting voice is represented
by Qtange'r3o,- who argues for "legislative intervention” by the UN to bring about .
domestic social changes whenever civil strife endangers world peace, or whenever
major abuses of human rights are perpetrated. ' «

However, UN intervention in a civil war should be permitted or even required.
Such intervention should take the form of a peace-keeping action which would stop .-
the fighting, disarm both sides’, and supervise the truce; never, of course, inter-
vention on behalf of one side against the.other., This type of intervention should
have taken place in the Spanish Civil War, during Castro's revolt against Batista
in Cuba), and today in Vietnam, It did écéur, thdugh notin a perfect way, in the
Congo. , ' .

UN- enforcement of a truce removes part of the objection to simply sealing off a
country sufféring from a civil war and letting the fighting continue without inter-
ference. However, the objection might still be made that the production and
enforcement of a truce does not remove the basic cause of the conflict, nor does it
produce a permanent settlement. The UN throughout its history has been basic-
ally a truce-producing institution; a settlement-producing institution has yet to be
invented., " For lack of any fundamenta.l solution, the world's troublé spots, such
as the Middle East and Kashmir, tend to alternate between uneasy truce and perlodlc
eruptions. This is'not good enough. Provisions for "peate-making", rather
than merely "peace~keeping", will now be briefly considered. .

(4) Conc111at10n and UN supermsed votes., After a peace—keepmg force has

sufficiently pacified a country suffering from internal strife, one of the fol:'lowmg
alternative courses should be followed to obtain a permanent settlement:

4. .Recourse to the International Court of Justice if the dispute’is of a légal .’
nature;- but this is rather rare, Until now, the ICJ has usually been &dppealed to
only in disputes between states, not between parties in an internal dispute; perhaps
a new court would be:more su1tab1e but it should be ofié under internatiénal
auspices,.not the country's own Supreme Court which mlght be too much under
the mfluence of one of the parties.
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Concmatlon services should be ava.llable by the UN, including both. med1at1on
and arbitration (the latter involving a binding décision),  The parties should be -
obliged to use these services and try for a settlement, even if it-eventually proves
impossible, - Many lessons cculd be learned here from labour dzsputes about
"coolmg—off penods" and the like. o .

3. If the above methods fdil, there should be held a UN-supermsed elecuon or .
plebiscite to find out whether the people prefer the govérnment or the rebels, - It
might be objected that this imposes a Western poht1ca1 institution.on a country to-
which it may be unsuited, but it is ‘difficult to imagine how else one can find out -
what the people really want, and if "self-determination" means anything, it. means
that the people should decide who is to rule them. Deciding by "ballot rather than
bullet” has of course.the advantage that the striggle'is won or lost on the merits-of
the case, not by superior strength wmch is a consideration extraneous 't the sub-
stance of the conflict. ‘ _ i R

‘I‘here are some precedents for UN superv1sed elections: . West New Gumea (West
. Irian), .Saarland, Togo, Brunei. .There were ObJeCthnS to the fairness.of the -
latter by Indones1a but thls is no fundamental obstacle to the proper use- of. this -,
method, .

A combination of Pomts 2, 3and 4 g1ves the following possa.bmty. In a country in
which oppression or 1n3ust1ce exists or is alleged to exist, the opposition of potentlal
rebels could organize a brief outbreak, which need not be too bloody, ‘but would be:
sufficient to bring in a UN force to proclalrn a truce and hold an election. -+ H-the"
rebels .were_ ¢ertain of sufficient popular support in the country, they would certa.mly
resort to this course of action; and a government which does not permit. domesucan_y
an orderly dlsplacement of 1tse1f does not deserve to go on ruling. - However, to :
‘prevent an abuse of this by small groups of dissidents in-too many countrles 5 which
“would keep the UN force and election supervisors.too much occupied with unriecés=*

) "sary actions, the threshold of violence for the entry of a UN force and an’ actnratlon
of the whole machmery would have to be set high enough, so that a small group:™
‘without wide popular support could not mount such an effort, It is unfortunate to~
have to specify that there must be at least 100 killed, or whatever the number

wduld be but this seems unavoidable.

