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THE INSTITUTE FOR _ STRATEGIC STUDIES

Summary of Discussion at Seeeng Meeting of .
the European Study Commission with East
European Representatives-'

‘. London, 25th-26th October, 1268

Frid 2 th October _
Signorg§pinelll in the Chair

Introducing his paper 'Future Problems of European Security' a8 the
basis for discussion, Dr. Birnmbaum said that its purpose was to formilate .
the framework within which a continued ‘search for new avenues to a more
satisfactory European constellation might Ye fruitfully pursued; although it
was debateable whether this was the right jmoment to make such an attempt, we’
should nevertheless addréss ourselves-.to- the question. The paper then -
discussed what he considered to be the éssence of the very lively debate
on European security during 196668 up to the invasion of Czechoslovakia,
the period of déténte, defined as the search for new political and military
arrangement more in -accordance with the specific aspirations of the main’
actors on the European scene. And in the Appendix the characteristics of
four preferred constellations reflecting the declared aspirations of the
major powers overating in Europe were presented -~ Soviet, American, Gaullist
and 'Buropean'!. These constellations were not to be taken too seriously, .
They overlapped to some extent, some of their characteristics were debateable,
some additions or modifications might emerge in the course of diecussion.m '

He had made & number of assumptions, First, that the events in ’
Czechoslovakia showed that Moscow was clearly far more concerned about con—

'solidating’ its sphere of influence’ than about exploiting leverage.

Secondly, that the search for a new constellation was likely to continue:
some people in the West were already behaving almost as though nothing had
happened - in Czechoslovakiaj there was glso & consensus that in the longer.
term there was no alternative to resuming this search, He believed that
the ‘search for a new constelletion would be pursued after a period of
‘normalisation! in the Emst. If one believed that the Soviet leadership
would not be able to contein over the long run the dynamic forces in its
own camp militating againet a rigid confrontation in Europe without re-
imposing Stalinist repression, it followed that Moscow must in ‘the end
acquiesce in.a cautious growth of contaot and 1nterdependence between the
two parts of Europe.

He had set out to identify some of the crucial relationships and major
issues which would confront ‘anyone who ‘wanted to discuss a possible new
constellation, Among the pinimum- reguirements fora friitful séarch for a
new constellation. were, first; mutual willingness on the part of the super’
powers to move beyond nuclear deterrence, ‘' The conviction must exist among -
the two ruling elites that some co-operation would be in their mutual
interest, This led to the conclusion that consolidation in American-West'
Buropean relations and in Soviet-~East European relations was & necessary _
pre-condition for a new super power relationship. The difficulty here was
that whereas different forms for a 'consolidated relationship! between
Western Europe and the US had at least been defined conceptually and dis-
cussed, it was difficult to envisage a2 relationship in thé East except in -
terms. of hegemonial Soviet rule over most of Eastern Burope, " Any"
alternative would depend on a basic change in both Soviet-Cerman and German—
East European relations. This was the crux of the matter..
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He spelt out more fully what he meant by requirements in-terms of
Western postures to facilitate such a reassessment, and particularly his
reference to the adoption by the Federal Republic of a "fully credible,
demonstratively non-provocative politico-military posture", First the

credibility aspect: there was need for greater consistency in German
declaratory policy as far as East-West ‘relations’ and West Germany's frontier
policy was concerned, The formula.of a peaceful order .in Eurcpe was very
much a compromise formula of the grand coalition; the SFD was markedly more
enthusiastic about this than the DU, partly for domestic reasons, and there
would have to be some basie ‘agreement between the ‘two major parties to make
their position more credible. By a non-provocative m111tg£x posture-he
meant a8 non-nuclear posture;, The present position did not go far enough.:
A Cerman declaration was called for (i.ei signature of.the NPT); and ﬁlso
an organisation of West Buropean defence which would hdke it possible for..
the West Germans to have a pdfely non-nuclear dsfence (1n terfis of delivefy
vehicles, as well as warheads) without thereby daking dp srtunities for
Soviet pressure and aggression. .This- would be very dl flcult t6. athieve,
But it was necessary in order to eliminate the reszdusl East Buropéan
apprehension and in particular the p0881b111ty for the USSR to use the’
West German bogy as a means of consolidating their own sphere. of influence )
in Eastern Burope. With regard to.the political posture, the main elements'
were the border question, the full recognition of the Oder-Neisser line,
possibly.a step further on the Munich.agreement, and in Jparticular
recognition of the GIR at least as an equal negotiating partner. Obviously
recognition of the GIR was not on.the cards at the moment. But it was a
requirement. Zﬁe made it clear during the course’ of dlscussion that he was
advocating recognition as, part of a package deal, not as a unllateral steggf

So far he had been deallng w1th requlrements on the Western 81de. The
issue of recognition of the.GDR raised the question of the countermeasurea
required: this would be a very difficult step for the West.Germans, and they
could not be expected to take it if recognition were viewed by the USSR and
East Germany as an instrument for 1nterven1ng in West Germany. (There were
clear indications of this, for example in Ulbricht's new.year message and the
new programme of the KFD published in. Februsry which did bear the 1nterpretat10n
that recognltion of the GIR was to be a-first step in a process which would
bring about the democratisation of West German soclety.) -Thus the issue. -
of recognition must be divested of any- intention to meddle in West German
internal- affslrs. In this respect he saw a basic: confllct of interest .
between the East Buropean countries and the USSR: “the latter clearly had, gn
interest in meddling, because this would be &’ maln ‘instrument for breaklng '
up the BonnAWashington axis, but this did not- apply to the East Europeans.

The West should not exploit this conflict of 1nterest but we should make

it clear that the East Europeans had a vested 1nterest in pressing their

Soviet ally to make a distinction between’ recognitioﬁ‘of the GDR as an-

equal negotiating partner 'for a solution of the German question and as a

first step to "democratise" West Germany

::"i :

The lsst section of ‘the paper was conoerned with the 31gn1f1cance of
certain forces, operatlng both within national societies and transnationally,
for the future shape of Eagi-West relations in Burope. It could be argued
that powerful economic and-technological forces were at work which would make
cur present concern about confrontation at least less urgent.  One could also
argue the other way, particularly in regard to the domestic upheaval in many
countries and its impact on foreign policy postures. His own judgement would .
be that West European economic integration was not conducive to East-West
reconciliation.. But if the impact were on balance favourable, an element
of pelitieal choice which may be crucial was likely to be involved, .and he
had tried to identify this. 1In regard to the changing role of the military
alliances in Europe, he tried to warn against exaggerated pessimism due to
the re-assertion of old structures (the two Pact organisations) in the
aftermath of the Czech events. Clearly this re-assertion. did limit the
choice before us; but it may also lead to a cautious search being made for
some new ground between the two major alliances,
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The first speaker from the Western side. considered that the events in
Czechoslovakia had brought about little change in the military situation:
the Soviet troops stationed there had probably been earmarked for stationing
elsewhere, moreover the Czech army was doubtless considered unreliable,
With regard to the political situation, the situation in the East was
obviously unstable., The USSR had felt compelled to show force and halt the
evolution which was in process, On the other hand, as Dr., Birnbaum had
argued, it was by no means certain that the dynamic forces in the Eastern
camp could be contained completely in the long run - the issue had. been
delayed rather than avoided, In the West, two contradictory trends were
apparent: a feeling of insecurity, particularly in Germany and Austria for
example, but also a feeling that détente must continue nevertheless,

The situation was more dangerous today from the political than the
military standpoint-because more incidents of the Czech type were to be
expected, and such incidents could escalate and produce situations which
might prove dangerous. The essential requirement was for greater emphasis
on crisis management and contingency planning: merely to sit and await
future developments, as the West had done in the (Ozech crisis, was the
worst possible posture, Asked whether this exercise should not also include -
members of the Warsaw Pact, since they had a vested interest in ensuring
that events did not get out of hand, the speaker said he envisaged
preliminary work on crisis management being done within each camp
separately, then some osmosis between them. During a crisis the two
camps would need to be in effective communication to avoid any misunderstand-
ings about moves by either side, Later in the discussion another spesker
argued that crisis management had been exercised between the super powers:
the US President accepted the Soviet Ambassador's assurance that the Czech
invasion was an internal operation within the bloc and had no international
aggressive intent. Therefore in the military field at least détente could
continue,

The argument that 1little change had been effected in the military balance
was generally endorsed by East and West BEuropean speakers, although it was
suggested that the brilliance of the Soviet operation in occupying a country
the size of Czechoslovakia in five or six hours, involving the movement of
some 500,000 men and 10,000 armour in a very short time within that areas
of Central Europe, should not be disregarded.

A second speaker identified another factor contributing to the anxiety
in Western BEurope: the sense of frustration due to the fact that the Czech .
crisis was one of the results of the opening of barriers between East and
West in consequence of the gradual adoption by the Western powers over the
past five or six years of a view of what had been defined in the US as
peaceful engagement with Eastern Europe. The approaches which to the West
appeared to be a way of peace and détente appeared to certain elements, at
least, in East Europe and the USSR to be subver31ve and something wh1ch they
ought to resist,

It was suggested that another factor of frustration, particularly for
the West Germans, was that peaceful approaches were deemed aggressive
approaches. From this standpoint, however important and necessary
recognition by Bonn of the Oder-Neisser line and of the GDR might be, con-
cessions from the West German side would not change the situation,

Another Western participant said it was now clear that the type of
peaceful engagement we had attempted, the Brzezinski formula of improving
and intensifying relations between the individual countries of the two
blocs, did not work, mainly because the Russians d4id not allow it to work.
On the other hand, it should be said, recalling Dr. Birnbaum's argument, that
while the West might feel that after recognition of the GDR peaceful engagement
would mean intervention from the Eastern side in the political affairs of
West GCermany, the Eastern side did have precisely the same fear in relation
to Western aims: our efforts were seen as attempts to penetrate Czechoslovakia.
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Assuming that the avoidance of ruclear conflict muet/ﬁgééltop
priority, and that the only practical possibility to have something more than
the existing nuclear balance was by means of peaceful engagement, in the
light of the events in Czechoslovakia this would gcem attainable only on &
bloc to bloc basis. This in turn would involve some change of mentality in
both parts of Eurcpe, a recognition that the leading power in each bloc
would play a more important role than the 1nd1v1dual small’ oountrlee. )

Against this it was suggested that it was not so much the character
as the timing of the Western policy of peaceful engagement that needed re-
examination: the crisis in Czechoslovakia was largely brought about by the
Czechs going too far and too fast from the Soviet point of view, and it
could be argued that it was better for the world at large if we now saw
more clearly what the Russians found acceptable and possible, :

A speaker from South-Eastern Europe saw two main factors affecting the
polltlcal situation in Eastern Burope. First,’ the Czech crisis showed that
despite all expectation of the peaceful settlement of international disputes,
force was still being used as the only possible instrument for solving some
problems between states in Europe; he did not accept the theory of the
Commonwealth of Socialist States as 'a possible basis for such a use of force.
Secondly, the relatlonshlp between internal developments in individual states
and their foreign policy had" again been called in question. If the policy
of peaceful co-existence were accepted, as it was in Europe, questions of
internal development had to remain the responsibility of individusl states and
foreign policy had to be based on respect for the w111 of all peoplee in - '
connectlon with their own internal development. _

The most hopeful element until the Czech crisis had been the general
move towards s concept of Europe as a whole, something to be composed of
states and with the p0551b111ty for some relationshlp between European
states independently of ties within blocs. -Although we hdd now reverted to
envisaging détente within the framework of blocs, and this may be necessary
as a first step, we must not forget the general trend towards Europe as a -
whole. Blocs were not suitable political instruments. We should not over-
look the poesiblllties for action through the normal dlplomatlo relatione
between states. : : . . -

It was interesting to note that the ideological factor in relation to
the events in Czechoslovakia had been raised only at the United Nations, not
in criticism from the West European side, which focussed on the use of force
by one state against another., This may mark the difference from the first
period’ of the cold war when the ideological confrontation was very much
stressed by the Western countries. In the socialist states too'a general
movement in social relatione 1ead1ng towards 11beralleation was apperent.

A second speaker from South-East Europe expected the general trend -
towards a rapprochement among all the countries of BEurope to continue,
despite the possibility of crises in Europe and in the world at large, :
Today; as opposed to the inter-war years, the outstanding problems between o
the countries of Europe were primarily political. European secutity was
therefore ma1nly 8 political problem, and dominated by the necessity for
very strong co—operatlon among 411" ouir states.,” To aohleve Eur0pean security
would involve a very complicated multilateral procees, and it would be essential
to keep in view the interests of all the countries concerned, not: merely
those of the super powers or of a particular ‘group of powers. From this
point of view he supported the third and fourth constellations (the Gaullist

and the Buropean) in the working paper. We should also not overlook the
moral aspect of international relations, which was 1mportant both for our
discussion and for European security: because of its tradition of
civilisation, Europe was in ‘a position to set an example to the other
contlnents.

It was suggested at this point that to be fair to the Gaullist con-
stellation, the main aspirations and concerns of the fourth model applied
to the third as well, although perhaps with a differerit meaning. It was
further suggested that 'containment of Germany',mentloned only in the third
constellation, could be considered a main aim of all four.
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The first speaker from Eastern Europe suggested that the reference
in the first constellation to "freezing and legalisation of the present
status quo" should rather be termed. simply "recognition of the status quo"
which indeed was a matter of concern to some Western, as well as to the
East Buropean, countries. Recognition of the status quo as a starting
point was the crux. He certainly felt, and this was the view of several
of his ministers, that the recent events in Czechoslovakia were not a
barrier to further improvements in relations either between individual
countries or between the two blocs: indeed, in the sense tlhat, as a previous
speaker suggested, we now had a firmer picture of how to proceed, further
talks and negotiations would perhaps be more useful than before. He also
felt that certain questions which had been tackled previously should be
reconsidered, such as nuclear-free zones and the level and importance of
troops in certain areas., Before any useful conversations could be undertaken,
however, it would he_ essential to settle certain problems and in particular
to regularise the prggigm by the recognition of existing frontiers,
recognition of the two German states and of the peculiar status of West Berlin,

A Western participant saw the concepts of deterrence and détente as
reflecting two basic considerations: the effort to prevent things from
getting worse, and the effort to improve the state of affairs., Logically
deterrence had priority over détente, because before things could be made
better we had to be sure they would not get worse; the events in Czechoslovakia
made this clear once again. He would even say that so long as deterrence
worked, we could live without détente. He did not believe that the process
of détente on the basis of deterrence could continue as we had imagined it
would., Détente as the West understood it was built on the supposition that.
the kind: of international action witnessed in Czechoslbvakia would not happen,
It was useless to pretend that once this supposition was proved wrong the
policy could be continued as though nothing had happened. The climate had
changed, not because five members of the Warsaw Pact had invaded Czechoslovakia,
but because the new doctrinal rigidity on the part of the USSR, as expounded
in 'Pravda! of September 26th and rephrased in 'Pravda! of October 24th, made
nonsense of détente, This doctrine made the unique intervention in Czechoslovakia
into a model operation for the future; it was also highly objectionable in its
implication, going far beyond the position that the Socialist Commonwealth
would not suffer any of its members being broken away from the Sociaslist camp,
that the USSR had hegemonial power in Eastern Europe and determined not only
the limit but the content of the Socialist Commonwealth and dictated to its
allies the degree of warmth which they may introduce into their multilatersl
or bilateral dealings with Western states. This doctrine was leading to
an ideological disparagement of the main instrument of détente, namely
co-operation. {for example in 'Pravda' of 24th October Yugoslavia came under
heavy criticism because of its relationship with West Germany); disparaging
co-~operation meant disparaging détente as well, The prospects for détente
would remain at nil unless there were a change in the attitude or the leader~
ship of the USSR. So long as there were no tolerance bvetween the communist
states and parties in East Europe, there could be no détente or co-existence
or tolerance between the communist states as a whole or individually and the
West.

