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MILITARY ASPECTS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY

The issue of disarmament and arms control measures
has been present in the discussion on European security since
its beginning in the mid-fifties, This is quite natural,
especially nowadays, for priwmarily three reasons: firstly, the
existence of a very high level of concentration of military
power along the dividing line of the two blocs reached during
the Cold War period; secondly, the fact that militery alli-
ances have become a bhasic security structure as well as
integral part of the system of international relations in
Europe; and thirdly, the achieved progress of détente by its
virtue roises the question of ocompatibility of the existing
amount of military power with the improved political sifua-
tion in this region, coupled at the same time with some
concerns about potenticl risks that the changes in the present
level of forces and their structure might entail for the sta-
bility so for established.

During the period of gradual improvement of interna-
tional relations in Europe the issue of military restrictions
has passed through different stages in which both its form -
and contents have varied, its context changed and the emphao-
9is shifted from one of its aspects to another, Even. more
important is the evolution this issue hag undergone from the
point of view of its role oand place in European politics,
Prom its initinl role as o subject of diplomatic tactics and
propaganda moves it has become the matter of serious interna-
tional initictives with o perspective of piecemeal achieving
some concrete results, This is primarily true for the present
phose of Turopean relations, i.e, the early 1970-s, At this
staoge the issue of military security meosures has been, in
operational terms, broken down into three main categories:
(1) the limitation of strategic weaopons (SALT), which falls
within the exclusive competence of the two superpowers, but
has a certain impact on European security as well -~ in the
first round of negotiations the impact was essentially an
indirect one, and in the second round it will obviously be
more direct in character; (2) the reduction of forces — main-
ly conventional - (MBFR), which has a direct bearing on all-
~-European security but it is supposed to be dealt with by the
two blocs or, probably, by a narrower circle of countries -



the two superpowers and some of their central European al-
lies; (3) other arms control or collateral disarmoment meas-—
ures, designed to be negotiated within an all-European frome-
work (Conference on European Security and Cooperation). This
obviously shows 2 hierarchical stratificotion of Europeon
gstates os to their role in dealing with security moatters; in-
deed, there is o certain logic in this division of labor but
it also has some significant political implications.

In this paper the discussion of militory security
measures will be confined to only those which fall within
the second and third above mentioned categories. Nevertheless,
it is important to beor in mind the whole of the security
complex,

I. The Role and Ploce of Military Measures in the Process
of Promoting Security and Cooperation in Europe

1. In order to make o valid assessment of the actual
role and significance of militory security measures for intro-~
European relations it is necessary above all to take an ade-
quate approach, This is 2o commonplace, of course, but it
should be mentioned here because mony discussions of the
subject fall short of such an approach, Briefly, it meons
that this issue cannot be properly studied in isolation from
other relevant or interrelated issues, nor by using e static
anelytical wodel., In other words, regional military security
meesures in Europe must be considered in their broader con-
text in terms of both the field and level of international
relations, As to the field this implies first of ell politi-
cal and then economic components of European development,

With regard to the level, in studying security situation of
the region one has also to take into consideration hoth glob-
ol, sub-regional (intra-bloc) and national plane; in addition,
some contiguous dreas (like the Mediterronean) ought to be
taken into account as well.

The necessity of taking o dynamic -~ instead of stat-
ic - approach 1s another point to be stressed here, since
very often the evaluation of possible changes in the military
security field is done by putting them within the existing
international context projected into the future. The dynaomic
approach taokes a given state of affairs as o mowment in a pro-
cess and therefore looks at it from the point of view of both
the preceding developments which resulted into it and the



overall forthcoming changes which cre expected to occur on
the basis of emerging trends.

There has been oan obvious neglect so far of such
an approach to security measures in Europe,

2, Another point to be mnde here relates to the
concept of security in our days, It is rother ilmportant to
realize the fact that in approaching the problem of security
in the contemporory world we still.operate too much with
some concepts that are lagging behind the actual state of
affairs. On the one hand, there is a tendency of overstress—--
ing and treating onesidedly nationol efforts, militory
strength, and the role of the military factor in safeguard-
ing security interests:; on the other, international security
measures on the international plane tend to be primarily
seen either in terms of the existing allicnces or as a col-
lective security system of a traditional type.