4. ' If the rebels and the government are too 1rrecon01lab1e to ablde by a maJorJ.ty
decision in a.vote, the country may be permanently partitioned; if necessary, a -
population exchange may be arranged.  Partition in the past has pac:.fled Ireland o
'and India;. as a last resort, it might settle Rhodesia, - '

5. ‘Treaties and countermeasures ag_qmst violations: Obwously, if there is to
be any respect for international law, treaties must be upheld, -even if the-govern~
ment changes and the new government no longer approves of the treaty, unless both
partles to the treaty voluntarily agree to a change. :

Nasser s riationalization of the Suez Canal was a treaty violation and against mter-'
national law. However, again the question arises as to the redress to which the
victim of this type of v1olat10n is entitled, or sanctions agamst the v1olator, _this-

is uhfortunateély not specified in any mternatlonal law concernmg treatles. .
Certainly‘the use of armed force against the violator would not seem to be: Justlfled )
since the punishment is out of proportion to the crime, and too dangerous for man-
kind as a whole. The use of national armed might is to be limited very strictly to
defense against an obvious outright armed attack, as the UN Charter spec1f1es and
must never be used under any other c1rcumstances. .

A UN force might be able to prevent or reverse such a violation, but some type of
conciliation or renegotiation of the treaty, with compensation to the aggrieved
party, might be more conducive to international good will, The UN was unfortun-
ately not effective enough in the Suez Canal case, because of its notorious lack

of conciliation machinex y.
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Another point is that treaties which conflict with other principles in our list of rules
should be declared invalid.,  This concerns especially all military alliances which
oblige members to come to each other's aid in case of armed attack, for we urged
that such "collective security" should be the sole prerogative of the UN as the uni-
versal world organization,

Furthermore,. to soften the necessity of adhering to treaties which may have become
outmoded owing to new developments or a changed outlook (e.g. decolonization),
treaties should not have too long a term to run, not more than about 5§ or 10 years.
Thereafter, they might be extended, renegotiate'd or terminated, as the parties
desire. Many governments are elected for flve-year terms, and the same term
might ‘be sultable for treanes. .

Reco ition of states and universality of UN membership; Accordmg to .
erght ’, international law requires states to recognize any new government
formed after a revolution or other upheaval as soon as it is in control of its ter-
ritory with the acquiescence (hot necessarily consent as expressed in free elec-
uons{ of its people.  This certainly applies in our time to China and East Germany,
as the -most obvious examples, To fit the shoe on the other foot, however, it is
well to remember that m Stalin's days the Sov1et bloc was opposed to the recogm-
tion of Spam. '

7. Propgganda, Subversion and Spying.

Quincy Wright 9 draws a distinction between, on the one hand, "aggression" or -
"armed dttack™, and on the other hand, "subverswe mterventlon" , which has some-

- times. been called by the West "mdlrect aggression", Subversive intervention in~-
volves.inciting revolution against the existing government of another country, and
Wright points out that the US Congress proclamation of "Captive Nations Week" on -
~July. 6 and 8, 1959, falls into that category just as much as some actions. of Commun~
‘15t parties m Western and neutral countries about which the West has long complained,
He makes it clear ‘that existing 1nternat1ona1 law, including the UN Charter, does riot
Justlfy the use of armed force to counter subversnre intervention, althdugh the latter
is ﬂlega.l by mternauonal law. What remedy then is avallable'? o

w'nght 29 also pomts but that subverswe Antervention is d1ff1cu1t to defme because
of two consmerauons. 1. Since the prohibition of certain types of cr1t1c:1sm of
foreign governments would interfere with certain human rights, such as freedom of -
speech, the line between legmmate criticism and illegitimate incitement to revolu~
tion is difficult to draw:. So is, in practice sometimes, the:line between subversive
intervention (by infiltration of armed “"yolunteers" or the sending of "technical.mili=
tary advisors") and armed attack. 2, Governments, especially in non~totalitarian:
countries, cannot be held entirely responsible-for acuons of thelr c1t1zens although
some specmc acts can be made illegal, : .-