With regard to the German problem, recalling Dr. Birmbaum's recommendations
for the West German military and political posture, the Fedéral Republic was
already de-emphasising the nuclear component of its strategy and military
apparatus. It would not go out of the business completely, thereby implying
that it was in the business: Bonn disposed of no nuclear weapons except in
case of aggression and after express release by the US, which would be an
alliance decision. But the Germans themselves had for political reasons
scaled down the nuclear component of which they might dispose in case of war.
With regard to recognition of the Oder-Neisser line, he perscnally had been -
in favour of this step; the Bonn Government respected it as Poland's western
border and had indicated, perhaps not in sufficiently strong language, that
it did not expect anything to be changed when this border would be finally
sealed at the peace conference. Bonn recognised the GDR as & state existing
and acting on the international system; Bonn did not, however, want to
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recognise the GIR as a foreign country. The GDR itself recognléed the
existence of a 51ngle German nation. He personally. considered recognltion
of the GDR practlcally and morally inexpedient rather than undesxrable in
principle. On the other hand, in the course of 'a successful process of .
détente, formal recognition might be one very important step. At the
present morent, however, even those in West Germany who favoured these two
measures of recognition were not in favour of making any concession to the
Poles or Fast Germans. He agreed with a previous speasker that concessions
from the West German side would not change the atmosphere. The Federal
Republic would continue to be in favour of détente, but it would look to
its defences with a little more interest than it had been planning to do.

On the point about deterrence and détente, it was argued that nuclear
deterrence, being a purely defensive weapon, provided security for the
West alone; only moral deterrence could bring some influence to bear on the
other side ahd thus be of help to all. Moral deterrence, defined as a
prychological inhibition produced in the other party by some statements or
by some instruments or by the pressure of world public opinion, was one of
the aims of crisis management, the other aim being to reinforce and revitalise
and make credible nuclear deterrence, as Kennedy did in the Cuba crisis,
[ﬁsked whether this did not in principle presuppose & common concept of
what morglity is, the speaker malntalned that a degree of moral deterrence
did apply in the Czech crisis, since the USSR did not dare to take certain
measures that were within their powe:_? ‘With regard to détente, the basic
problem was that while East and West sincerely wanted détente the aims of
both sides were entirely different: the Russians wanted agreement on the
absolute status quo, the West wanted détente for the movement it offered. -

It was further argued that while deterrence mist have priority in the
present, situation, deterrence was not conducive to change: it tended to
freeze the situation.- We needed security in the ultimate sense; but we
surely wanted to eliminate the specifically nuclear application of deterrence
which was a barrier to a wider agreement between East and West.

Recognition of the status quo could be acceptable to the
West as a starting point - provided it were accepted as a starting point in
thé East too, which did not appear to be the case as far as the Soviet Union
was concerned. On this point there was perhaps a conflict of interest
between the USSR and her East European allies.

Relating this point to the sense of frustration felt in the West,-
another member of the conference emphasised that the movement aimed at was.
not a movement of exlstlng frontiers, it was a gualltatlve change,. a ﬁx;-
different .climate in the polltlcal 81tuation 1n'Europe between East and
West., . R -

A speaker from Central Europe said that the’ Czechoslovak erisis had
repercussions on the 1nternal policy of &il’ European countries, and
especially those neighbourlng Czechoslovakia: it was @iffisult in democratlc
countries to ignore public opinion, and there was now a credibility gap
between official support for détente and the actual sense of insecurity.

His own country had begun to purchase arms, " ‘The ctisis had led to an
emphasis of ideology and a reinforcement of blocs: in the eyes of the USSR-
to be neutral or non-aligned seemed politically too attractive for the

states of Eastern Eurbpe, 80 the concept of neutrality or non-alignment had
been devalued in favour of the necessity of belonging to a bdloc. This
constituted a risk for certain countries outside the blocs. He agreed that
the German attitude was not the key to the problem: the USSR was not willing
to change its attitude towards the Federal Republic because it needed the
danger of so-called German aggression as a means to consolidate its own bloc.

He was not optimistic about prospects for peaceful engagement; we should
have to wait and see if this were possible for domestic political reasons.
In any case, however, it was not realistic to envisage this on a bdloc to bloc
basis because of the reluctance of many countries to belong to a bloc or to
envisage the blocs evolving into entities which could promote co-existence,



Another speaker from South-Eastern Europe stressed two points in relation
to the events in Czechoslovakia. - First, what happened was an aggressiocns If
we did not have war in Europe it was due not to the USSR but to a decision
by the Czech Government not to react in the traditional way of a state faced
with the unauthorised entry over its borders of troops from a foreign state,
even if that state were a member of the same alliance, Although the Czech
Government not only declared that the entry of foreign troops was without
their permission but protested about that entry, they decided on political
resistance to the aggression short of armed resistance., The important point
about this entry to his mind was that it was made with the explicit intention,
according to the statement of the invading forces and their governments who
claimed - support for this action, of acting on the territory of Czechoslovakia
and influencing developments in that country.

Secondly, this action had affected the political balance. There had
been a doctrinal change creating.a precedent cut of the Czechoslovak case, so
ill-defined and ambiguous that one could more or less call it a global
precedent., It would not be applied globally, because of the risk of nuclear
war, and this was the restraining factor. Nowhere however was it stated that
the doctrine applied within the area of a treaty organisation, nor did 1t
require any consent by the country involved. It was a clear instrument not
of Soviet hegemony, which had existed for many years in a variety of forms,
but of complete freedom of action on the territory of foreign states, despite
the existence of legel authority in those states, the identity of the
states concerned being very imprecise, |

With regard to our future course of action, all the views expressed
so far had fallen somewhere between the two extremes of (a) disregard the
incident and carry on as if nothing has happened, and (b) revert to a full
cold war posture. The problem obviously was where to strike the balance.
He felt that to adopt the first extreme could well have precisely the
oppos8ite effect to that intended: begides giving the green light to the
new doctrine, unilateral pursuit of détente by the West might make matters
worse by softening up relations within the blocs even further and thus
giving rise to more situations of the Czechoslovak type. On the other .
hand adoptlng a cold war posture would probably also lead to a deterioration
of the ‘situation. Deterrence was not a means of preventing the situation
from getting worse: it was a necessary evil perhaps, but still an evil, and
its consequences were evil because it led to an arms race and thereby
heightened tension, The only sure way to prevent war was to build peace,
to create such interdependence and vested interest in peace (as had been
created between France and Germany, for exemple) that any deterioration of
relations, let alone war, vould be a serlous impairment of established
interest on both sides.

A middle of the way solution would mean keeping open avenues to détente,
trying to improve relations of all kinds within Europe, but at the same time
making clear that there must be not formal assurances but a genuine re-
establishment of a sense of security in Europe.- Repeal of the new doctrine
would not necessarily be enough in itself; on the other hand so long as it
remained valid it would hardly be possible to renew the effort of détente,
although it need not prevent a general improvement of relations, The
question remained that there were a number of countries belonging to
neither political organisations nor blocs in Europe, and had a particular
position represented in Dr. Birnbaum's fourth constellation (Buropean).
Irrespective of their existence, however, he did not consider the. idea
of détente between the blocs a workable proposition. Since it would mean
trying to dismantle the very foundation of the bloc existence, it would
necessarily cause a new deterioration of the situation, as he had indicated.
The situation within Czechoslovakia would soon be more or less as it was
before January this year, but with the presence of Soviet troops. The point
was that whereas the USSR was previously in a position to have its way in
Czechoslovakia without a military presence, it now insigted on this, If
there were not sufficient in-built cohesion able to support at least
acquiescence in being part of the bloc, if the détente created sufficient
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sense of security to permit a desire for more independence; then -the USSR
would put ‘troops into a country to mai %1n the discipline which was 1o
longer baséd on the degree of teneion/%ﬁ focs. Thus whless the softenlng
up of inter-bloc relations were acceptable to both ¢entral powers, there °
could be no loosening of blocs without inviting. the USSR to use more force
on her partners: there was no talk of the United States occupying France
because of her w1thdrawal from the military side of -NATO. '

Continuing the general debate after 1unch a speaker from Eastern
Burope said that the existence of groups of states of different politicaly
economic and social’ struétures néither prevented nor limited the ‘development
of all kinds of co-operaticn betweer them, as was made clear. by the deve-
lopment of political contacts; the . ¢ultural exchanges, ‘the exchange of
economic means and contacts and the increased sciéntific and technieal
do-operation already achieved withih Europe. "Since thece groups.constituted
the two Opposing military and political -camps which based their security
én the existing balance of power, it would.seém an 1mportant conditidn for
bringing about a favourable political etmosphere for the expansion of this-
co-operation if the present political.-and territorizl map of Europe were-
accepte? as a starting-point for EadtiWést co-operations ' He emphasized
this point in relation to6 his own country's attitude towards European
co-operation for two reasons: first, térritorial claims were outstanding <"
against his own state from the Federal Republic (desplte the observations
made by partlclpante in the dischissions. thié was still the formal position -
of the West. Gerfian Government) secondly, in the face of the present political
realities in Europe, the eecurlty of his country as a member of one of the
opposing military camps was conheécted with the preservation of the existing
balance, including alsd ‘the - existing political ‘and territorial pattern., The
understanding and observance of these .conditions by the West Européan partners
was the most essentlal faotor for ensuring the further expansion of co-operation.

A West European partlclpant saw a. rether art1f1o1a1 distinction drawn
between deterrence and détente., We 4id not have to choose between the two.
On the contrary, whatever peoplels feelings, détente was continuing. The
1nvasion of Czechoslovakla affected not the fact of détente but its content.
It was continuing obviously in Soviet-American realtions on the strategic
level, also perhaps in some demarcation of interest between the two powers.
The difficulty was that in the past we had assumed that because the Soviet--
American détente appeared to be fairly well established each super ‘power
was prepared to pay a certain price in terms of itse relations with its
European ‘allies; in recent weeks; however, it seemed that the USSR was no
longer prepared to pay this price. Zinother Western -participant. argued that:
this would not be détente but strategic accommodation-on the super-power
level. It would be & purely negatlve enterprise. Détente meant either
arriving at solutions or agree1ng on non-solutiohs; which was a wey of
solvrng problems toq&7 - . . ;o

This" did- not mean that neasures- of oo-operatlon and - understandlng and
bilateral relationships were ruled: out.u It was interesting that 'Pravda!
attacked Yugoslav1a for her relations’ with the Federal Republic, but did not
attaek Polend, or thé GDR which -enjoyed a higher ‘degree of relations’ with -
the Pederal Repiblié than- any’ othér country:. thik was because ithe po‘litical- .-
context was different. *The important: thing therefore was to define the
politital context in tlése relations. It would be impossible for states in’
Bastern Europe to pursue bilateral or multilateral relations ‘with-the Western
states and find that their relations with each other were not ‘affecteéd.
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The question was whether, and in what manner or to what extent, we wished to-
change the relations of these countries to our advantage, or whether we '
wished to' try to establish.a contlnulng loosenlng and flexibility of
relations which would produce political crises, but which would with an
evidence of lack.of exploitation on our part not produce the kind of. action
taken in Czechoslovekia. It remained to be seen.whether this latter course
would be possible. -

Turning to Dr. Birnbaum's argument on the German question, he suggested
that the day when it would be necessary for the Federal Republic to decide
vhether to recognise the GDR had been brought closer by the events in
Czechoslovakia, Since the USSR was clearly insisting on a pre-definition of
the German role in Europe before allowing the wider process of détente to.
gather pace, it would be better for the Federal Republic not to pers1st in-
trying to keep all the options open, It was most unfortunate that the
notion of peaceful- engagement as a programme for winning away the East
Buropean, countries from their closer relations with the USSR should have .
heen part of official American pollcy at the same tlme as the German Ostpolltlk
developed to the point that it had. It was a comblned threat in the mind
.of the USSR, because both approaches were openlng up the question in a wider
sense prec1sely when the USSR was trying to define it in a narrower sense,
i.e. the role of the two Germanies. Therefore a formal recognition of. the
GDR would not be regarded as an aggressive act. Indeed, since the Russians
had not tailored their policies to react to such a move it would most likely
cauge stupefaction. ZAn East European participant demurred: the Socialist
states had always spoken of -recognition of the GDR as & pre-c ond1t10n;7

- With regard to the 1dea of the USSR uslng West Germany as a Whipplng
boy, the gquestion was posed whether the USSR seriously believed the fear
of Germany to be an integrating force among the East Buropean countries, or
whether this aroused just enough response in Eastern Europe to be workable
as an integrating force. Did the USSR miecalculaie the strength of anti-
German sentiment in the Socialist Commonwealth? The other aspect of the
whipping boy theory was that since West Germany stood to gain most from
détente, if the USSR were opposed to. any change in the status quo her first
aim must be to discourage Germany from pursuing détente. Was this the p01nt
of the demand that the Federal Republic. must from the beginning formally
recognise the Oder-Neisser line.and the GDR? However, the West European
attitude towards Germany was no less relevant so far as recognition was
concerned: West German policy. had been changing during the past two years
of détente because of the element. of Hope. that an atmosphere of co~operation .
could be created across the iron curtain; now that this element of hope had
gone, a framework of West European support was required to provide a new
element if Germany were to take the steps many of her. friends were urging on
her. : .