In fact, the things have changed more than has our
way of thinking about them. Nawmely, notional security efforts
are, no doubt, still of basic significance, but joint inter-
national efforts on regional and globol scale are olso becon-
. ing more ond more o necessary, complementary component of
national security. Increasing military strength 1s no longer
the only way of improving national security position, and in
some cases it has become even meaningless; arms control and
disarmement measures appear to be also & useful means of
achieving this aim., Military factor does not play as dominant
role in the field of security as it used to do, while the
role of political factor is growing in importance, In spite
of the fact that military alliances are probably going to stoy
with us for some time now, their significance 28 security in-—
struments is grodunlly diminishing. And if they are to be
replaced with gsomething else it is not likely that it is
going to be o classic type collective security system, i.e.
an institutionally unified, integral set of security measures
with the central role given to collective sanctions and mil-
itoary measures; it is more reclistic to see this system (at
lecst in the foreseeable future) in a less unified form, as
a network of a serieg of interreloted arrangements on various
planes, which would be realised in o more functional +than
ingtitutional way, more de facto than de jure.




3. Military security measures cannot be properly dis-
cussed without being put into the context of the security
system as a whole within which they are supposed to be im-
plemented. In this respect, however, there are several pre-
liminary questions to be answered: What is actually the.
system that these measures shold be geared to — the exist-
ing or a new one? What kind of & new system we are aiming
at? Could the existing system be neglected if the new one
is going only gradually to develop? What are the basic char-
acteristics of both of thew?

Let us start with the last question ond try to on-
swer it in o brief, sketchy way.

The present security system in BEurope emerged during
the cold war confrontation and constitutes an integral part
of the globol system based on strategic-nuclear balance {the
so called bolance of terror). Its basic organisational struc-
ture consists of two military alliances which correspond to
the bi-polar international relations constellation, with the
key positions of the two nuclear superpowers.

So far this system has functioned with relative
success: there has been no war in Europe and the process of
détente scored some significant results. However, it has
indubitable shortcomings which moke it unsatisfactory, not
only 'in the long run, but already at the present moment.

Firet of 2ll, the very fact that this system is
founded on the risk of self-onnihilation is negative by
itself. : ‘

Secondly, on this basis it, in o given sense, fully
guarantees the security only to the superpowers, Not even
their allies are guaranteed the some degree of security,
since whether they are to be given protection when threot-
ened depends on how the superpower in question assesses its
own interests of security at the given moment; they are cven

more vulnerable to the use of force, no matter on what grounds,

within the alliaonce itself. The crux of the problem of un-
equal protection for the other countries and incomplete safe-—
guording of peace in this system of security (not only on the
European but on a global scale as well) lies in the fact that,
as one of the basic prerequisites for its functioning, local
conflicts and wars must be possible within it in the sensec
that they must not be prevented ot the risk of a major, par~
ticulorly world war, but must only be dealt with by a mech-



anism of crisis managémen?t or arms control. In other words,
the safeguarding of world peace is achieved at the sacrifice
of the independence and vital nationcl interests of smoller
nations. In this gystem this is of course the sole alter-
native, but for this very reasgson the system 28 such is
unacceptable - primarily for those who are its potential
victims,

It should be ndded here that in such 2 system smal-
ler countries especially those outeide the blocs, find thot
their sole option is o complete mobilization of their na-
tional resources for defence in the casec of aggression and
continuous struggle {both conventional and guerrilla) so
long 28 the oggressor is present within their national ter~
ritory. The greater the capabilities ond preparedness of o
country in this respect, the less the likelihood that it
will be o victim of an aggressor. One version of such an ap-
proach is the Yugoslav concept of general people’s defence,

Thirdly, this system, by its virtue, engenders in-
equality in international relations. Fourthly, being based
on nuclear-strategic balance in combination with large con-
ventional forces, it absorbs enormous material and human
resources, And finglly, this system strengthens a great deal
the role of the military factor in internotional relations,
-what mist haove distorting effects on them.

It followa from what has been said above that chang-
ing the present security system in Europe is a necessity. And
the change essentially means o system which does not rest on
bloc-type allionces as its mein structural pillars but hos,
instead of bilateral (bipolar), a multilateral pattern; which
fully a~nd équally guarantees security to a2ll countries and
encbles them to participate in it on equal footing; and which
puts an emphasis on the political (instend of mulitary) com-
ponent of security. This further implies that it is not the
question of improving or adapting the present security system
but of transforming it into o substantially new one; the
transformation is bound to be a long term process and very
complexX one; this process constitutes an integral part of the
overall process of tronsformation of the existing system of
international relotions,

These consgiderations inevitably lead to the conclu-
gion that militory restrictions or arms control measures,
especically at this stage, are bound to be bivalent in the




sense of the need to be geared both to the existing and to
the new i,e, future security system. They must he applicable
now, but in the same time suitable for developing the new
security system, And more than that, they are expected not
only to follow positive developments in the international
political and security system but to promote it as well.