Thé topics treated under this ‘heading aré ‘very intricate, as shown by the fact that -
a whole book has been wrltten on propaganda in mternatlonal law by Larson 32 and
on subversmn by Wright 32 -

8. Role of UN forces: | It is obvious from most of the foregoing rules that 2 UN |
force is indispensable for making the provisions workable, Let us summarize some
of the dlﬁerent roles of UN forces which emerge: :

(a) In its enforcement role it will defend any ‘country which is subJect to
.~ -armed attack against external aggressmn. This is the only role-
-+ _ - -which requires actually fighting a war. -~ Perhaps a differéntly trained .
) and organized force might be used for this purpose than for peace~ .
keeping functions. One might reasonably call this one a "UN Army".



ut

(b) In 1ts peace-keeplng functzon a {"Uy Peace Force" wﬂl
Ldby *&.:. - -

-.--~-

i Stop all border raids and incidents by patrolling a.ny troubled

borders. . . s
X Duwredno ascd vefl snneiaixsos Wleossq to pora MBIS L L
; ii- | -Separate, the combatants;in any fighting.between countries’ m'"t TR
*"ﬁo‘z“’s‘imwhmh the 1dent1ty{of .the aggressor is not clear. 0D Lot o ;I_e,,,

. b S Al Meaiitw R '1 |
sAo13il ili £ Stop the fighting in'any revolution or c1v1l war), w1thout taking e

defd;:r:m cori wsidesd gairuIen) oL fotiw} vel 160 2 (L o 2077 SCEEREERE AL SR

SN 4‘:4‘: A r-

~

'-"-‘rf“"‘m tedr _piRans 1nan it brr' g ~_, 2t ’P\;'t:n'\"“ln.‘.‘ c‘,
feoueny ot Enforce the truce, wmch will.be arranged in gither an inter- v9? vl

vilrg. ;z{zgzi:;iﬂ%t.}?rf’}. 95&113{“?.3“31 war.m, [x352 2 2ul fonig R e | Vel
vitlrign vit Prevent atrocities: commtted by one’ secuon of the. populatlonf j’“‘ et s ‘
vis brignszagainst another in a'spirit of repnsals as an a.fteljmath of a s ; - ,‘,;
“ednitif, 45 Civil war, qlSuria D193 100 OF Wil IR DAL 4TI ik i ~ ‘;
.“"‘. 10 ST S i Oﬁ ey af! 25 zelieor. :..,-1‘ . ,f,'C.‘..;L by P =.-... b f“
(C)j In'its strictly police funiction} a'"UN- Pohce“ should have the power to M
ri; w1apprehend individuals suspected ‘of 'crimes agamst international law and
wt£32 voxthand them over for trial to international tribunals ;%' These J.nd1v1duals
.’y wo »ilf ymight eventually include’ national leaders madé personally responsmle
mrtu y for international ‘offences comxmtted 'by their governments; 3 ‘but this’ may
fnéug..’ls i .itake someitime to.develop,? ¢ BS:iitz A0 o w s “"'"‘(' "‘_,"":‘,‘r.:. _.‘._“ i ieih
;1, oq 16 2ointieq ot (ieif ©F mohlenzioar Tturd g LD 4 I L et
A -whole set of. rules will have to deal’with the Operatlon "And’EontTol of the. varlous
types of ;UN forces;T !Here are'some questlons asked by Jacob C:}ronnmg3 g

R

Teabizesdxa 08 W o SDs 100 ELONAT BOLEdML MY RS Bt ThASY Vel s T
""" R O Lol

—g=1 Lt #1In.which ' hands’ shall ‘the ‘command of thé UN fordes 11e G ,‘{“ S5 *:h-'
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o 3) Who shall have the authority to decide upon the use of the forces'?
4) Under which legal system shall the forces be actmg and what is
the procedure for setting up this system?
(5) What rights and protection'should the individuals of the forces
have?

With respect to the first question, Simoni  15-16 suggests that the total force should
be divided into five separate armies under different commanders and stationed in .
different regions of the world; this is as a precaution against a usurpation of
power by the UN force, It would incidentally also help in getting the force to a
trouble spot faster. .