: Another participant commented that the USSR had increased its antipathy
towards West Germany during the period of détente, while it had been
relatively well disposed towards the Federal Republic during periods of
tension {there was. some preliminary. dlplomatlc exchange just after the Berlin
wall, for 1nstance) If the USSR had now embarked on a programme of showing
who was boss .in East Burope, would it be capable of combining this w1th a.
new approach towards the Federal Republic if it so desired? '

It was further argued that the anti-German element was likely to be .
dropped only if the USSR succeeded in consolidating its relationship with
its allies. The spezker did not find the idea of a 'Socialist Commonwealth!
outrageous ~ most people in history lived under imperial or semi-imperial
systems. The point of interest to his mind was whether the present  system
in the Fast would gradually disintegrate under -the pressure of the periodic
internal political crises which were inevitable in the Communist countries,
principally because they had not yet devised a legitimate form of ‘transfer
of power, or whether it could assume new forme and generate genuine inter-
dependence among its members, Especially in the West, dissolution of both
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alliance systems was widely considered synonymous with'détente. But whereas

in Western Europe other forms of co-operation, including a degree of
supranational organlsatlon,were established, in Eastern Europe the only

bonds were ideological and military, and the ideological bond had perc¢eptibly
weakened., To his mind, the fact that the Russians had used force and persuaded
other members of the system to help them indicated their serious 1ntention

of trying to develop their system further. .

"The conditioning factor was the pace and the strength of the revisionist
movement in the Soviet Union itself, The Czechs outran it and were crushed,
as the Hungarians had been before them. Although Soviet society was at
present dominated by bureaucratic conservatism, the revisionary forces were
quite strong, we could expect revisionist revivals and even a major political
crisis leading to considerable liberalisation of the régime (i.e. a-revolution
of the 1830 type). Moreover the USSR would-have to work to increase its
ties with Eastern Europe - and especially with the three most important
countries, Czechoslovakia, East Germany and Poland. If we assumed that,
albveit rather slowly, revisionism did make progress in the USSR, we could
well see the establishment of a common market-type organisation or a free
trade zone in preparation for greater political integration and interdependence,
in the sense that economic structures always accorded with a certain political
perspective. :

-

Another speaker saw a general conspiracy inspired by a wvariety of motives’
to keep very -cool about what was happening in Czechoslovakia: by the US which
did not wish the bilateral relationship and balance with the USSR to be upset,
and there was some British convergence with this idea, by many European
governments {not only Western) who were clinging to their aspirations of a
new European system, and by all those who were in general in favour of
détente and internationnl understanding. We were in danger of talking our-
selves into a consensus and confusing it with reality. A4s already stated, all
the speakers had adopted a position between a cold war and a pro-détente
posture. But it was obvious that the way to Moscow via Eastern Europe
had been blocked. Any sort of solution beyond the present situation could
only be reached by the direct way to Moscow. But :obody wanted to take this
road, because we expected to meet with a clear-cut no, which would force us
to draw the consequences from the Czech event which we were trying to avoid,
Looking ahead, however, if we were faced with a stabilised, continuing,
monolithic and imperial system it was quite inevitable .that consequences of
some kind would be dravm, in the US ‘and in Western European opinion generally.
At a certain stage, détente would come into conflict both with the ihterests
of an imperial bloc and with the vested interest in théir own ¢léser unity
6f the West Furopeans, and both sides would have to make & choice. -

He disagreed with the previous speaker on two points. First, he saw no
justification for assuming a political consequence from liberalisation in the
Soviet system. Secondly, even if this were the case, it would not affect the
bagic military and political facts of an imperial structure in the East.
Action to create a closer imperial structure in the East was strongly
incompatible with preventing some sort of response in favour of closer unity
in Western Europe. .

On the point about the ways to Moscow, it was suggested that while the
East European countries clearly could deal with the West by permission of
Moscow, for West Germany the road to East Europe lay not through Moscow but
through Pankow, and until the Federal Republic recognised the GDR there would
be no way for it to treat with East Europe without provoking further crises.
The speaker was not advocatlng an immediate recognltlon, but the time-frame
was shorter than some of us would assume, :
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A West German participant stressed the complexity of the issue of
recognition. First, a distinction should be drawn between recognition in
the sengse of acquiescing in the partition of Germany without any prospect
of overcoming this situation, which he considered neither possible on constitutional
grounds (the Basic Law. would prevent it) nor credible politically, and
reccgnition regarded as a means of improving the situation in Central Europe
and hetween the two parts of Germany. Secondly, supposing that Bonn were to
recognise the GDR and simultaneocusly declare that this had been done in
order to improve the situation in Central Europe and foster closer links
between the two German states, Soviet resistance would have to be envisaged.
Moreover a whole series of related problems would arise: the question of
simultaneous recognition of the GDR by the three Western powers, the question
of the exigsting rights of all four powers in Germany, the status of West
Berlin, which if the present status were maintained would 1nvolve the
question of OlVlllan access to West Berlln. -

& participant from South=-Eastern Europe warned against viewing Soviet
policy in Europe as concerned with the situation in Burope alone rather than
in relation to the glotcl strategy of the USSR as a super power., The
American reaction to the Czech.crisis just referred to indicated how
important the possibilities of agreement between them on the global level
were to both super powers., :

He fully agreed that the 1nterna1 situation in the USSR was a
conditioning factor for developments in Fastern Europe. But while there
had been some very important developments in the USSR on the economic
level, politically he saw a stabilisation of neo-Stalinist forces. Thinking
about the Socialist Commonwealth idea, it,was far from clear yet what form
it might take: it might lead to a federation, 'or.a confederation, or the
territorial enlargement of the USSR; he doubted, however, whether it would
fulfill the British notion of a means towards giving independence to parts
of an Empire,

A previocus speaker objected that the Soviet system was not Stalinist,
it was a collective buresucratic leadership., The situation was not very
stable: there could be a sudden crisis leading either to a more liberalised
system or to the emergence of another Khrushchev - who was a Stalinist but
who nevertheless made the greatest step in the direction of anti-Stalinism.
A second South-East European speaker considered a change of Soviet leadership
not improbable. Although he did not anticipate this in the near future, the
pattern of Khrushchev's fall could repeat itself., . :

In regard to the point that we should not view events in Europe in
isolation, it was suggested that the position adopted by India and Egypt
in the Security Council must have been a considerable disappointment to
those who believed there could be a non-aligned grouping that could survive
bloecs. Another speaker maintained, however, that the non-aligned countries
lacked the inner unity and the political, military or economic importance
to exert a dominant influence on East or West. Developments between the
bloes would depend much more on developments within each of them.

The speaker in favour of bloc to bloc détente felt that the criticism
of this idea did not dispose of the argument. To promote the movement we
wanted, a change of climate was necessary. But unless this proceeded on a
bloc to bloc basis and primarily between the leaders of the two bloecs, any
endeavour to promote fluidity would be interpreted as an attempt to change
the existing balance of power, and the outcome could well be another Czech
affair, It was highly important not to move too qulckly towards a change
of the balance of power,

Secondly, in the absence of a change of climate, he was not happy about
the idea of moral deterrence applied to the Soviet. bloc. The issues at
stake in Czechoslovakia were familiar to Moscow: Sik had béen trying to do
no more than some people in the USSR. For a long time to come,an attempt
by East or West to influence each other from the ideological point of view
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might produce a dangerous situation.: The West must accept the fact that the
USSR was not prepared to pay the .same .price as the US where multilateéeral
tendznoies within the blocs was concerned; this may mean acquiescing in
actionag to establish her position in her own bloe, This was important from
the paint of view of what was the status quo. He would define it as the
exizience of the Warsaw Pact countries and NATO countries and some non-

. aligaed countries which should be kept non-sligned. But did it mean an.
unresolved situation between countries who once belonged to one ideological
sphere but withdrew from it? In the latter case, any Western move which
could be interpreted as a roll-back policy would be very dangercus indeed,

A West German speaker pursued the question of the status-quo, recalling
the point made earlier that the importance of-the ideological change was that
it prevented a qualitative change in the status quo., There were three
kinds: the territorial status quo; the existence of two zones of influence
(whatever they may be called); the ideclogical status quo. Speaking as a
German, he would say that none of.us would be interested in a change of the
territorial status quo. The existence of the two zones .of influence was
also generally accepted - there would be no attempt to upset some kind of
Soviet influence in the Eastern part of Europe. What the West would like
to change was the ideological status quo, particularly the confronteation
between the two spheres in Europe. The West .Germans had a special interest
in a change of this kind, for two reasons: first, because so long as the
confrontation persisted in Europe the two parts of the German nation could
not come together in any way; secondly, because of the very dangerous situation
in West Berlin., The answer to the question whether détente was possible and
whether it would continue depended on whether or not the ideological con-
frontation in Europe would continue. He would not expect it to be abdndoned;
it could however be lowered. In his judgement, the meaning of the Czech
crisis was that the confrontation had been strengthened. And as had
already been said, it was entirely up to the Soviet leadership whether
this state of affairs continued.

This led back to the gquestion whether the USSR had put a moratorium
on progress in the field of European security until the socialist camp
had taken the shape prescribed ty the Soviet Union. To what extént did the
new doctrine imply a Soviet will to.impose one mould on the whole socialist
camp again? -Did the attack on Yugoslavia for having too great a proportion
of trade with the West mean that the Soviet Union would ask all its partners
to have no more than a certain percentage of trade with the West? Would it
mean an end to private agriculture in Poland, and end to small private
enterprise in the GDR, an end to Western mass tourism in Bulgaria, for
instance? How much field of manceuvre did the Bast European representatives
feel that they now had for bilateral or multilateral co-operation?

One participant felt that notwithstanding the Soviet repression of
Czechoslovakia for going too far and too fast, the extent to which the USSR
had &already been obliged to come to terms with different policies on the part
of Albania and Yugoslavia,and to some extent Rumania, showed how strong the
plurallstlc forces were. Hcw far did the East European representatlves feel
that the USSR would be able to redist thelr d991ré fér more latitude vis-2-vis
relations with Western Europe? .

It was further argued that from the point of view of how to treat the
Russians, the West might be wrong in assuming continunity in Soviet policy in
relation to the Czech affair, i.e. might not the forces of rev1s1on in
the TSSR be part of the target attacked in Czechoslovakia?

The speaker from - South-Eastern Burope said that in referrlng to the
limitations of bloc to bloc détente he did not mean there was no possibility
of improving relations between blocs; he meant that détente in the sense of
the French tripartite model was impossible between blocs, and from this point
of view he preferred the third (Gaullist) to the fourth (Buropean) constellation.
There was a clear alternative in this respect. ~The events in Czechoslovakia



-13 -

only emphasised the lack of. symmetry between the two blocs, of which we

must dram the consequences. Moreover the global relatlonshlp between the
super powers was not part of the relatlonehlp of the two Europear blocss
super-power relations were not a solution for alleviating the’ situation in

- -Europe. He reiterated that a prerequlsite for détente was the readiness of o
the USSR to accept the consequences of détente upon the relationship within
the bloc resulting. from s decrease in 1nter-bloc tension. But this requlred
essentlally 2 change of atmosphere rather than formdl declarations. He °
would not ask for repeal of the Socialist Commonwealth doctrines if there
were a reél change in the atmosphere the doctrine could simply be forgotten.

He agreed ‘that Bome c£ the non-aligned countries ﬁere.party to the
conspiracy of playing down what had happened. He personally believed that
the attacks levelled at his own country were aimed primarily at the West, to
“indicate that the USSR was so firmly opposed to any kind of private dealings
not cleared with Moscow, above all deals with West Germany, that even in '
the case of a non-aligned country resentment would be aroused. But this
did not mean that the countries of the CMEA would be prohibited from making
contacts with West European countries.” What would be intolerable was
independent ad¢tion. All the other CMEA countries had, better economic.
relations with West Germany than Czechoslovakia, and only Czechoslovakia
did not have credits. He agreed that the road to the East European countries
was via Moscow: so long as the firm control persisted,’ progress would be
impossible W1thout first gettlng clearance from Moscow., What the.Ru591ans '
allowed, would go' forward.’ i L

An Eaet European participant deprecated the tone of some’ 1ntervent10ns. '
He saw no cause for perplexity or mistrust.. Whatever the precise termlnology
used in relation to the Socialist community of nationsg, imperialism was one
of the moet reaected notions in those countries and the East European people .
in no sense considered themselves members of such a system. Several speakers
had ment1oned a great change in socialist doctrine, but in his own country
there was no talk of change. He did not consider this a matter of major -
importahce. Certainly it was going much too far to envisage the Scclallet
system developing into a federatlon or a real emplre.' .

Various queetlons had been posed about the pOSBlbllltles fcr expandlng
"tradé and tourism etc. with the Wost. There were no limits to the expansion
- of ecbnomic or cultural co-operation. One of the main aims of the new
econdmic management in his own country which made it possible to trade with
individual enterprises was.precisely in order.to promote trade relations
with all countries. Pressed as to how far the progress of economic refoim
wad dependent on. Soviet approval, the speaker said he had found nothing .
of Soviet interference in his country. The difficulty in the way of a faster
expansion of trade with other countries was a shortage of trained people,
He could not accept'the idea that what'the Russians allowed would'go forward, .

This argument was endorsed by & second East European participant. So
far as his owvn country's economic development was concerned, they took their -
own declelons.‘ Nor was it a questlon of Mbscow s permission in regard to~
their good - ccntacte ‘with West European ‘countries, especially by way of trade,
but rather of their special reepon31b11itx towards other countriés in their )
camp. He found the dlscuesion too emot1onal: we should do better to concentrate
on’ the’ future of European eecurity, in particular on thé poss1b111t1ee for .
concrete stepe in this fleld, we had been talking about ‘disengagement in .
Europe for eleven. years, one cause of the. rising tension was that We d1d
nething to.put any of. our plane into effect.
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A speaker from South-Eastern Burope maintained that the events in
Czechoslovakia were far too recent for objective analysis or judgement.
The most important thing was to seek the road towards European security and
co-operation and détente. This did not lie through a military or
ideological rapprochement; any policy of blocs or camps or strengthening
camps did harm, because it was not in the general interest of Europe as a
whole, The interest of all our countries in co-operation was very clear
and contacts had been developing steadily. There may have been some
deterioration of the political climate; on the other hand statistics
proved that despite the events in Czechoslovakia there had been no lessening
of exchanges - economic, commercial, cultural and political - between Hast
and West European countries, And only by encouraging such exchanges could
we devalop the mutual confidence and common interests and the systematie
searsh Tur areas of common agreement which could lead us to the goal of
Furcpasn security. | ’ ‘

Wzlcoming the assurances about further East-West co-operation given by

the East Buropean representatives, Dr. Birnbaum said he accepted their
incerity given the situation that the. interests of those countries were not

1. with those of the .Soviet Union. The question still remained in

nind, however, of the leeway the USSR .would be willing to acquiesce in.
He identified three main criteria:s the first, but not the most important,
was trade. He believed a fair percentage of trade would be acceptable to
the USSR. Second, the possibility for independent relations. He personally
agreed that only bloc to bloc relations were on the cards for the time
being and we should address ourselves to these., Third, the level of
revisionism in Moscow itself. There were a number of difficulties in
asgessing this factor - for example, how could the West get at the true
state of affairs in the USSR? Moreover as had already been stated, there
was no automatic link between economic reform and political change. He did
feel however, that this was the forum in which such questions should be
considered, rather than between representatives of the super powers.