4, This brings us to the question of interrelationw
ghips between political relations and security, as well as

between gecurity end military restrictions, Because of a very
high level of their interdependence the question of priori-
ties appear to be 2 vicious circle. In fact it is not. In
gpite of the fact that these closely interrelated processes
cannot be anclised separately, this is not a "chicken-and-egg!
question (i.e. which comes first?). One can actuzally realize
a certain order of priorities (in terms of roles, primarilly)
cnd it is the following: promotion of political relationships;
increase of security; military restrictions (arms control,
force reductions, disarmament).

The moain point to be stressed here is that in this
political-military complex the center of gravity lies in the
political sphere. This has four important connotations. First,
genuine intermational security cannot be achieved without o
substantinl change of the present system of international rela-
tions, Second, progress in the sphere of political relotions
enables positive steps in the military security field and
even needs to be accompanied by them in a corresponding way.
Third, measures of arms control and force reductions are not
only a function of political relations but, in a specific
way, their promoting factor 28 well, Finally, .as o conse-
guence of the preceding, it is clear that in international
arrongeuwents political and security issues cannot be divorced
neither is this possible in the case of the security system
ond the above-mentioned military meosures. .

The lost remork does not pertain to technical or
procedural matters, of course., It is the gquestion of the
decision making power in its broader sense, which in proctical
terms finds its expression in the dilemmn of whether or not
to adopt o differential approach as to the rights of the
states concerned to denl with particular security issues.

5. If the role and place of the wilitary weasures in
the field of international political and security relations
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stand os it has been suggested above, the next question to
be raised is whether or not in the present state of affairs
the conditions are ripe to stort grodually introducing these
measures, An offirmotive answer can be given for the follow-
ing reasons:

Progress in the development of political relations
in Europe haos reached a very high level as compared with
their lowest level in the cold war time, In the militory
security'field, however, there has been actually no corre-
sponding chonge (level of forces, arms control); moreover,
instead of following the process of détente, developments in
this field have continued to move in the opposite direction
for quite some time., The discrepancy between the political
and military field does not seem to be tolerable nny longer,
egpecinlly if the present trend in the former field is To
continue,

The interest to do something and the will to act in
this field hove clreoady been monifested by practically 2ll
countries concerned, Despite the fact that in this respect
they differ very much (motives, objectives, aopprooches, em-
phases), the important thing is this genercl orientation.

Finelly, the very fact thot sowme initial steps clong
this line have olready been taken (MBFR negotiotions ore
gscheduled) is very much indicotive for the stote of condi-
tions for an international oction in the field of military
gsecurity.

So, the reol question ig not whether or not, but
how, And this "how" relates to all aspects of the process, In
close connection with this one there is cnother, no less com-
plex, duestion of all possible implications of the changes to
be introduced in the military field (immedicte effects being
of particular concern).

6, As for os the possible positive effects of the
military security meosures ore concerned they can be seen in

vorious spheres,

Pirst of nll in the militory sphere itself it is in
the logic of the motter to consider thot an essentially lower
level of forces, olong with valid arms control measures, moke
the security in the given oren more stable and vioble.

On the political plane potentinl positive effects of
these measures ore to be seen in moking this matter on object



of political cooperation; in narrowing the room or making the
conditions more difficult for the policy with reliance on
force; and in diminishing the role of the military factor in
international relations.

Psychological effects are of indubitable importance
from the confidence building point of view. An indirect ‘
politico-psychological positive result would also be in reduc-
ing the possibilities for the governments to exploit their
opponents’ military measures for propaganda purposes (as an
excuse for either stepping up the pressure at home or increas—
ing tensions abroad),

Economically, a rather substantial reduction of
forces, for instance, would, no doubt, ease the present bur-
den of defence expenditures,

The points that have been made so far should not be
interpreted as suggesting a simplified optimistic view in
favour of military security measures in Europe. Recognition
of the facts that the process of introducing these measures
is bound to take place and that potential benefits for inter-
netional relations and security are inherent to it by no
means imply that this process is going to be an easy, smooth
or fast one, without ambiguities and risks, undesired side-
—-effects and difficulties. On the contrary, it is rather
clear that it will be a very complex and slow development,
with some unforseeable problems to cope with.