Quesuon 2. was answered in the first-part dlscussmg Point 8, Question 4, if we
understand it right, refers to the whole set of rules of coexistence which thls
article discusses, (Juestion 5 will not be discussed here,

Something should be said about Question 3. In the interests of speed and avoid-
ance of political arguments, we propose that theé UN force should act automatically,
on its own initiative, on news of violence anywhere, without waiting for a UN vote
in either the General Assembly or the Security Council or a directive from the
Secretary~General. (For example, in case of a civil war, it would be activated
by the report that a certain minimum number of people have been killed in internal
disorders, as noted on page 18). In the interests of efficiency, it would not act
as an agent of a government which calls it in and should be able to remain or leave
regardless of the wishes of that government or any other government
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APPENDIX_

Soviet thinking on the codification of peaceful coexistence has been reviewed by
McWhinney 36, He points out that, as Soviet foreign policy switched from cold
war to peaceful coexistence, so Soviet legal theory switched from Professor
Korovin's doctrine, that dﬁferent social and economic systems generate different
"superstructures" of international law (which are therefore basically incompatible),
to the arguments of Dr, Krylov and Professor Tunkin, that a common internationa}
law for socialist and capitalist states is not only poss1b1e but already exists.
However, Soviet principles of coexistence ("mutial respect for territorial integrity
and soverelgnty, non-aggressmn non-~interference in internal affajrs; equality
and mutual advantage") are too vague and general, and need specific secondary

. principles-to interpret and apply them 10 concrete situations, Soviet jurists,
unlike Western jurists, stress treaties as the main source of international law,

and downgrade "custom" and international organizations like the UN and the
International Court, They insist on strict observance of treaties, but make
exceptions of "unequal” treaties between an imperialist power and a weaker state,
or.a situation in which a social revolution has made a treaty concluded by the over—
thrown government unacceptable to the new one, Soviet legal theorists criticize
Western writers, such as Hans Morgenthau, George F. Kennan, Myres S. McDougal,
and Philip Jessup, for, on one hand, their inclination to justify the politics of power,
and on the other hand, their tendency to "Mondialism". The American National
.Committee of the Internatlonal Law Association on Peaceful Coexistence has sug=
gested that’the approach to codification "should not be in terms of an exhaustive
listing, but rather to establishing priorities as to the major issues requlrmg reg-
ulation, in the interest of alleviation of tensions",
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REPORT
ON THE CONFERENCE ON BLOCS, THE GERMAN PROBLEM AND THE FUTURE
OF EUROPE, HELD AT THE INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR PEACE IN

VIENNA ON 6th AND 7th MARCH 1968

The awareness of the impasse in which Burope found itself became in recent years
particularly conspicuous. As a result of the "cold war", the majority of nations of
this continent developed for the last two decades along two different lines, The two
broad lines of policy were institutionalised on the international level., One took the
shape of various organisations of the West and primarily of the Atlantic Alliance.
Then came the reaction in the form of the organisation of the socialist states set up
by the Warsaw Treaty. Apart from the drive to determine the outcome of the basic
conflict of our epoch by means of force which overclouds the future, in Europe there
have remained additional factors of {ension. Here still keep in being phenomena and
unsolved problems connected genetically with the struggle carried out by the anti-
fascist coalition against the Nazi Germany during the second world war,. They have
generated drains which have been obstacles in the way of normal development of
international relations in Europe and are always likely to turn into a threat to the
peace. What is more, potentially they can play the role of a lens in which can
focus and find an easy outlet the fundamental contradictions of our time if trans-.
ferred to Europe. ‘The persisting cleavage affects adversely forelgn exchange,
possibilities of extending contacts and cooperatlon in various sections of economic,
social, scientific and cultural life and in other spheres of relations between states
belongmg to the two blocs in Europe, : :

It is natural that the. prenuses of the policy of division began. to be subjected to
re—evaluation, The growth and stabilisation of many European countries made
apparent the problem of utilisation of the potentialities of prosperity inherént in
combining all creative forces of the continent, No wonder that the multifarious«
aspects of the existing division, its consequences, the perspectives of further
development of Furopean natlons and conditions of its channelling into the optlmal
streambeds also became the object of interest of experts,

One of the key features of thé present stateof things in Europe focussmg the atten—
tion of many researchers is the question of security., What are the possibilities
and conditions of protecting Europe against outbreak of armed conflicts on its
territory and-making it secure for the natlons 1nhab1tmg it?