One point which he would like to hear discussed further was the Soviet
motivation for sanctifying their practice with a doctrine. Was it to create
a global precedent, which would be an offensive interpretation, raising the
spectre of further Soviet intervention, or did it simply reflect the need
felt in Moscow to rationalize a performance generally considered objectionable
by the rest of the world, which would be a less aggressive interpretation?

It was further argued that the basic problem poged early in the debate
had not been resolved. We had been urged to build vested interests in peace.
This was another way of putting 'peaceful engagement'! and what another
speaker meant by avoiding purely military and ideological rapprochement and
developing common interests. But this was precisely what had led to the
trouble we were in now., Developing vested interests meant developing an.
awareness that we all had a common culture. It meant the development of
ideas considered revolutionary in the West and counter-revolutionary in the
East. It meant trade. The Czechs were not alone in discovering that in
order to trade effectively with the West a country must radically adjust
its economic mechanism, All this could be seen by certain influential
pecple in East Europe as a counter-revolutionary threat to the Socialist
Commonwealth., It was not suggested at all that if the East Buropean countries
wished to increase their trade with the West they would have to seek Moscow's
permission. The concern was rather that the Czech crisis showed that if
the process of building vested interests went on, }t as likely to be seen
in Moscow as a threat to socialism and perhaps to/s%%gtgﬁng like the invasion
of Czechoslovakia to repress it.
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Another speaker considered the interdependence between .the kind of
gystem and the latitude for trade partlculariy 1mportant in-the Czech case,
because for them the attempt to pursue détente any further.would mean.their
economy coming to an end.” To. talk about opportunltles for. increasing |
trade was meaningless if theé development of . the economy reached -the point
where a different kina of mechanism was required. and this were- forbldden '
for polltlcal reaeons.

Recalling the reference to the emotlonal tone of, the debate, another
Western representative considered it fairly. relaxed, taking place as.it-
did against the background of an invesion that was a shattering blow.to
the expectations of one nation and the hopes of ‘many. others, We. should .
irideed look to the future. Buit ths future was..conditioned by the. present.
It was important to understand why the Czech affelr had' & -deep:moral: -
impact in the West, The Western representativee present here. were mlndful
.of politic¢al realities, .In terms of puhlic opinion, however, it cut. .very:
deep and the mood was remlnlscent of 1956 or.1961. The Western concern was
not with the terminology of. the new doctrine but with its content. The
content was, first, that proletarlan 1nternat10nalism entitled a number of
countries to 1nterfere in the internal affalre of  other- countrles, of which
the only definition given was that they ought to be 'Socialist'; it was the
vagueness that caused apprehension. Secondly, -this proletarian internationaliam
established a claim to the right of intervention. One particularly heinous
aspect was that it made it possible for.the USSR to pressure some small
-allies into the perpetration of the act. We were worried because in- the
week of the proclamation of the doctrine we were getting a whole series of
explanations that there must be normalleatlon in the Eastern camp before
anything could be done in the field of inter-bloc affairs. But there was
no logic in postulating the consolidation of one bloc and in the ssme breath
condemning the efforts to consolidate the other bloc (stating that the’
primary duty of the Socialist countries wes to build up a hard core of.
power and attacking the 1mperlallsts for doing pre01ae1y this)..

Were the East Buropean representativee able to say what optiona they
thought the new doctrine left to. them and to the West?. Of course trade-
and contacts would continue and increase. But this was not détente, it
was the normal intercourse without polltlcal consequences such .28 .continued
even during the cold war. Détente meant co-operation, and this presupposed
two things: first, certain adjustments in our respective economic mechanisms.
The Yugoslavs could talk sbout co-operation because they_had made it :
possible for single firms to invest in their country. [ln reply to the-
interpolation that Poland was -co-operating .with West Germany..in. enterprlses
in Africa; it was stated that the. essential difference was the possibility
for Western capital investment in Yugoelavia;] The second prerequisite
was .the willingness on both sides to expose one's system to the other:
system and to the test of reallty and profit and functioning. Did the new
doctrine mean that the USSR would not permit for thée foréseeable future
the exposure of its eyatem to 1nfect10ue ideas from the Wést’

It was 1mpoeslble to rest any guess ‘for the future on anythlng more
than intellettual assumptions until we saw Soviet intentions in Czechoslovakia
more clearlys Reviewing the possible directions develdpments could’ take,
the -most pe351mistlc was that the Soviet . Union would take full control, :.
impose a military régime to be sure their wishes were carried’ out to:-the
letter. This could not be excluded; A second poeelblllty was that the
Russians would put so much, préssure on the present Czech leadership that it
would eithersplit up urider the strain or conform; this may well be happening -
at the moment. A third was that “the Russians would organise an old-line
opposition to the reformist leadershlp. The most optimistic assessment would
be that the Russians would declare that now they had achieved what had been
their aim since February this year, the stationing of Soviet troops on
Czech territory, whatever the Czechs did behind that military screen was
their own affair.' For a while he had thought this would happen. 3But if -
this was -the- Sov1et 1ntention, vhy formulate a doctrlne which. countervalled
this?.
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An Eest European participant said that in regard to the declslon of the
Warsaw Pact states to intervene in Czechoslovakla, they felt that this -
decision just had to be teken in pursuance of the article which stated that
the Warsaw Pact countries were on the side of a brother country in a case
where certaln essential and vital interests were concerned and -endangered.
They considered this a vital case because the cause of socmallsm was in

danger.

Coming back to Dr. Birmbaum's question about the interpretation of the
new doctrine a West European participant said the Socialist camp had always-
rested on two pillars, the doctrinal and the imperial. At the end of the
Fifties, when the conference of 82 leading Communist Parties was held and
the decision was announced by Moscow that there was to be nb primacy of
leadership exerted by any one socialist country, the Soviel leadershlp felt
able ‘t6 give up reliance on the impevial pillar so far as theo;x * a5 concerned.,
Khrushchev was a true believer, and thouwghu that the church of communism
would work on dogma alone;‘ But it becamz apparent in the Sixties that the
doctrinal pillar-was not strong enough, that differences in aim and method
were emerging, to the point where they felt obliged to shift their leadership
back on to the imperial principle as well,

A ‘'speaker from Cehtral Europe argued -against over-estimating the
importance of the new doctrine. He inclined towards the less aggressive
interpretation of it as a justification for the intervention in Czechoslovakia,
N6 doubt if it become politically important enough to, them, the Soviet Union
would do the same again, although we should not take this as axiomatic. '
The possibility would remaln open‘ the doctrine itself dld not make a great
difference,

The previous speaker agreéd that the doctrine made little difference
in practice. It was however a very 1mportant indication that the gospel
was not enough to ensure soliderity. And i the gospel did not work, the
Soviet leadership had to put greater reliance on the imperialistic element.

It was interesting that whereas Khrushchev had pult co-existence at the top
of his priority list his successors soon switched priority to support for
wars of liberation: the priority always indicated the direction in whlch the
leadershlp envisaged the rescue of parts of their emplre.

Another speaker argued that we were miseing the real problem. 'Détente
was a state of mind. The real problem was to stabilise the 31tuat10n in
Europe by healing the wound left by the war. Was it better to leave things
as they were, with the danger of the tonsion growing and perhaps coming out
in & new war a generation hence, or to try to overcome the division of Europe
and of Germany in a certain way? : This had been the aim of his own Government's
policy in recent years., Then we found that for internal reasons the USSR
could not accept this reunification and believed that the best solution was
the status quo -which was the wound. It was not a question of the West
gaining some superiority or encroaching upon the East but simply of healing
the wound; now we had made another scar., It was a matter of bvalancing the
difficulty of the change and the necessity for the change.

The German problem was part of a more general problem of h w to recreate
Burope.” By treating it in isolation our Eastern friends only increased the
German danger. The social differences did not matter; countries as far apart’
as the USSR and Spain could co-exist. The question was how could we live in
a more unified status and deal with the German problem in a Europe which
would make a whole and allow for the réunification of Germany or at least
the absorption of Germany into this European entlty. The German' problem was ~
also a reason for saylng let us move., s '

Another speaker saw the ideological division as the real obstacle to
reunifying Europe (whlch incidentally hed never been unlted) ‘The problem
was essentially one of legitimacy: in the West, legitimacy was conferred by
consensus through elections; in the East, legitimacY‘was the existence of the
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communist party 1tse1f. It had ‘beert said that communist 1deology was -
weakening., But -among the many motives for the Soviet 1ntervent10n‘1n
Czechoslovekid, the fundamental one was that Czechoslovakia was putting in -’
question the ‘absolute authority of the party. This authority hed now been
reasserted, at a cost. And there was considerable solldarlty among the
communlst oountrles on this’ p01nt. ' "

. It'was not ‘by chance, however, that Yugoslavia -was moving in the direction
of pluralism, not only dismantling economic centralisation but ‘also redicing
the supremacy of the party. In these commnist societies, if the process of
modernisation and 1ndustr1allsation ‘were successful, the point was reached.
when a certain dimunition of the role of the state and the central control"
of the party was required. Was this in prospect in the USSR? 'If so, many
forms of rapprochement would be p0551ble. If not, good relations would be
possible  only within a limited sector, i.e, trade, dlthough this too would
be 1limited by the pace of economic rev151on18m in the East. [it was Suggested
by a South-East European partlclpant that’ the problem did not arise prlmarily
from the political character of the state but from the desire to’ retaln '
political control./ -

In regard to ‘the motivation for the intervention in Czechoolovakla it was
argued that the doctrine- of the sanctity and the monolithic character of a-
partlcular communlst party ‘applied only so long as that- party followed the
: Moscow llne, otherwise all manner of means of subverting its leadership were
employed by Moscow. Subversion of the Yugoslav party had been attempted in
1968; it was being attemptci vis-3-vis the Czechoslovak party now. If the
doctrine of the sanctity of the party were decisive, there would be a-
possibility for co-existence and co-operation with a difference. But the
difference was not permitted: the Soviet interpretation of internationalism .
always in fact meant that there was one leadership and the other part1es were
part of'a monolithic world-wide_movement.

The speaker's’ concern about “the new doctrine. not only related to its
vagueness; it marked a fundamental departure by the USSR from the accepted
principles of international law which it had hitherto been careful to support
in theory even if it 4id not always observe them in practice. The USSR '
adhered to the UN and its agencies. When the Chinese Communist Party came
forward with the theory of a world-wide class struggle there was very
conelderable opposition by the USSR, which stated that this theory was ]
dangerous ‘in the nuclear era and that there must be respect for states. But
now somethlng which had governed international relatlons had been thrown
overboard, He added that he personally regretted the behaviour of the Czech
leaders who accepted thls, because it added to the complexity of the eltuatlon,
although he also appreciated ‘that any different behav1our Wculd have put
the whole eltuatlon into a dlfferent context. .

Looklng at the text. of the’ 'Pravda' article, if ‘any change of pollcy ‘
could be 1nterpreted as opening the gates for NATO forces to come to the
Soviet border'this doctring could be apﬂlred. The Czechs did not apply to
join NATO,"" But the judgement was given that their behaviour was such as to’
cause concern that this might have ! -ppened - 'neutrality' would have pushed
them intc the den of the German revanchlste. “If thle were to.be the Juetlficatlon
for 1nvasion, t was not very reassurlng for other countrles. Countrlee who
took" speclflc measures agaeinst: this could not bve ‘tlamed. ' This was not a
queetlon of emotion. He personally had not bellhved there would be an.
1nvaelon of Czechoelovakia: there would be no w1hdom in 1t, and he had sald
so in" prlnt. His worry waB that whlle ‘thi's had’ been done to etrengthen the’
Soviet position-in the world, 1t had if anythlng weakened 1t, politically at .
least, and this could conetitute a new Kind of need for représsing the’ :
opposition. “As they had taken the wrong way of represaing it, their action
could lead 6 further counter—produotive reSults, thus stlll further increasing
tension. . . .
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It was further suggested that the Soviet intervention was provoked by
Dubcek having sinned both nationally and internetionally agaihst the rule
of the heirarchical minority. Rumania, for example, had departed from
orthodoxy in the international field, but not within the country., Dubcek
however was not only.not in consensus with Moscow internationally, by )
declaring that the party must adapt itself to the base instead of the base
being shaped by the party he even deprived Moscow of the hope of saving
the situation by regaining control of the party leadership through pressure
or negotietion. . .

Asked whether he considered the visit to Czechoslovakia by Yugoslav and
Rumenian leaders a significant factor in the Soviet decision, the previous '
speaker saw no sign that these visits played a decisive role in shaping
Soviet:policy. He believed the decision would have been taken anyway, on
the ba31s of fundamentals, as had just been argued: the internal development
went too far and too fast in certain reforms of thé economic system and in
its repercussions on the polltlcal system, and combined with the disobedience
on the international level surpassed the limit of what Mbscow was prepared
to tolerate.. ‘

The_further comment was made that Moscow was well aware what the
Yugoslav position would be since Tito had visited Moscow at the end of
April. Although there had been fear of armed intervention for some time
before August, when it occurred Yugoslavia was as surprised as other countries;
the prolonged political debate and the declarations of Cierna and Bratislava
had been considered-as maklng it less likely.

Saturday, 26th October

Invited to comment on his paper in the light of the previous day's
general debate, Dr. Birnbaum suggested that discussion should centre on '
four main aspects. First, the short term: there seemed general agreement
on the need for a pause, a period of consolidation. The question was, what
could the West do during that period, and what would our Eastern friends ..
encourage us to do? Were there any positive steps we could take, or should
we just wait and do nothing? It had been suggested that the guiding factor
in the immediate future would be the course of developments in the USSR, not
only in the décision centres but in the wider context of Soviet society where
the repercussions of the Czech crisis were by no iteans finished.. We had yet
to see how the crisis would: influence the compcs1t10n of fordes in Soviet

~dociety at large and reflect on the centres of power in Moscow. Would this
be generally agreed? The second aspect was the long term. His own view,
set out in the paper, was that a viable American-West European relationship
was a gine qua non for a more permanent arrangement with the Soviet Union in
Europe. The third consideration was the transnational forces in the economic
and technological field and their significance as an independent variable,
The fourth aspect centred around the prospects for the alliances, whether
the trend towards reassertion was a wholey unfavourable devélopment.