IT. Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR)

1. Suggestions for the reduction of military forces
in Europe oppeared as early as in the mid-1950s, but it is
only in the 1970s that this issue became a subject of genu-
ine international concern. Even in the late sixties when it
was launched under the present title of MBFR at the Reykjavik
meeting of the NATO council (June 1968), this issue in fact
8till was in the realm of diplomatic tactics (to avoid unilat-
eral reductions of American forces in Western Europe and to
counter the Soviet initiative for a conference on European
security by a concrete security proposal), and was trected in
the same woy by the other side - the Warsaw Treaty countries
(to counter the Western initiactive for MBFR by cccepting it
in order not to give them an excuse for rejecting the ini-
tiative for the Conference)., The situation begen to change




early in 1971 and the final step to include MBFR into the
Fast-West agenda was made at the Soviet-American summit meet-
ing in Moscow last May.

Therefore the question whether MBFR is a likely
subject for East-West negotiations has already been answered
in practice, The questions that still remain to be answered,
however, are neither few nor less important: What is the
rational of MBFR i.e., its role and function in the process of
promoting political relations and security in Europe? What
are the real motives and objectives of the countries con-
cerned? What might be the contents and structure of these
measures? How to procede (approaches, ways and means)? What
forum is going to deal with MBFR and how to secure the rights
and interests of all European countries?

2. There is a variety of views expressed about the
role and function of MBFR. They range from those which es--
sentially deny usefulness and appropriatness of these meas-—
ures (at the present moment, at lecst) to those which point
out only their potential positive effects. As the time goes
on the emphesis in gradually. shifting towards positive as-
pects of force reductions, without diminishing cautiousness
or cwareness of some uncertainties in approaching this issue,

A rother widespread view about this point, o8 ex-
pressed, for instance, by Robert Hunter, is that MBFR nego-
tiations must be seen "primarily as o political process
whose essential objective is to shore up what military stobi-
1ity clready exists, at lower cost, while minimizing diffi-
culties that arise in the process."l) From the point of view
of the authors of a French article published in "Politique
Etrangdre" (1970) the aim of MBFR would be to stabilize the
pregent situation, establish o new military balance at a lower
cost and preclude in the future any unilatercl increase of
forces, In addition to it they stress that it is not militory
but polit%cal and psychological effects of MBFR -that are es-
sential.2 Y., Kostko regords the reduction of forces as one
of the means of achieving military reloxation in Europe,
while stressing in the same time a close inter-linkage of

1 Robert Hunter, "Mutual and Balenced Force Reductions: The
Next Step in Détente?" in International Conciliotion, Wo.
587, March 1972, p. 50.

2 2 réduction éguilibrée des forces et 1 cménogement de 1o
gecurité en Europe daons le contexte politique actuel",
Politique Etrangdre, No. 5, 1970, pp. 499-516.
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security and disarmcment questions, In the view of Korl
Tornstensen the reduction of forces in Europe is supposed to
lessen the tension, reduce the possibilities of local wors
ond their escolation, ecge the East-West negotiations and
enable new initiatives,2/ In the officizl communiqué of
Tito-Brezhnev talks in Moscow, June 11, 1972, there was ex-
pressed the view that "the reduction of forces and discrmo-
ment, as well as other mecsures in this field would consti-
tute on essential component in the process of contructing
Furcopean security".

Referring to what has been said earlier in this
paper concerning the role of the militory security meosures
in genernl, it should be pointed out here that the reduction
of forces, along with other arms control measures, is supposed
to produce positive effects in the fields of political rela-
tions, security and economic development. Whether it will be
80 and to what extent depends very much on the ways the re-
ductions will be negotiated and carried out. This, however,
is conditioned by the basic trend in the development of po-
litical relations in Europe, os well as on the global plone.

In discussing the issue of force reductions in
Europe, Christoph Bertram has rightly zcdopted the so-colled
political linkoge gpgrgagh.3 There should, however, be more

the meaning of the political linkoge opproach ought to be
more elaborated and broadened, Namely, the crucial point is
that the political linkage approoch "regards military forces
as o function of political security in the relationship be-
tween East ond West" and that "reductions must, therefore,

be linked to the political process of détente", i.e. "de-
pendent on the political progress of East-West relotions'.