The studies of this type are carried out in a number of research centers throughout
Europe. Most findings are published in scholarly journals and, therefore, are
well-known to the academic community and to the general publlc ‘This conirontation
of the results of studies has a considerable cognitive value and makes more profound
the perspective within which the problem is examined, But it has alse practical
ilnportance, "It permits to fix in what matters the opinions reveal convergencies

and are, therefore, indicative of a nearing of points of view on political levels,

On the other hand,. it is:apt to make an impact on political thinking. At this juncture,
international meetmgs of scholars play a particular role, Here, it will be to the
point to mention only that they allow, apart from comparing the- result-s of studies,

to elaborate upon the theses presented in writings, to clarify ambiguities and doubts,
to juxtapose data and arguments and t6 engageinto an exchange of views. The dis-
cussion leading to determination of matters on which the opinions are closest and
which are most promising from the pomt of being apt to be solved can have practical
consequences,

The numbér of international symposia devoted to problems of European securlty

went up of late. However, most of them dealt with the problem as a whole, = The
International Institute for Peace in Vienna made an attémpt to bring about a meetlng
which would take up only selected issues within this area and to examine them in
greater detail. The Instifute took the 1n1t1at1ve in 1967 and based 1t on two techmcal

~



*  .aSsumptions. - One of thern was that the theme should be sufflclently concrete to
. make it possible to obtain opinions of several experts on one and the same subject.
. The second assumption was meant as a means of making the work at the meeting
‘most effective. Experience shows that when the contributions are read during the
. meeting the part1c1pants have difficulties with familiarising themselyes with them
" and the very reading consumes most of the time which could be used for discussion.
. In such circumstances ; there is no tlme to think over the ideas presented by others,
. and to take a Well-grounded stand. . The Institute thought it important t6 ensure
) that the’ part1c1pants coming to the. conference were well acquamted with the views
of thelr colleagues i advance of the conference. -
The pI‘O}GCt of the Instltute met wlth sympathetzc response on the part of eminent
experts in the field from a number:of countries fromthe West and the East of

e

Europe. The meetlng brought together the followmg -
) _Dozent Thomas Bacskal ' Internat1ona1 Institute for Peace Vienna.
(2)  'Dr. Paclo Calzml | -',-Istltuto- A-ffarl Internazmnall, Rome.
(3') :Dr_. Karl Corn_ldes ; Instltute for Strateglc Studles London,
' S Publisher, Verlag fiir Geschlchte und
Politik, Vlenna.
(4) Prof Llonel Dad1an1 ST Institute of International Leoour Movement.
(5) Prof Stefan Doernberg .+ Deutsches Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte,
Berlin.
Dr. -Irnmanuel Geiss .Hamburg Umver51ty
7(’7') Prof,’ Georges Gorlely R Instltut d'Etudes Europeennes Brussels.
g Prof Harlsh Ka.pur e Instltut Unlversrualre de Hautes Etudes
— ‘ 'Internatlonales Geneva,,
(9): Prof-._ Kr_ylov ' Institute of World Economlcs and International
S _ -Relatlons Moscow.
(10) Prof. Leo Matés' S Instltut za Medunarodnu Pohtlku i Privredu,
I :Belgrade. -
(11)  Dr. Hanna Newcombe Canadian Peace Research Institute, Dundana,
o Ontarlo
(12) Dr Martin Saeter Norweglan Instltute for International Affairs ,
AP Co :Oslo.
(13) Dr. Jerzy Sawicki’ Internatlonal Instltute for Peace, Vienna.
(14) Prof, Nikolay Sidorov Institute of World Economlcs and International
Relations, Moscow,
(15) Prof. Antonin Snejdarek Ustav pro Mezinarodni POlltlku a Ekonomii,
Prague.
(16) Dr, Mieczyslaw Tomala, . Polish Institute of International Affairs, Warsaw.,
- {17) Dr. Martin Winter Deutsches Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Berlin,
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The 1dea of dealmg w1th two selected problems within the fleld was accepted. One
covered the impact of the politico-military blocs in Europe on its security, The
other comprised these aspects of the so-called German probiem which are inter-
related with the problem of security in Europe. The Institute was able to obtain
twelve papers, most of them focussing on one of the two themes. They were sent
in before the conference and its participants received all the texts before comlng
to the meeting. This permitted to achieve one of the goals of the pro;ject i.e.