To the suggestion to consider the short-term aspect first, it was argued
that this would be determined by people's thinking about thé long-term. For
the immediate future, however, there was nothing to bé doneé; the strong moral
condemnation-felt by the West, including Yugoslavia, would remain, and
although the point may be reached when political trends would: be resumed
this would not imply approval for the Soviet action. Economic. trends would
probably simply continue along present paths. Greatest attention would be
focussed on developments within the USSR. It was further suggested that the
prospect of a new American Administration in January and the Germen election
campaign later in 1969 were inhibiting factors on a quick unfreezing of the
situation. The determining factor however was what happened in the East, as
had been argued the previous day: there was no possibility of co-operation
except in a climate of co-operation, and it was the East that had changed
the climate,
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Another speaker maintained that looking beyond the next six months,
the Czech affair could not put a stop to attempts to overcome the confrontation
pattern. He expected the. West to resume consideration of ‘means towards . = -
lowering. the confrontation in the military field: was there any’ ‘hope of
teciprocity?. . The willingness in the West before:the. Czech crisis to do -
sﬁme thinning-out unilaterally had gone for the present &% least. In this’
connection would. not ‘the (erman offer nf renunciaticn of use of force agree-
ments be worth discussing; particularly 51nce ‘1t contained a ¢ertain element
-of recognition of the GDR? A third point ‘for consideration might be the
suggestion of an agreement on non-intervention mooted at the Geneva conference
of the non-nuclear powers 1mmediately follow1ng the Czech crisis,

Reflecting cn the possibility of the TS and USSR mov1ng ‘towards a
mcre co-operative relationship as mentioned 1n the paper, another Western
speaker suggested that the. prospects for arms’ control agreeméhts between '
thelm were well nigh frozen at the moment. Thls raigéd the question whethet -
there should.be a ‘period of 'punishment' of the Sov1et Union. Should the
Weét welcome any agreement because it would lower the arms race, or- would
we see it as a super-power agreement over. the heads of Europe° T :

Supporting this argument, a West European participant suggested that it
may not be to the advantage "of our’ friends in Eastern Europe if ‘the West -~ .
should fail to. react.  The -Soviet decis1on to invade ‘Czechoslovakia must have ;
been preceded by prolonged weigh1ng up of the advantages and disadvantages, T
including the reaction of the West.as well 'as the repercussions on the T
other members of the Warsaw Pact, If it were revealed to the Soviet leadership’
that they. could 1ntervene without 1ncurr1ng any dlsadvantages, they- would have
the best of both worlds.- Asked what he thought the'Western ‘reaction’ should
be, he replied a freege of relationships, in every sense of the word. )
Expressing hlB concern about this advocacy of a return tc an absolute
cold war posture, albeit in a passive way, an East European partic1pant
maintained:that it -was in the interest of all our states, Western as well -
as Eastern, to discover ways and means of continuing détente. Freezing
relationships would not help anybody, moreover. it’ could lead te uniforeseen
conflictss . [Western speakers insisted’ however that it was just not possible
to act as if nothlng had happened: ‘the East could not.have it both Ways;7

A South-Eastern’ ‘Buropean particlpant said it would be a mistake to treat S
the Czec¢h. affair as concluded. It wasg still happening. Therefore in the - i
short term.we hed to expect developments in Czechoslovekia. He did not think
the present situation, with which clearly both the Czech and the Soviet’ '
leaders were dissatisfied, could last too long.' We were watohing the )
unfolding.of a drama. We had seen one point of climax, the night-of August L
20-21, but this only inaugurasted a new chapter. Nobody could do more than
guess at the situation .at the end of the drama, When the situation stabilised
in Czechoslovakia, as it must, our posltion would ‘depend on the character of
this stabilisation. The latest step in the process, the stationing of Soviet’
troops, was not an encouraging sign. Asked about the opportunity for -
'audience participation' the Speaker 8aw no p0331b111ty of the onlookers
influencing the course of this drama.. ' [The point was made that in democratic.
countries the audience could not be prevented from participating to scme
extentaf. o .0 o T

A Western participant wondered if there was anything the Western world,
and the US. in particular, could do to prevent any extension of the drama.
Would an 1ndication of greater military preparedness be helpful°

A further question was posed whether, given “the general understanding
that for the time being the West must adquiesce in the status quo and refrain
from bilateral relations with the Eastern countries, there was any point
in continuing talks among the ten countries of the Harmel group. Might not
even such exchanges be interpreted by one side or the other as aimed at
undermining the cohesion of the bloc?
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A speaker ‘from South-Eastern Burope said one lesson was that we must
create a new framework for our efforts to develop a sense of Burope as a
whole., The 014 concepts had failed. One of the first consequences of .
the new situhtion had been the greater emphasis on  the mllitary factor,
reflected both in the reassertig of blocs .and in.the .growing uneasiness
of the nonZaligned countries; g was noticeable that in thé Western countries,
the importande of involving the United States.in European developments had
come to the foreagaln, confrastlng with. the tendency prev1ously to seek ways .
of acting independently bf the super: powers; ‘ '

. Speculatnng from the Bhort to the medlum term, P speaker from Western
Burope thought that tde iig¥al sondemmation Would wear off, as it did after
1956; it may wear off more rapidly on this occasion because the intervention.
was not so bloody. But the East hed done certain things. First, in

carving out a doctrine of intervention in its own camp, it justified a

mirror doctrine on the other side, thereby supporting American interventionism.
Secondly, the action of the five countries had given a new lease of life to
NATO. No-one was talking any more about- the serious possibility of France
withdrawing from the alliance altogether, or of other member countries.
breaking away. Indeed, some governments were expected to declare that they
would not take advantage of the provision of the treaty allowing them to

give notice of withdrawal for five or.ten years to come. Thirdly, there was
now a greater readiness to make whatever progress was possible with West
European intégration - there was no longer any suggestion not to move too far
because the East Europeans might not be able to catch up,

Turning to the long-term asPect, Dr. Birnbaum specifically sought :the
reaction of the East European representatives to the framework within which
he was trying to set out a conceptual East-West understanding in Europe.
These elements were, first, that a reconciliation in Europe could not be
expected without the partlclpatlon of both super powers; secondly, that the
USSR could not be expected -to give up the aim of breaking the Bonn-
Washington axis until American-West European relations were in far better
shape than today. He would assume the repair of those relations to be slso
an East Buropean interest., In the paper this was expressed as.revitalisation
of the Western alliance. This did not mean making NATO as such operate
more efficiently, although he thought NATO would have to be the point of
departure, but stressing the political rather than the military side of
NATO.  Within a revitalised Western ‘alliance ‘there could be a different
West European military posture with less emphasis on nuclear deterrence,
which he would personally.consider necessary for a reconciliation. A change
in the alliance posture would also make it possible for West Germany to
adopt the more consistent and credible political posture and a distinctly .
non-provocative military posture which he had outlined the previous day. He
stressed however thet this was feasible only as part of a'package-agqeement
involving a different all-over military balance in Central Europe with
nuclear deterrence in the hands of the supef powers. The 700 MREMs, for
example, would have to be included in the package. '

.I% was argued that in the context of deterrence the nuclear posture
was defen31ve- this was what deterrence was all about. There was a case
for a lower density of nuclear weapons in Europe; but the startir_, point
should not be that Western military mechanisms were provocative. The
speaker supported the argument for mutuality. It would be a very difficult
equation, however. ' . .

A second speaker argued that.we could;nevertheless probably'afford to
make some alteration in our organisation to meet the East European concern;
for example certain nuclear delivery vehicles (such as long-range strike
alrcraft) could be seen as more apprOpriate for an attack-type structure.
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A participant from South-Eastern Europe did not consider this a useful
approach., Weapons systems had not played a decisive part in shaping _
international relations since the way, Détente had come about without any
material change in weaponry. ~What mattered from the Soviet standpoint )
was that NATO began %o put more emphasis on its political aspects and 1ess
on its military aspects: there was a change of atmosphere, -

[

A Western speaker did not fully agree that détente had nothing to do
with weapons systemsi It developed out of a balance of U3 and Soviet
weapons systems, because the balance created a dialogue. However; with
the temporary rearrangement of things in Europe, political things had become

very important. The new status quo in the:invasion of Czechoslovakia was
relevant because it had changed the. nature and. degree of polltlcal 1nter-
change in Eastern Europe. o ce SR

Dr{ Birnbaum recalled the opinion. expressed in hlS paper that
"a durable peace on.the European continent can hardly emerge from a
relationship in which the credible threat to inflict unacceptable damage is
the main basis for the feeling of security among great natlons" Perhaps
this was as far as we could agree on thls aspect.

An East European participant came back to the suggestlon of a treaty
on the remunciation of the use of force - not just between the Federal
Republic and the socialist countries but among all Furopean countries,
including the Soviet Uhlon.‘ The present 81tuat10n was not favourable for
steps towards the limitation and cotitrol of armamentss But we needed to ,‘:"
find ways of improving the climate to make other gteps possible. This T
treaty would be very suitable as a subject for discussion now, in preparatlon-.'
for pr0posals of a more long-term nature. Such-a treaty had two aspectss
First, it was a.political and not a military measure, It affected neither
the military.nor the geographical status quo. It was a recognition of the
status quo from the political point of view, It could improve. the atmosphere
between East and West European states. by freeing them to a. great extent from
the fear of invasion by the other side, 'a fear which still persisted from
the cold war and was used by some states for their own purposeés. Secondly,
it could constitute a first step on the road to overcoming the political and
perhaps the military division of Edrope-and would be a good’ startlng point
for building European security. If future efforts could be ‘dirécted towards
combining an undertaking by the’ European states not to use force in inter-
national relatlons with a positive all-BEuropean obligaticn for the commnon
defence. o7 the peace and security of Europe and for the co—operatlon of .
states in this respect, this could be the foundation .of a system of :
political security. Asked whether this first step should take place before
West Germen .recognition of the GIR or as part of a package deal, the speaker
replled that the treaty was envisaged as the beginning of discussion: 1t
would recognlse the substance of the status guo in Europe. ,

A.Western_partlclpant saw a non-use of-force.agreementfas setting the
seal on a development that had already taken place, not as an instrument to
create an atmosphere that did not exist.. Secondly, he was wary of the theory
of first steps unless we knew in which diréction the steps were supposed to-
lead. - He was not opposed to such an agreement, but he did not see how it
would help.us forward. From the German point of view, there were two
reasnnsg for scepticism: first, Soviet adherence to such an agreement, If they’
broke pledges of non-lnterventlon and non-use of force in the context of
the Warsaw Pact to their allies, how could we be sure of their adhering to
such an agreement v1s-a—v1s West Germany? Secondly, the problem of the
enemy states clauses in the .UN Charter which the USSR had Tepeatedly pointed
to in recent diplomatiec exc¢hanges and which they. obviously interpreted as
giving them the right to interfere in Germany by force or by any other means
even after a treaty were signed. The Federal Republic would not sign a non-
use of force agreement unless this problem were dealt with. Zin a brief
exchange about the rights of the four powers as victors of the second world
war the point was made that the Western powers had the same rights vis-3a-vis
the GIR as the Soviet Union had ris-3-~vig the Federal Republic./
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A second Western participant supported the previous speaker's argument.
He also felt that a reunciation of force agreement would be of little use
unless it were explicitly applied to the Socialist Commonwealth. The new
doctrine would have to be explicitly rejected by the Soviet Union - not
because any country in the West felt threatened by the USSR but because no
country could know how far it could go in developing its relations with
East Burope without invoking & Soviet reaction.

+

Another speaker from West Germany felt that a more positive response.
was called for. Of coursé such agreementewould not change the situation;
but they might improve the climate, and this wae precisely the motivation
of the Federal Republic in proposing non-use of force agreements to the
USSR and the Eastern countries. Personally he was optimistic that the
problem of the enemy state clauses could be got round if the four major
powers could agree that action could only be taken against the Fedexral
Republic by all four jointly. The real problem was whether recognition
of the GDR should be a pre-condition., The Federal Republie's offer was
envisaged as a temporary settlement of European problems to meke a final
solution of the German problem easier; we were now being asked to agree to
a permanent solution of European problems prior to the conclusion of
agreements . that were de31gned to remove the apprehen81on3 Wthh were an .
obstacle to reaehang 8- so“utlon.; T e S

Pursulng the p01nt raised about the’ Soclallst COmmonwealth doctrlne,
the question was posed to the East European speaker whether an intervention
by members of one of the alliance systems against another member of that
alliance would: amount to*aruee of foreé’ agcording to the terms of -such
a treaty. ‘Suppose’ that in- certaln 01rdumstanees the United States, Britain
and Germany were to 1nvade Norway: would thls be a violation of the treaty?

%

With regard to the question of-the non—use of force treaty as a first
step towards a settlement of the German problem, the Bast European speaker
was asked whether his ‘proposal would make the conclusion of an agreement
conditional on German acceptance of all Eastern demands for a Central o
European settlement, as the' Russians had been doihg in their diplomatic
communications to anh- whether it was seén.as an- inetrument for attaining a
goal which we could not attain by other means; or whether it was seen as a
means .of improving the climate given that a final sélution was not yet
possible. He confirmed the third interpretation: in the present atmosphere
in Europe, such a treaty was the only way to create a better climate for
the future. A4nd during the discussions we could see what further steps
might be posgible. A[ﬁsked what the likely response would be to a communication
from the Federal Republic suggesting German-Polish talks on a non-use of
force agreement, he said that he did not favour bilatersl negotlatlons on
this question which would exclude.the Soviet Union; however, the Soviet Union
would be able to reply, because the Soviet Union could also spezk for Poland_?
He envisaged discussions among all the European states: his idea related to
the proposal for a European security conference which could lead to a treaty.
He confirmed that he envisaged the treaty including non-aligned states, as
well as the European members of the two alliances. With regard to the ‘
question of use of force between. alliances or between states within an
alliance, ete*, . - .- +this was all a matter for discussion.
The same applied to the questlon whether, if an agreement were binding on’
all signatories, this mlght not amoUnt to - regeetlon of -the: Soclallst
Commonwealth doctrine.- - ' o

A West European participant recalled-his argUmentmof_the previous day
about freezing as opposed to curing the situation. This proposal would
freeze the situation. It was up to the Europeans themselves to cure the
division of Europe and of Germany
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It was. suggested that to much official opinion in Eastern Europe,
freezing the situation was identified with curing it. The East European
speaker demurred: freezing ‘the status quo was the first step towards .
changing it - not in the sense of territories or states but in the sense of
improved trade and cultural relations, It was the prevailing bad atmosphere .
that impeded better political relations. . : . :

It was argued from the Western side that the East European view did
not necessarily stop at recognition of the status quo.. It was felt that
it would be partly a step towards curing the difficulties in the present
sithation (i.e. the inherent possibility of undesirable change, such as
Germsn reunification) to acknowledge the status quo and that this would
then leave room for manceuvre for subsequent changes which were at present
blocked, This view deserved to be treated with some respect.