In addition to this, however, it should be recognized that
the elements of "the military balonce approach" are also
going to be involved in the process of reductions, on the one

——— o ——

1 Y. Kostko, "Ravnovesie gtraha ili obespelenie podlinnoj
bezoposnosti", Wirovajo ekonomika i meZduncrodnye otno—
Senija, 6/1972, pp. 87-89.

2 Karl Tornstensen, "MBFR" (Mutucl Belanced Force Reductions),
Internasjonal politikk, 0slo, No., 2-3, 1971.

3 Christoph Bertram, "Mutucl Force Reductions in Europe: The
Politicol Aspects", Adelphi Papers, No. 84, Januwary 1972,
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hand, and on the other, that the reductions of forces as o
function of the political process in Europe, are bound to
have o feedback effect on this process as well, In other
words, without being directly used asg an instrument for po-
liticel chaonge, the force rcecductions are supposed to serve
the purpose of promoting political relations in Europe,
including a substantizl change of its present system,

The fact that the process of force reductions is
rather complicated and permeated with some potential unde-
sirable effects does not warrant a denial of its essentially
positive role. The resistonce to it could not be justified
either on military-strategic or political grounds. There is
no magic figure in the present level ond structure of forces
in Europe, which in fact hog been reached in o very progmotic
way. On the other hand, this level of forces is by no meons
in harmony with the present state of political affairs in
Europe ond contradicts both the proclaimed political inten-
tions and actucl trends in the field,

3. The motives of the stotes embarking now on MBFR
negotiations are rather different, One rough generalizotion
would be that the superpowers cre primorily interested in -
economic aspects and other countries in political and secu--
rity aspects of the force reductions in Europe. This, however,
needs to be more elaboroted.

Both superpowers fecel theilr economic burden of mili-
tary expenditures too heavy and, therefore, would like to lecs-
sen it; ond the opportunity is seen in positive developments
in Europe, In close connection with this are two specific
factors: domestic political pressure in the United States to
withdraw its forces from obroad and the necessity for the
Soviet Union to keep its armed forces deployed along two long
front lines - Asia, in addition to Europe..Finally, both of
them see MBFR negotiations as complementary to SALT (first of
21l in connection with the gquestion of Americon forword bhosed
nuclecr weopons system and Soviet medium - and intermedinte-
-range bolistic missiles), One gshould not exclude, of course,
the possibility that their wmotives also involve the hopes
that, in the long run, the reduction of forces might bring
about some advantageous political changes in the opposite
camp., '
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Other European countries, as stated before, are
mainly concerned with political and security implications of
MBFR. Their hopes - although differing in degree - are that’
the reduction of forces would be a factor of promoting posi-
tive developments in Europe and, in particular, their own po-
litical and military security interests. However, specific
international positions and corresponding national interests
of each of them make this picture much more complex. Their
different attitudes towards MBFR do not simply reflect their
different, aligned or nonaligned positions: the differences
can also be realized between the members of the same alliance,
as well as {(but to a lesser degree) between the neutral and
non-aligned countries. Some of the countries in which foreign
troops are stationed, for instance, would like to bhe gradually
freed of the foreign military presence on their territories.
Some others are more or less suspicious that the reduction or
withdrawall of the stationed troops within their respective
alliance might either jeopardize ftheir security interests or
impose on them more military expenditures., The French opposi-
tion to MBFR, determined by her particular foreign policy
orientation, is quite specific as well, While seeing in MBFR
potential advantages for their national political and security
interests, the non-aligned and neutral countries are, at the
same time, rather anxious.about the way this problem is going
to be handled, fearing that it might entail some unfavourable
concequences. This concern, however, is shared by some other
countries too,

4., The issue of the contents of MBFR involves sgever-
al questions: What forces will be reduced - stotioned or both
stationed and indigenous? What kind of forces - conventional,
or both conventional and nuclear; only ground forces or also
air- and naval forces? Will military installations, air
fields etc, also be embraced or not? What kind of collateral
measures are to be token (first of all control and verifico-
tion)? What territories should be included?