to sit down directly to discussion on commg to Vienna.

The debate was held on 6th and 7th March 1968 at the International Institute for
Peace in Vienna. Finally, the meeting was given the title "Conference on Blocs,
the German Problem and the Future of Europe" although the term colloquy or
symposium might have been more adeduate. In spite of the fact that the title
placed the problem of blocs as the first theine, the discussion started with exam-
ination of the German problem, It was considered that beginning the debate with
the blocs could involve tackling the role of the Germanies as well and take some of
the time which was assigned specifically to the laicer.

It was not the purpose of the conference to come necessari}.y to agreed conclusions.
In view of the different backgrounds of the parhmpants, one could expect them
rather to differ in their approaches to the problems under consideration. In fact,

in spite of all differences, parallelism in several points was clearly dlscermble.

With regard to the German problem seen as a component of the issue of European
security, it is possible to extrapolate some mere general conclusions from the
circularised papers and the exchange of opinions, These conclusions are not
derived from any unanimous views of the participants. They are noted here
rather as the most often repeated assumptions around which centered the ideas
aiming at fixing the possible development in the matter,

It was held that the German nation is a single one in spite of the fact that it lives
in two separate state organisms with different economic, political and social
systems. This double reality imposes itself to such an extent that it is difficult
to imagine normalisation of relations between the two Germanies without recog—
nising this reality, The prospect of a change was also seen in connection with
the above-mention realities and in two ways. On the one hand, it was remarked
that the recognition of this territorial and socio-economic reality is the pre-
requisite of a change towards reunification, and that such a reunification can -
if at all - possibly be obtained only within the framework of security for all
states of Europe, On the other hand, the solution of the problem of security

in Europe can hardly be thought of without the acknowledgment of these realities,

Turning to more immediate problems, it was often noted that the evolution of the
détente taking place in Europe is conditioned in a way by the progress in détente
between the two German states. Many saw the main obstacle in the way of détente
in some features of the public life in the Federal Republic of Germany and in the
reluctance of the Bonn government to recognise the existing territorial status

quo in Europe, The importance of intra-European relationship as a framework
within which the desired changes could take place was strongly emphasised.

The discussion on blocs and their role in relation to security showed as well that
some ideas were common to several participants notwithstanding the countries they
came from. They agreed that the significant decline in tension between members of
the two alliance systems was due to the changes which took place in the European
economic, social and political settings. They envisaged that the process of
détente will go on in a gradual way, as so far, and that it is likely to evolve within
the foreseeable future parallel to the further existence of blocs. A lively argument
developed on the feasibility of using blocs as a vehicle for further détente., The
role of activities on governmental level in promoting détente processes was
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emphasised, In this connection some typical measures and methods of procéedlng
were emphasised as most needed and at the samé:time reallstlc. Ameng the
measures indicated’ were. the conclu.smn of a pact on nen-use of force, of a pact

" on non—prollferatlon of nuclear weapons and pacts on nuclear—free ZOnes.

The Conference produced valuable material, Con51der1ng that it should be rnade
public, the International Institute for Peace in Vienna decided to bring out the
papers and the summary .of the: debates in the form of printed proceedmgs of the
‘Conference. The editing of the volume is under way._ )

e T eyt - U JERZY SAWICKI.

Vienna, 29th April 1968,