It was further suggested that . in this sense a renunciation of the
use oif force agreement could be viewed as opening the door to curative
forces which would continue working; these curative foreces could well be L
the transnational forces referred to in the working paper. The East European
speaker socepted this interpretation: the agreement would not be dependént_
on the settlement of outstanding problems, and the open questions which must
be solved in order to bring stability in Europe could .then be approached
in a sense of security, o g : i T :

Welcoming this interpretation,.a West German participant regretted that
it was in contradiction to the Soviet attitude over the past eighteen '
months. ' : x B - - :

“Turning to the ‘transnational forces; Dr. Birmbaum recalled the earlier
notion that while there may be little opportunity for movement on the political

front, transnational forces operating in the economic and technological field
could indiréctly tgke care of these-unsolved problems of the division of

Europe. This was the convergence theory, the idea that similar patterns

of production and consumption in.East and West were likely to erode the

coricept of confrontation and thereby to create a different political environment
a8 well. He put the question whetlhier this theory wag not liable for re-

asgessment . -

A West Buropean- spesker said he expected the two social and economic
systems to become more similar, although he doubted whether this would.
apply to the pdélitical systems; but if the convergence theory were true,
how could we have had war in 19147 - It was difficult to think of another
period of history when a greater degree of convergence existed,

A South-Hast Buropeari participant considered comparisons with 1914
misleéading. The general attitude towards war as a legitimate instrument of
policy, and in the ‘case of nuclear war as a practicable instrument of policy,
had been transformed in the light of two .world wars. Many other things had .
changéd besides.  He would rather viewoih%.situat%%n from the standpoint
of the evolutidn-in the economic'and/fn the “8oviet ‘Ghton and East European. .
countries, Despite reservations about stalinism in this or that-country,
undeniably a serious and important change had taken place, Irrespective.of .
the unfolding drama, we would be as wrong to extrapolate the existing negative
trends into the future as we had been in the past in extrapolating positive
trends ad infinitum, - The .elements which were forcing change on those ..
societies were highly discrete and often conflieting, and the movement was
bound to be erratic. However, he did not doubt that in the.leng run. the
liberalising course in the Soviet Union, upon which the application of the
transnational forces depended, would be reinstituted. The problem was to
overcome the sense of insecurity during the intervening period. The point
about the convergence theory so far as the Fastern states were concerned was
that the transnational forces should lead ultimately to the creation of a
society in which armed conflict was as unthinkable as it was today among
members of the 3ix in Western Europe.
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A West European speaker endorsed this argument. The situation of 1914
had lessons, however: among the causes of that conflict situation was the .
impact of international developments in the field of international
capitalism and international workers! organisation on the social structure
..of the various countries concerned and on the tensions within them, We
faced a comparable situation today in that precisely the same kind of inter-
penetration of cultures, the same kind of almost automatic developments in
terms of. economic change, and change in concepts of social organisation were
in process; these were creating backlashes in certain places. There had been a
Soviet .backlash last summer. While he was optimistic over the long term,
he did ekpect more badklashes end the slituation to be temporarily made worse

on occasion., .

A second South-East European participant suggested that it was not
enough to rely on the influence of these transnational forces: it must
be combined with conscious political activity directed towards a programme
taking. into account the real aims and political realities of the world around
us. . Given that in real life there was more conflict than agreement, the
. concept of moral deterrence outlined the previous day was very important.
We. should try to institutionalise this, ‘perhaps through strengthenlng the UN,

The questlon was raised from the Western side about the extent to
which the communist party in the orthodox communist societies exerted. a.
counterforce to the transnational forces. In modern society, party
bureaucrats were parasites; their only justification lay in conducting
vigilance campaigns which depended for their credibility on the threat .
of foreign devils at the gate. This counterforce would be very powerful
so long as the Soviet and other elites did not change their concept of
what the real function of the party ought to be - as the Yugoslavs had done
and the Czechs were trying to do. .- :

It was doubted whether any reconsideration of theoretical views in. = .
Eastern Europe would precede change. The realities of life would. bring ,
about the need for change, and with it many things would follow. outside of.
the changes in the sense of more flexibility in economic relatlons which were
being introduced already. [The speaker maintained his view in an exchange
with a West Buropean participant about the influence of Libermann's theor1eq47
Of course strong forces resisting change existed within the communist parties;
there .were conflicting forces in any society; this wag why the movement was
bound to be erratic. He could not however accept the argument that the . .
implementation of new ideas and new practices in the orthodox communist-
Ssocieties was made much harder by the need to rely for their implementation
on a party apparatus that was in itself artificial and resisting change.

This argument was also contested by an East European speaker. The
transnational diffusion of culture and technology was welcomed by all the
socialist countries. It would be a great mistake to imagine that the party
machinery in these countries wase fossilised and regarded progressive measures
as a threat to its own interests. Everything new and good and. progressive
was welcome, The one thing which was detested in all the socialist countries
wag doctrinairism. There had been a period when .conservative forces were in
the ascendant and put a brake on progress, but this was all over now.

The Western participant agreed that he had over-stated his.case. But
he felt that preaching - the gospel of class warfare within a country and
between the two systems must be 1n1mlcal to convergence and the emergence of
transnational forces.l_ Co

T
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Another Western speaker considered that more attention should be
given to the likelihood of backlashes, which if one accepted the convergence -
theory could be regarded as the gtuff of internstional politics. In-regard
to the argument about liberalisation in’ the communist societies, first of all
he was not convincéd of  the necessary splll-over ‘of economic decentralisation
into the political fleld., He 'did not believe“the Soviet’ Unlon saw it in-
these terms, Obvicusly they'inténded to take- further-ateps of economic
liberalisation. But their opposltlon to the Czechoslovak economic:
liberalisation was not beéause of ‘its purely economic aspects but because it
was linked with polltlcal trends which the Russians believed could be
separated from:econdmic liberallsatlbn.' Secondly ‘he’ dlsegreed with -his.
Western colleague about thé communist psrty function:: The party played ‘a
Eolltlcal role in a techn1ca1 soclety. ‘No 3001ety could be worked without -
politics of some kind. The ten working for ‘ecoriomic reform in the Soviet *
Union were not denying the legitimacy 6f 'the party leadership in party - -
politics, they.were working for broader scientific dlscussion of the issues
involved before dEClsiOHS were taken.‘l o -

" He warned agslnst dece1v1ng ourselves'that convergence would in 1tse1f
resolve 1nternatlonal ‘probléms. We should concentrate on the problems
rather than speculate about convergence. o

This led to the féurth aspect mentioned by Dr. Birnbaum, the role of P
the sllianoes. Dr. Blrnbaum recalled the p01nt made in his paper, that™
there had been & reapprelssl of both alliances although it had teken
different forms; in the West it was more in the nature of a swing back.-

The question .was whether this tendency was an inevitable consequence and
enhances the r1g1d1ty of the confrontation in Europe, or whether some
consensus might be reached about’ the changed role of alliances: could they
be. given speclflc functions in the field of arms reduction and crisis
management in Ceniral Europe which could lead them to stress not the
rigidity but the poseiblllty for co--Operza.t:l.on'P '

A Western partlclpent suggested that the proposal for renunclation of
thé use of force agreements might be relevant heres if such a European . -
agreement ‘¢ould be guaranteed by all the members of the alliances, the
alliances would then have a ‘useful function in crisis management and 1n
collective security.

A second speaker’ put various considerations about the machinery of
. .crisis management. Crisis management by the alliances would be impossible,.
for the simple reason that unanimity except on the mildest of measures would
never be reached among fifteen allies in a difficult pollt1cal situation
that was not really war. In the Cuban crisis, for instance, if the US had
formally asked her allies to agree to the blockade of Cuba ‘certain of them
would never "have agreed. It was the Amerlcan decision which decided the:
issue. For this reason, the aim of crisis management should be to ensure
a degree qf co-ordination of views and pollCleS. It was not possible: to
build up a crisie management emergency plan, a’.scenario in which a series’
of agreed decisions would be put in motion. But by considering the whole
range of possible moves for a hypothetical crisis we should have a clearer
idea ‘of the 1mp11catlons and consequences of a partlcular measure, In a
cr181s, each nstion would make its owm declslon, but in the light of what: -~
it knew of the opinion of its allied ard ‘alao of what it knéw of the situation.
If ‘such an exercise were made 'for crisis management; ‘it might lead %o & R
better understanding of what security means. It might lead as a byproduct
to some understending of a common poilcy. A Europeen study ofcrisis manage-
ment or securlty in’ Europe might lead ‘to 'a better understandlng between the
East and West European nations, & better inderstanding of. a political line
which would be better than the sum of the national lines we had now.

Others saw the growing asymmetry in the alliances
a8 an important facior. o It
was recalled that during the 1950's, Atlantic political structuring was
at the core of all attempts to strengthen NATO, In the 1960's there was a
shift towards all-European structuring. The speaker doubted whether there
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t
would be a reverlion to the concept of an Atlantic community: anythlng we
may do now in con51der1ng whether NATQ machinery or other overrldlng forms'
of co-operation were viable was-intended to reagsure ourselves that we
stood on firm-ground with respect to possible dangerous effects in the -’
event of détente. We needed crisis management now; but the feeling that we
have to find an all-European order would persist. With regard to the
Warsaw Pact, however, revitalisation of their alliance was focussed
essentially on their internal politlcal structuring. o R ’

One speaker compared the Warsaw Pact to a. series of concentrlc rings
centred on the Soviet Union, with Poland and East. Germany forming the hard
‘- core, Hungary/ﬁlttle further out, Rumania on the edge except in the case of
a sharp conflict with the other countries, and Czechoslovakia hardly countlng
at all from the milifary point of view,

A South-East European participant argued that the asymmetry arose in
that the West European countries had succeeded in detaching themselves to a
great extent from the world role of the United States, whereas this had not
yet proved possible in the Warsaw Pact. The key consideration was whether
something similar to0 the West European/Amerioan relationship could evolve:
in the East. This was made more important by the double character of the
Soviet Union as a European and a world power having become more emphasised.
As long as the USSR played a strategic role only in terms of her nuclear
capability and had only a.tactical capability in terms of conventional weapons
this was not so evident. Now, however, having achieved parity in nuclear _
weapons &s a super power, the USSR was building up her conventional capability
for intervention in confrontation with American forces in different lopcal
theatres - particularly in the Mediterranean, for instance. This trend was
not connected with the Czech events. It was initiated some ten years ago,
when the naval construction programme and the reinforcement and development
and expansion of various tactical forces was undertaken, when they reverted
to new-look conventional forces having completed the basic foundations of
their nuclear forces, We could not draw any direct conclusions. But there
was no doubt that the world-wide role of the Soviet Union was on the increase
and that adjustments for increasing this role were being made in the Soviet
Union, Therefore only if it were possible to visualise to sSome extent
intra-European developments separately from relations between the super
powers on a global basis would it be possible to speak of any kind of
constructive role for the two alliances for co-operation in Burope. If the
very close attachment remained on the one side, the repercussions of the
ups and downs of the global:irelationship would be felt in the European theatre.

_He considered it very unlikely, therefore, that the alliances would be
able to play & role in developing co-operation. They would play a.role in
bringing about the initial stages of it, through the fact of their existence,
and even in the medium term, because a step forward would be possible only
by actions that included the alliances. .But it was going too far to expeot
a real degree of co—operatlon through alliences, any more than we could have
crisis management by committee.

Other partlclpants from Western Europe- supported this argument. The
point was. also made that Yugoslavia was now of much greater interest to the
m.alllancee- hitherto the likely areas of conflict were the Eastern Mediterranean
or Central Europe, but South—Eaatern Europe now assumed far. greater’ 1mportance.

The dlsou581on_wae then brought to a close, with the express hope that
an opportunity might be found to continue this exchange between Eastern and
Western European representatives more frequently than on an annual basis,.
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¥uture problems of "European Security”

The impasse in Easti-West relations in Burope caused by the inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia may serve as an occasion for reassessing
some of the fundamental teneis about "European security" put
forward in the course of recent years. In the given circumstances,
the ambition of anybody concerned with these issues ought to be
modegt. The purpose of the present paper is limited to formula-
ting, with the assistance of conference participants, the frame-
work within which a continued search for new avenues to a more
satisfactory European congtellation may be fruitfully pursued. It
is therefore an opeh ended eXcercice not only in terms of the
envisaged immediate results of our common endeavours, but also
with regard to the findings which may eventually be incorporated
in a larger study.orn the same subject, in which the author is
presently engaged.

What "European Security'" is all about

The two years preceeding the crisig in Czechoslovakia in the

. summer of 1968 have been characterized by a significant escala-

tion in official and academic discugsions about "Buropean securi-
ty" both in the East and the West. The intensification of these
debates was hardly due to a genuine concern about security in the
sengse of a serious fear of on impending aggression in any

European country, either among governing elite groups or the
population at large. (We disregard here the local conditiong in
Cyprus, Greece and Turkey, where a mutual fear of aggression at
times obviously prevailed.) Nevertheless, there was a great deal
of talk about "European security" during these years, mainly
because that has been the name of the game. The question then
arises what is its essence? It would seem to be the search for
new military and political arrangements, which began to appear at
least conceivable in view of the general fluidity of the European
situation, both in terms of intra-bloc relations and with regard
to the over all East-West confrontation., What many of the propo-
nents of "European security" were trying to achieve was ultimately
a constellation different from the prevailing and more in accor-



dance with their specific aspirations. These aspirations have in
some cases been overlapping, in others diametrically opposed to
each other, but the differences were often - and sometimes inten—
tionally - blurred by the fact that the programmes in question
had been put forward in the name of "European security".

In order to clarify the issues, some of the general characteristics
of four preferred constellations which are related to identifiable
aspirations of the major powers operating in.Europe are presented
below (see Appendix) in a simplified fashion. Some of the proposed
features or main concerns are.clearly incompatible, others could

be reconciled with each other. But all four constellations - the
"Soviet" admittedly less so than the others -~ were predicated on
the assumption of a continued fluidity in East-West as well as
intra-bloc relationg. With the invasion in Czechoslovakia it becanme
definitely clear how much more Moscow is concerned about containing
the erosion of its influence 1in Kastern Europe than about
exploiting the opportunities opening up in Western Burope as a
regult of the continuing disintegration of the Western Alliance

and the void in American leadership. The short term effect of
recent events will probably be a decrease in East-West contact and
cooperation and an abatement of the hopes for a peaceful trans-
formation of conditions on the Continent in accordance with the
wighes of the peoples most immediately concerned, In spite of these
temporary set-~backs in terms of East-West rapprochement the search
for new European configurations is likely.to continue in the West,
although on a lower level of expectations. In Eastern Europe, the
Soviet Union will insist on and probably be able to enforce a
periocd of "normalization". PFuture developments may very much

depend on the emerging power constellation in the Politbureau and
Central Committee of the CPSU as well as on the wider repercussions
of the Czechoslovak crisis in Soviet society, the nature of which
is not yet clearly discernable. It is hard for the present author
to envisage how the Soviet leadership should be able to contain in
the long run the dynamic forces within its own camp militating
against a rigid confrontation in Central Europe without far more

radical repressive measures amounting to the introduction of a
gemi-Stalinist regime. Alternatively, Moscow may after a period of.
consolidation, acquiesce in a cautious growth of contact and inter-
dependence between the two parts of Europe. In that gsituation the



search for rew European constellations would conceivably enter

another round.