It is hard to make in this paper any specific sug-
gestions or forecasts in this respec¢t. Different views, how-
ever, have alreazdy been expressed,l but neither of them can

S St e . S e e e S S s .t b Ty st

1 See, for instaonce: Robert E. Hunter, op,cit.; Michael
Palmer and David Thowmas, "Arms Control and the Mediter-
ranean", The World Today, November 1971, pp. 495-502;

/continued/




be given explicit priority. The whole issue is extremely
complex and all the cbove-mentioned elements are closely
interrelated., Various combinations are possible but which
one will eventually be chosen depends on many factors, first
of a2ll on the basic principle of balancing the reductions.’
This principle, indeed, will be the matter of political de-
cision of the main actors in MBFR negotiations in the given
circumstances,

There are only some general observations thot might
be useful to be made in this paper. First, it is already de
facto settled that both stationed and indigenous forces
should be reduced; it is still open, however, whether these
reductions would be. corried out simultaneously or succes-
8ively, It seems to be well justified to expect to see the
reductions realized by the following order of priorities:
(1) stationed forces, (2) indigenous forces of central-
-Europeon states; (3) forces of other members of the alli-
ances; (4) forces of the countries outside the blocs, Over-
lapping of some of these sequences (especially 1, cnd 2,)
is not only possible but probable,

It is hard to imagine the reduction of forces
without nuclecr (tactical) weapons being included (into it),
The question to be answered ig in fact how the timing of the
two reductions would be co-related, Moreover, this is one of
the components of the balancing complex.

Ag for os the oir ond navel forces are concerned,
the former ore quite likely to be included ond the latter
are not, especiclly in the early stages of MBFR. Nonetheless,
the view of M, Polwmer -and D, Thomas on this issue deserves
our attention, Nomely, they consider that some orms control
measures in the Mediterrcnean (opplied on the Soviet ond
American navel forces) are even easier to be implemented in
comparison with the force reductions in Centrzl Europe and
suggest o %ink to be established between these and MBFR nego-
tiations,
Hans-Georg Wieck, "Politische und milit#rische Probleme
ausgewogener Truppenreduzierungen in Europa", Furopa Archiv,
No. 22, 1970, pp. 807-815; Timothy W. Stanley, "Mutual
Force Reductions", Survival, No. 5, Vol. XII, May 1970,
pp. 152-160; "Lo réduction. équilibrée des forces et 1 omé-
nogement de la sécurité en Europe dons le contexte politique
actuel", Politique Etrangere, (357cnnée), No.5, 1970, pp.
489-516.
1l Michael Palmer and David Thomas, op.cit.
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Military installations, air fields and similar
objects would probably be involved in one way or another,
However, it does not seem that this issue has been much ex-
plored so far, what might be an indication of its not being
of primery concern in the early stages of MBFR.

The issue of various collateral measures, verifica-
tion and control in particular, seems to be overestimated in
the discussions so far by being treated as a highly contro-
vérsial problem, rather difficut to be solved, It is, in
fact, a primarily political question, or in other words, it
is the matter of confidence, expressed in the sense of either
accepting international means of verification and control or
not insisting upon them. Any stubborn attitude would mean the
opposite. Once the substantial issues are settled, this
dquestion will not be the obstacle,

With respect to the territories where the reduc-
tions are supposed to take place, the most conflicting issue -
if raised - would be the one of including some European parts
of the Soviet Union into this arrangement. But this does not
seem to be negotiable, at least not in the near future,

5. The question of approaching the negotiations of
MBFR and the ways and means of carrying out the reductlons
has been very widely discussed in almost zll writings on this
subject, Mony suggestions are being mode and various models
proposed. The central issue that dominctes the discussion is
the problem of balancing the reductions. It is, indeed, a
very complex and importand issue. However, one cannot help
feeling that the military experts go a 1little bit too far in
stressing the complexity and inextricobility of the problen,
whereas the politicol scientists, perhaps, tend to underes—
timate it. A correct view lies, obviously, between the two
extremes. The problem is not simple at 211l and does regquire
o great deal of exploration and expertise. But, if the poli-
tical will to achieve on agreement is there the solution will
be found. This hos been exactly the case in the recent set-
tlements of several East-West political issues which were not
less complicoted at all,

Closely connected with this is the gquestion of the
way of approaching the negotiantions on MBFR. The most promis-
ing and even probable approach would be to start with genercl’
principles, without submitting clearcut proposcls, and search
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for the solutions of concrete issues in a rather progmoatic
w2y. Robert Hunter pointed out quite rightly that "negotiot-
ing MBFR should be seen 28 legs o matter of bargoining on

the detoils of wilitary forces thon of searching for mutuol-
ly occeptable areas of agreement that will give 2ll nations
concerned greater confidence about the political understand-
ings thot are being sought ....,. yet the need to establish
the right emphasis is important., If this is not done at the
start, there will be a host of perhaps insoluble issues, such
ag the fact that the Soviet forces will only have to withdrow
o few hundred miles as compared with the United States’” 3000.
But if the emphosis is placed on political problems and poli-
tical understandings, instead of on borgaining about deteils,
issues like this one may not prove insuperable in the long
rgn."l) This sounds most reasoncble indeed.