2., Crucial relationships and major.issues in the search for new

Eagt-West constellations in Europe.

The following discussion of some basic issues confronting any-
body who attempts to envisage a tranaformation of Eagt-West
relations in Burope igs meant to be suggestive rather than ex-
haustive. Yet, to reach more definite conclusions on the pro-
gspects for a gualitatively different constellation on the 0ld
Continent, it is desirable to identify the major "ncuralgic!
points and to arrive at some consensus on the ninimum require-
ments with regord to these issues that ought to be fulfilled in
order to permit the emergence of a political environement in
which a new constellation would be conceivable. The assistance
of conference participants in this excercice would therefore be

specifically welcome.

It is generally agreed in the Zast as well as in the West - and
indeed a commonplace ~ that the shape of a future Europe will be
primarily determined by four main, highly interdependent relation-
ships; (1) US-Soviet relations, (2) US-West European relations,
(3) Soviet-East European relations and (4) relations between the
two parts of Europe (including those between the Soviet Union

and West Germany). It is far lesgs obvious wh t the nature of

these relations ought to be in order to promote a stable peace in

Europe.

Most observers will probably argue that a Soviet-US détente,
implying at least a continuation of the adversary/partner-relation-
ghip of recent years, is a necessary precondition. But is it
gufficient? In the opinion of the present author it is not, main-
ly because of the role of nuclear deterrence in the American-
West European-Soviet constellation. Nuclear deterrence by its
very nature 1s liable to impede rather than promote political
change. In the European theater nuclear déterrenoe plays a

crucial role in the military balance between the two alliances

and any basic change in this relationship presupposes (1) a mutual
willingness on the part of the superpowers to move beyond




deterrence and {(2) a change in American-Buropean relations which
would allow a different military pogture for the defence of
Western Europe. Thisis:not to imply that nuclear deterrence in
Europe can be disposed of easily, nor that some residuval
elements of 1t would.not for a long time perform an important
stabilizing function. But a durable peace on the European Conti-
nent can hardly emerge from a relationship in which the credible
threat to inflict unacceptible damage is the main basgis for the
feeling of security among great nationg., It would scem therefore
that an evolutionary political process aiming at East-West re-
conciliation in Europe will come to fruition only when the per~
ception of the self-interest of the ruling elites in Washington
and Moscow makes them inclined to cooperate in Europe beyond the
goal of deierrence or of consolidating their respective spheres

of influence.

There is no reason to believe that Soviet perceptions will
develop in the proposed direction as long as American-West
Buropean relations remain in their present unresolved state,
leaving open the possibility - however remote - of a virtual
American disengagement from Europe, not only irn terms of military
presence, but also in terms of political commitments; Soviet hopes
for the complete disintegration of the American-West European
alliance will have to be demonstratively frustrated before the
Soviet Union is likely to show any intersst to cooperate with
 the Unites States in order to find a more generally acceptable
modus vivendi in Burcpe. Nor is it realistic to expect Soviet
acquiescence - not to speak of active participation — in all
Furopean cooperative schemes as long as any inclinatiorn to do so
tends to erode Moscow’s influence in Eastern Burope to an extent
that the ruling Communist elites in Berlin, Warsaw and even in
the Soviet capital itself consider their own power position to be
jeopardized. Thus, some kind of "consolidation" in both US-West
European and Soviet-East European relations is likely to be a
necessary precondition for a less conservative Soviet attitude
towards all~European cooperation, including a willingness to
contemplate more far-reaching arrangements with the United States
relating to Europe. Whereas different forms for a "congolidated
relationship” between Western Europe and the United States have
at least been defined conceptually and discussed among responsible



politicians - without, to be sure, so far producing a consensus -
it is at present difficult to envisage a "consolidated relation-
ship" in the FEast, except in terms of hegemonial Soviet rule

over most of Eastern Europe., This 1s not a basis likely to

elicit widespread enthusiasm for all-Burcpean ventures in any
part of Burope West of the Bug-river. Is there any way out of
this blind-alley? If at all it can only be found in the context
of a bagic reorientation of both Soviet-German and German-East
European relations. For these crucial relations are not only
closely linked with each other; they are also 2 major determinant
of Soviet policy towards Eastern Europe.

Wo durable pcaceful order in Eurcpe is conceivable without a
genuine reconciliation between the Soviet Union, Germany and the
East Buropean nations., But the Soviet Union cannot be expected
to come to terms with Germany as long as

(1) Moscow can hope to derive tangible benefits from attempts
to

(a) isolate the Federal Republic in order to achieve
, groater leverage in Wesiern Eurcpe
iﬁxﬂ Lﬁvyél’ (v) manipulate the "German threat" vis & vis Eastern Burope
in order to promote the cohesion and subservience with-
/L{— in its own camp;

U"Qf} i::jii%’(z) the Soviet lcadership has reason to believe that a hostile

Soviet-Wegt-German relationship is the only reliable
barrier to Western infiltration irn Eastern Europe of a
" kind that would in the long run totally erode Moscow’s
power position along the Western periphery of the Soviet
Union.,

If this assessment is basically correct it would seem to lead to
the following conclusions
(1) A viable American-West European relationship is z sinc qua.

non for a.more permanent arrangement with the Soviet Union
in Furope. This Western combination would have to satisfy
the basic scourity reguirements of Western Europe and
specifically those of the Federal Republic by emphazising
Anerica’s willingness to undertake long term political
commitnents .rather than trying to devise new military
arrangements,



(2) The revitalisation of the Western alliance should allow
the Federal Republic to adopt & fully credible, demonstra-
tively non-provocative, politico-military posture without

?;;1& undue concern.about the rigk of Soviet black-mail, pressure
or aggression. Such a posture would tend to eliminate both
the residual credibility of Soviet claims about aggressive
designs on the part of West Germany and the distinct re-
servations prevailing in Zastern Turope against acquiescing
in any "solution' of the German guestion as long as credible
West~German reassurances at least with regard to the unsettled
border guestions and the future German military potential
are not forthcoming,

(3} One of the main goals of the revitalized Western alliance
would be the reorientation andcoordination of Western
policy towards the Soviet Union and Bastern Europe. This
should be undertaken with a view to promoting the emergence
of an enviromment in which all-European cooperation could
develop without causing undue Soviet fears about infiltra-
tion and "counterrevolution", The latter may very much
sound 1ike a prescription for the guadrature of the circle.
Yet, some kind of compromisec between these seemingly in-
compatible requirements would have to be found, if, as is
the case with the prescent author, one attributes to current
preceptions and priorities among the ruling elites in
East and West a high degree of inertia.

5. Some digcernable trends and their impact on the Euroﬁean

gituation

This last section of the paper is, even more than its previous
parts, meant as an invitation to assisgt the author in his task

of coming to grips with some of the realities and potentialities
of the present situation in Burope. What may hopefully emerge

from a discussion under this point is: (1) a2 preliminary identi-
fication of developments in the fields of politics, economics,
science and technology and other related areas which are likely.
to be of major significance for the future conditions in Europe,
specifically with regard to East-West relations. (2) Some consensus
about the rahge of conceivable repercussions attributable to these
developments. The three trends discussed briefly below which in



the author’s opinion constitute dynamic elements in the present
European situation have been chosen to illustrate the type of
igssues envisaged rather thar to prescribe a framework for the

process of identification.

Western Europe as well as the Soviet Union and some of the East
European.countries have recently witnessed significant domestic
upheaval, Without underestimating the differences 1in each of

these cases with regard to context and motivation they seem to
have had similar effects at least in so far asgs the governments

and ruling elites were thereby induced to pay more attention to
domestic igsues. If it is justified to envisage a period of
domestic precccupation in a number of c¢rucial countries in East
and West, the gquestion ariges what the impact would be on foreign
policy? Clearly,.the developments are not likely to be symmetrical
in EBast and Vest. Yet, it is arguabie that such preoccupation
tends to irhibit rather than irhance the freedom of action of
governments necessary for a basic reorientation in foreign policy
wii ch 1s probably a precondition for a processg of genuine European
reconciliation, Alternatively, the point could be made that if
doricgtic upheaval brings about 2 re-~structuring of the official
value system in a glven society — such as seemed to be under way
in Czechoslovakia earlier this year —, this moy eventually result
in a wider rather than narrower margin of choice in the field of

foreign affairs.

tion. While it is by now apparent that West Buropean integration
will not automatically "spill over" into the political field, the
congtraints and dynamism inherent in the trend make major reverses
within the more limited area of cconomic, financial and trade
policies increasingly unlikely. Thus, on purcly economic grounds
the gquestion poses itself with increasing urgency what impact the
EEC will have on Bast-West trade and on other forms of cooperation
acrogs 1ldeological boxrder iines in FBurope. This is a complex issue,
but two possible answers can at least be hinted at. On the one
hand, there is sufficient cvidence to suggest that the EEC exer-
ciseg a significant attraction on Bast Furopean governments
wishing to modernize thelr societies with the help of Western



capital and technological know-how. It can be argued, therefore,
that far from being incompatible with East-West cooperation,
Wegtern Buropean integration - at least as long as 1t is limited
to the economic field - will be conducive %o the promotion of
better relations with Eagtern Furope. One should not, on the
other hand, overlook the fundamental differences between the
eochomic systems of Fast and West, which set distinet 1imits to
the Type of cooperation with the EEC which any Zast European
country could for a foreseeable time envisage. Lacking a "market"
in the Western sensc of the word, these countries - even 1if one
disregards for the moment political inhibitions - could neither
form a sufficently coherent economic grouping, hor simply Jjoin
a common market of the Western type. It is arguable therefore
that the "attractiocn” of individual Eagt-European countries to

the EEC amounts to nothing more than a natural ineclination of

wlfyﬂvi/v’qfhese countries to come to terms with a powerful economic combi~

naticn in Western Burope whose existence and viability they can
no longer disregard; that while the EEC is justifiable on many
grounds which may rightly claim prime consideration, it is more
of a 1iability than an asset in terms of the promoticn of East-
Wegt cooperation. The conclusion would then be that if one
wighes to mitigate these consequences of West European cconomic
integration, alternative and subsidiary instruments for the pro-
motion of East-West economic cocoperation ought to be divised or
stimulated in their present funcitions.

is a very wide subject area, where distincet differences in offi~
cial pogitions have tended to inhibit an unprejudiced debate.
The tragic events in Czechoslovakia may have a sobering effect on
that debate in so far as they seem to indicate that, while the
role of military alliances in Europe is definitely changing, they
are likely to remain.basic elements in any future East-VWest con-
stellation in Furope. Is the inevitable consequence of this re-
aggertion of WI0 and NATO a continued and perhapsg even more pro-—
nourced rigidity of the confrontation irn Central Turope? Or is it
conceivable that some consensus might eventually be achieved with
regard to specific functions of each alliance — for example in
the field of crisis management or arms regulations -~ which ought
to be stimulated in order to promote at least the development of

a 1less hostile politico-military environment in Central Europe?



Four preferred constellations

Main features:

Main aspira-—
tions and
concerns:

1 (SOVIET)

Stabilization

in Central ITurope
through freezing
and legalization
of the present
status quo.

Elimination o@.
significant
weakening of U.BS.
commitment to
Western Europe.

Soviet predomi~
nance in ILastern
Europe.

Increased Soviet
leverage 1in
Western Europe, .,
especlally in the?
Federal Republic. ¢

N in Benme

ooy

2 (Us)

Stabilization of
the military en-
vironment in
Central Furope
through arms con-—
trol arrangenents
and "political
evolution®.

. Emergence of a new

viable U.S5.-West
European relation-
ship based on a
strengthened, poli-
tically unified
Vestern Europe.

Less costly, more
stable superpower
confrontation in
Europe.

1.

"Atlantic Community" 2.

3 (GAULLIST)

Strengthening of
independent
Western Burope
based on incroeé-—
sed cooperatiocn
among Western
Buropean states
and governmenls.

"Détente, Entente
and Coopération

in Europe from the
Aftlantic to the
Urals",

Containment of
Germany.

Liberation of
EBurope from super-
power predomi-
nance.

-

4 ("LUROPEAR")

Gradual emergence
of a durable sys—
tem of peaceful
order in Iurope
through déiente,
arms control agree-
ments, promotion of
mutual confidence,
and systematic
gsearch for areas of
coinciding inte-.-
rests.

Transformation of
present alliance
systems into
"Furopean system"
without jeopardizing
basic security
interests of West
and Last Buropean
gstates.

. All-European coope-

ration and some
"solution" of the
German problem.



Puture problems of “"Turopean Security"

L

The impasse in Eest-West relations in Furope caused by the inva-
gion of Czechoslovakia may serve ag an occasion for reassessing
some of the fundamental tenets about "European security" put
forward in the coursz of recent years. In the given circumstances,
the ambition of anvbody concerned with these issues ocught to be
modest. The purpcose of Gthe piresent paper is limited to formula—
ting, with the assistance of conference participants, the frame-
work within which a continued search for new avenues to a more
satisfactory BEuropean constellation may be fruitfully pursued. It
is therefore zn op=2n enced excercice not only in terms of the
envisaged immediate results of our common endeavours, but also
with regard to the findings which may. eventually be incorporated
in a larger study.on ths same subject, in which the author is

presently engaged.

What "Buropean Securiiy" is all ahout

The two years preceed’ng the crigis in Czechoslovakia in the
gsummer of 1968 have been characterized by a significant escala-
tion in official and acadexric discussions about "BEuropean securi-
ty" both in the Fast =nd fThe West. The intengification of these
debates was hardly due ©o & genuine concern about security in the
sense of a serious fear of ain impending aggressiorn in any

European country, eilther among governing elite groups or the
population at large. (We disregard here the local conditions in
Cyprus, Greece and Turkey, where a2 mutual fear of aggression at
times obviously prevailad.) Nevertheless, there was a great deal
of talk about "European security" during these years, mainly
because that has been the name of the game. The question then
ariges what is its essence? It would seem to be the search for
new military and political arrangements, which began to appear at
least conceivable in view of the general fluidity of the European
gituation, both in terms of intra-bloc rclations and with regard
to the over all East-West confrontation. What many of the propo-
nents of "Buropean gecurity" were trylng to achieve was ultimately
a constellation different from the prevailing and more in accor—



dance with their specific aspirations. These aspirations have in
gsome cases bheen overlapping, in others diametrically opposed to
each other, but the differences were often - and sometimes inten—
tionally - blurred by the fact that the programmes in guestion
had been put forward in the name of "European security.