1
L

6. Last but not lenst is the question of the nego-
tinting body of MBFR. It is, in fact, clrecdy cgreed upon
between the Soviet Union ~nd the United Stotes thot MBFR will
be negotiated in o norrower circle of countries directly in-~
volved in the reduction of forces, clthough o definite list
of participants is not yet fixed.

' No one con deny the right to the countries whose
military forces ond territories are in question to negotiante
between themselves the orrangements about concrete measures
they ore supposed to take. However it is also unccceptcoble
to deprive the other countries from their rights to tcoke on
active port in securing their own interests., And it is more
than clear thot MBFR measures would also hove an effect on
the security of these countries and of Europe ag o whole,

In addition, they also involve significont political implico-
tions.

On the other hand, if the MBFR negotiotions are
completely separated from those within the Conference on
European security and cooperation, in that case the main
2ll-Europecn undertaking will loose its real purpose aond
function.

Therefore, there is 2 necessity to have a close
link established between the two sets of negotictions -
European security and cooperation Conference and MBFR. The

1 Robert Hunter, op.cit.



most adequate way to do it would be to give the Conference
the rights (o) to discuss ond adopt general principles and
guidelines for the reduction of forces in Burope; (b) to be
continuously informed about the development of MBFR negotia-
tions; and (c) to verify the agreements reached on this plone,

If the declorations of intentions of the most influ-
ential countries with respect to the Conference are genuine
indeed, the link will be established.

IIT. Other Arms Control Measures

In addition toc force reductions there are some other
arms control measures that would be both possible and suita-
ble to be implemented in Europe in the present circumstances,
The role and significance of these measures have already
been discussed before, in the first part of the paper deal-
ing with the general aspects of military security measures
in Europe. It should be added here, however, that all these
measures, including the reductions of forces, are mutually
interrelated and complementary in many respects, Those of
them that are less complex and, accordingly, easier to be
implemented would represent the first steps towards farther-
-reaching arrangewments, Security effects of each of these
measures are not to be neglected, but if combined together
and built into a coherent security system, their joint effect
would be much greater; yet, their most important role lies
in building confidence and promoting political relations.

A few of these arms control measures seem to be
particularly suitable to the incipient stage of developing
a new security system in Europe. They might be grouped into
two categories: first, arms freezing, and second, restric-
tions on demonstrations of military power.

1. Freezing the military forces in Europe would
~imply both stationed and indigenous forces. In terms of pri-
orities this measure is supposed to be applied first to stoa-
tioned forces, then to indigenous forces of the members of

the alliances, and finally to those of neutral and non—aligned

countries,

Stopping the escalation of the foreign military
presence in Europe is, probably, the moat important step
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along this line of arms control, and its political effect
might be even more important than the security ones, This
measure should encompass all aspects of the escalation, both
quantitative and qualitative: from the expansion of foreign
military presence to new countries, through increasing its
volume in the countries where it already existe, to shifting
troops and bases to strategically sensitive areas in these
countries and bringing in new weapons which upset the
achieved balance. '

Moreover, it should be pointed out that arms freez-
ing would be a highly conducive first step to MBFR.

2. Europe has experienced enough of military power
demonstrations, On this basis one might suggest, among others,
the following restrictions on this kind of activities: (a) gen-
eral commitment of all states not to resort to the demonstra-
tions of military power; (b) restrictions on multinational
manoeuvres in strategically and politically sensitive areas,
particularly in relations to their magnitude and frequency;
(c) obligation to announce and notify neighbouring countries
about the manoeuvres, in due time, as well as to let repre-
sentatives of these countries observe them; (d) preclusion
of using international waters and space for any kind of mili-
tary power demonstrations in the vicinity of territorial
waters or the air space of the European states.