In oprder to clarify the igsues, some of the general characteristics
of four preferred constellations which are related to identifiable
aspirations of the major powers operating in.Europe are presented
below (see Appendix) in a simplified fashion. Some of the proposed
features or main concerns are.clearly incompatible, others could
be reconciled with each other. But all four constellations - the
"Soviet" admittedly less so thab the others ~ were predicated on
the agsumption of a continued fluidity in East-West as well as
intra-bloc relations. With the invasion in Czechoslovakia it became
definitely clear how much more Moscow is concerned about containing
the erosion of its influence in HEastern Europe than about
exploiting the opportunities operning up in Western Europe as a
result of the continuing disintegration of the Western Alliance
and the void in American leadership. The short term effect of
recent events will probably be a decrease in East-West contact and
cooperation and an abatement of the hopes for a peaceful trans-
formation of conditions on the Continent in accordance with the
wishes of the peoples most immediately concerned. In spite of these
temporary set-backs in terms of East-West rapprochement the search
for new European configurations is likely to continue in the West,
although on a lower level of expectations. In Eastern Europe, the
Soviet Union will ingist on and probably be able to enforce a
period of "mormalization". Future developments may very much
depend on the emerging power constellation in the Politbureau and
Central Committee of the CPSU as well as on the wider repercussions
of the Czechoslovak crisis in Soviet society, the nature of which
is not yet clearly discernable., It is hard for the present author
to envisage how the Soviet leadership should be able to contain in
the long run the dynamic forces within its own camp militating
against a rigid confrontation in Central Europe without far more
radical repressive measures amounting to the introduction of a
semi-Stalinist regime. Alternatively, Moscow may after a period of.
~consolidation, acquiesce in a cautious growth of contact and inter-
dependence between the two parts of Burope. In that situation the




search for new European constellations would conceivably enter

another round.

2. Crucial relationships and major. issues in the search for new

East-West congtellations in FEurope.

The following discussion of some basic issues confronting any-
body who attempts to envisage 2 transformation of Bast-West
relations in Europe is meant to be suggestive rather than ex—
haustive. Yet, to reach more definite conclusions on the pro-
spects for a qualitatively different constellation on the 014
Continent, it is desirable to identify the major "ncuralgic"
points and to arrive at some consgsensus on the rinimum require-
ments with regord tc these lssues that ought to be fulfilled in
order to permit the emergence of a political environement in
which a new constellation would be conceivable. The agsistance
~of conference participants in this excercice would therefore be
gpecifically welcome.

It is generally agreed in the BEast as well as in the West - and
indeed a commonplace -~ that the shape of a future Burope will be
primarily determined by four main, highly interdependent relation-
ships; (1)} US-Soviet relations, (2) US-West Buropean relations,
(3) Soviet-East European relations and (4) relations between the
two parts of Europe (including those between the Soviet Union

and West Germany). It is far less obvious wh t the nature of

these relations ought to he in order to promote a stable peace in

Europe.

Most observers will probably argue that a Soviet-US détente,
implying at least a continuation of the adversary/partner-relation-
ship of recent years, is a necessary precondition. But is it
sufficient? In the opinion of the present author it is not, main-
ly because of the role of nuclear deterrence in the American-

West European-Soviet constellation. HJuclear deterrence by its
very nature is liable to impede rather than promote political
change. In the European theater nuclear deterrence plays a
crucial role in the military balance between the two alliances

and any basic change in this relationship presupposes (1) a mutual
willingnese on the part of the superpowers to move beyond



deterrence and (2) a change in American-European relations which
would allow a different military posture for the defence of
Western Europe. Thisis-not to imply that nuclear deterrence in
Europe can be disposed of easily, nor that some residual
elements of it would.not for a long time perform an important
stabilizing function. But a durable peace on the European Conti-
nent can hardly emerge from & relationship in which the credible
threat to inflict unacceptible damage is the main basis for the
feeling of security among great nations. It would seem therefore
that an evolutionary political process aiming at East-West re~
conciliation in Europe will ccme to fruition only when the per-—
ception of the self-interest of the ruling elites in Washington
and Moscow makes them inclined to cooperate in Europe beyond the
goal of deterrence or of consolidating their respective spheres

of influence.

There is no reason to believe that Soviet perceptions will
develop in the proposed direction as long as American-West
Furcpean relations remein in their present unresgolved state,
leaving open the possibility - however remote -~ of a virtual
American disengagement from Europe, not only in terms of military
presence, but also in terms of political commitments; Soviet hopes
for the complete disintegration of the American-West European
alliance will have to be demonstratively frusirated before the
Soviet Union is likely to show any intersst to cooperate with

the Unites States in order to find a more gencrally acccptable
modus vivendl in BEurope. Nor is it realistic to expect Soviet
acquiescence ~ not to speak of active participation - in all
European cooperative schemes as long as any inclination to do so
tends to erode Moscow’s influence in Eastern Europe to an extent
that the ruling Communist elites in Berlin, Warsaw and even in
the Soviet capital itself consider their own power position to be
jeopardized. Thus, some kind of "consolidation" in both US-West
European and Soviet-East European relations is likely to be a
necessary precondition for a less conservative Soviet attitude
towards all-European cooperation, including a willingness to
contemplate more far-reaching arrangements with the United States
relating to Furope. Whereas different forms for a "consolidated
relationship™ between Western Europe and the United States have
at least been defined conceptually and discussed among responsible
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politicians -~ without, to be sure, so far producing a consensus -
it is at present difficult to envisage a "consolidated relation-
gship" in the Bast, except in terms of hegemonial Soviet rule

over most of Eastern Burope. This is not a basis 1ikely'to

elicit widespread enthusiasm for all-Eurcpean ventures in any
part of Burope West of the Bug-river. Is there any way out of
this blind-alley? If at all it can only be found in the context
of & basic reorientation of both Soviet~German and German-East
European relations. For these crucial relations are not only
closely linked with each other; they are also a major determinant
of Soviet policy towards Bastern Europe.

No durable pcaceful order in Europe is conceivable without a
genuine reconciliation between the Soviet Union, Germany and the
East Buropean nations. But the Soviet Union cannot be expected
to come to terms with Germany as long as

(1) Moscow can hope to derive tangible benefits from attempts
to

(a) isolate the Federal Republic in order to achieve
greater leverage in Western Europe

(b) manipulate the "German threat" vis 3 vis Eastern Europe
in order to promote the cohesion and subservience with-
in its own camp;

(2) the Soviet leadership has reason to believe that a hostile
soviet-est~German relationship is the only reliable
barrier to Western infiltration in Eastern Europe of a
kind that would irn the long run totally erode Moscow’s
power . position along the Western periphery of the Soviet

Union.

If this assessment is basically correct it would seem to lead to
the following conclusions
(1) A viable American-West European relationship is a sine qua.

non for a.more permanent arrangement with the Soviet Union
in Europe. This Western combination would have to satisfy
the basic sccurity requirements of Western Europe and
specifically those of the Federal Republic by emphazising
Anmerica’s willingness to undertake long term political
commitnents .rather than trying to devise new military

arrangements.



(2) The revitalisation of the Western alliance should allow
the Federal Republic to adopt & fully credible, demonstra~
tively non-provocative, politico~military posture without
undue concern.about the risk of Soviet black-mail, pressure
or aggression. Such a posture would tend to eliminate both
the residual credibility of Soviet claims about aggressive
designs on the part of West Germany and the distinct re-
gervations prevailing in Eastern Europe againgt acgqguiescing
in any "solution" of the German question as long as credible
West~German reassurances at least with regard to the unsettled
border questions and the future German military potential
are not forthcoming.

(3) One of the main goals of the revitalized Western alliance
would be the reorientation andcoordination of Western
policy towards the Soviet Union and Eastern Burope. This
should be undertaken with a view to promoting the ecmergence
of an environment in which all-~European cooperation could
develop without causing undue Soviet fears about infiltra-
tion and "counterrevolution", The latter may very much
sound like a prescription for the gquadrature of the circle.
Yet, some kind of compromisc between thege seemingly in-
compatible requirements would have to be found, if, as is
the case with the present author, onre attributes to current
preceptions and priorities amohg the ruling elites in
Bast and West a high degree of inertia.

3. dome digcernable trends and their impact on the European

gituation

This last section of the paper is, even more than its previous
parts, meant as an invitation to assist the author in hig tagk

of coming to grips with some of the realities and potentislities
of the present situation in Europe. What may hopefully emerge

- from a discussion under this point is: (1) a preliminary identi-
fication of developments in the fields of politics, economics,
science and technology and other related areas which are likely.
to be of major significance for the future conditions in Europe,
gpecifically with regard to East-West relations. (2) Some consensus
about the range of conceivable repercussions attributable to these
developments. The threc trends discussed briefly below which in



the author’s opinion constitute dynamic elemeats in the present
Furopean situation have been chosen to illustrate the type of
issues envisaged rather than to prescribe a framework for the

process of identification,

1. Domestic upheaval and foreign policy. The United States and
Westera Furope as well as the Soviet Union and some of the East
European.countries have recently witressed significant domestic
upheaval., Without underestimating fthe differences in each of

these cases with regard to context and motivation they seem to
have had gimilar effects at least 1in so far as the governments

ond ruling elites were therceby induced to pay more attention to
domestic dssues, If 1l is justified to envisage a period of
domeatic preoccupaticon in a aumber of crucial countries in East
and West, the quegition ariges what the impact would be on foreign
policy? Clearly, the developments are not likely to be symmetrical

1

in East and Ves Yet, 1t is arguable that such preoccupaticn

LTends to inhib rather than inhance the freedom of action of

-

governments nec pagic reorientation in foreign policy

T,
g

esgary for a
wiil ch is prebably a precondition for a process of genuine European
reconciliation. Alternatively, the point could be made that if
denestic upheaval bringe about a re-structuring of the official
valus £ystem in & given society - such as seemed to be under way
in Cgechoslovalkia earlier this year —, this may eventually result
in o wider wether than narrower margin of cholce in the field of

foreign alffairs,

tion. While it is by now apparent that West Buropean integration
will not automatically "spill over" into the political field, the
constraints and dynamism inherent in the ftrend make major reverses
within the more limited area of cconomlic, financial and trade
relicies increasingly unlikely. Thus, on purcly economic grounds
the question poges 1tsgelf with increasing urgency what impact the
EEC will have on Dast-West trade and on cther forms of cooperation
acress ideological border lines in Europe. Thig is. 2 complex issue,
but twe posgible answers can at least be hinted at. On the cne
hand, there ig sufficient ovidence to suggest that the EEC exer-
cises & gignificant attraction on mast Buropean governments
wighing  to modernize thelr sociefies with the help of Western



capital and technological kaow=how. It can be argued, therefore,
that far from being incompatible with Bast-West cooperation,
Wegtern European integration - at least as long as it 1s limited
to the economic field - will be conducive to the promotion of
better relations with Bastern Burope. One should not, on the
other hand, overlook the fundamental differences between the
cocnomic systems of East and West, which set distinet limits to
the type of cooperation with the EEC which any East European
country could for a foreseeable time envigage. Lacklng a "market"
in the Wegtern gense of the word, these countries - even 1if cnhe
disregards for the moment political inhikitions -~ could neither
form a sufficently coherent economic grouping, nor simply Join

2. common market of the Western type. It is arguable therefore
that The Yattraction" ~f individual East-European countries to
the BEEC amounts to nothing more than a natural inclination of
thege countries to come To terms with a powerful economic combi-
nation in Western Liurope whose existence and viability they can
no longer disrcgard; that while the EEC is justifiable on many
grounds which may rightly claim prime ccongideration, it is more
of a lisbility than an asset in terms of the promotion of East-—
West cooperation. The conclusion weould then be that if one
wishes to mitigate thesc conseguences of West BEuropean economic
integration, alternative and subgidiary instruments for the oro-
motion of Bast-West economic cooperation ought to be divised or
stimudlated in thelr present functions.

is a very wide subject area, where diestinct differences in offi-
cial positions have tended to inhibit an unprejudiced debate,
The tragic events in Czechoslovaxia may have & sobering effect on
that debate in so far as they scem to indicate that, while the
role of miiitary alliances in Europe is definitely changing, they
are likely to remain bagic elemenis in any future East-West con-
stellation in Buropne. Is the inevitable conseguence of this re-
agscertion of W0 and NATC a continued and perhaps even more pro-—
nounced rigildity of the confrontaticn in Central Europe? Or is it
conceivable that some conseéensusg might eventually be achieved with
regard to specific funcitions of each alliance — for example in
the field of crisis management or arms regulations - which ought
to be stimulated in order to promote at least the development of

a less hosiile politico-military environment in Central Europe?



Four preferred constellations

Main Teatures:

Main aspira-
tions and
concerns:

1‘

1 (3OVIET)

Stabililzation

in Central Europe
through freezing
and legalization
of the present
status aquo.

Elimination off v
significant
weakening of U.S.
commitment to
Western Furope.

Soviet predomi-
nance in Eastern
Europe.

Increased Soviet
leverage in
Western Europe,

especially in the

Federal Republic.

2 (US)

Stabilization of
the military en-
vironment in
Central Europe
through arms con-
trol arrangements
and. "political
evolution®.

Emergence of & new
viable U.5.~-West
European relation-—
ship based on a =
gtrengthened, poli-
tically unified
Western Europe.

. Less costly, more

stable superpower
confrontation in
Europe.

"Atlantic Community" 2.

% (GAULLIST)

Strengthening of

.'independent

Western Europe
based on increa-—
sed coopsration
among Western
Biuropean states
and governments.

"Détente, Entente
and Coopération

in Europe from the
Atlantic to the
Urals".

Contalinment of
Germany.

Liberation of
Europe from super-—
power predomi-
nance.

4 ("EUROPEAN™)

Gradual emergence

© of a dursble Sys-—

tem of peaceful
order in Xurope
through détente,
armg control agree—
ments, promotion of
mutual confidence,

" and systematic

search for areas of
coinclding inte—~ -
rests.

Transformation of
present alliance
systems into
"Buropean system"
without jeopardizing
basic security
interests of West
and BEast European
states.

2. All-FEuropean coope-

ration and some
"solution™ of the
German problem.