By reducing and eventuclly eliminating these
incident-prone and tension-increasing activities, the secu-
rity and political interests of European states would cer-
tainly be promoted; moreover, by the very fact of adopting
adequate international restrictions a contribution would be
rade to further improving the atmosphere of good will and
confidence, That is why the whole issue of arms control
measures is worth being discussed at the Conference of
European Security and Cooperation.
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MBFR: Different Things to Different Powers

—— — ——— —— —

The governments concerned with European security
hold different views on the problems and préspects of LBIR.
This need not mean that some are right and some are wrong in
their judgement. It means rather that every government pur-
sues interests of its own and that these interests do not
necessarily coincide with those of others: opponents, neigh-
bours, even members of the same alliance, This paper will
look at the differences which can be attributed to interna-
tional status, and examine, in a schematic way, conceivable
approaches to MBFR for the superpowers, for European members
of pacts and for the neutral and non-aligned countries in
Europe. :

I. The Superpowers

The United States and the Soviet Union are militarily
the most powerful countries in the world. Europe is but one,
albeit a very important, area of security concern for them.

If one of them is markedly weaker than the other in that re-
gion, this does not imply military inferiority - strengths in
other regions will offset vulnerability here.

Since force reductions iﬁ'Europe will not put their
basic security in doubt, they can look at MBFR largely as &
technocratic problem, divorced from political considerations.
The aim of MBFR is simply to maintain the existing level of
security while reducing the level of forces., Political am-
bitions would even be counterproductive: they might unneces-
sarily delay an agreement. Their unique military power puts
the superpowers in the enviable position that they don’t have
to worry about the political situation when reducing the
number of their forces, For them, the relations of their
military forces in Europe can be looked at in separation from
détente,

What is more, the superpowers are the only powers who
can convincingly claim that reducing forces is also reducing
confrontation and tension. For the European region it is by
no means certein that a decrease in confrontation is desirable




and that reducing forces is a contribution to détente - after
a2ll, the existing European security system has worked rel-
atively well, and to dismantle the structures of confronta-
tion in Furope before the political situation is ripe for it
could lead, at least for Western Europe, to & loss, not a
gain in security. The remark in Mr, Kostko s article "The
‘Balance of Fear’ or the Safeguording of Genuine Security"

- that the preservation of the present security structure in
Europe would mean "on increase in the present military con-—
frontation which would inevitably lead to a further increase
in tension" does not, I believe, reflect the view most West
Europeans would hold, But it is a point of view that makes
sense for the superpowers. An increase of military strength
by either side affects not only their relationship in Europe
but their global relationship. The more interested the United
States and the Soviet Union are to establish a working rela-
tionship with each other, the more do they have to beware that
their action wherever in the world does not lend ivself to
misinterpretations. Maintaining unnecessary confrontation
with the other superpower, whether in Europe or elsewhere, .
would then indeed imply a setback for the working atmosphere
between them and could increase tension. The- global view that
is natural for superpowers olso means that neither can allow
regional European consgiderntions to determine its relation-
ship with the other; Europe is just one of many factors,
although its importance will be weighted differently in
Moscow and in Washington, Nor can either superpower want to
get entongled in Furopean matters to such an extent that it
loses flexibility in other oreas of superpower relations,

For MBFR, the consequences of this approach ore
clenr. The emphasis will be on reductions, not on collateral
measures, MBFR is not regarded or desired to be an instrument
of political change in Europe. Reductions should be negotiated
prefercbly between the two superpowers, but if because of
American concern for the reaction of the allies, o purely
bilatersl crrongement is not possible, then the group of
countries porticipating in the negotiations should ot leost
be smzll, ond negotiations should be clearly separated from
large multi~state conferences like the Conference on Security
and Cooperction in Europe. The verification of agreements on
MBFR is not a primory interest to the superpowers; they feel
militorily sufficiently secure to trust that the other side
will honour the agreements, they hove the meons for unilat-

+ reprinted in SURVIVAL, September/October 1972, pp. 236-238




eral reconncissance and they understaond thot neither gide will
wont to lose its flexibility through too restrictive verifico-
tion procedures, The orec of reductions is not defined by ony
political concept but by pragmatic convenience,

What would be the idenl result of MBFR for the
United Stotes and the Soviet Union? 0f course, the ideal
result is usuclly not the obtainable one. Even superpowers
do not always hove their way, and the United States would
certainly not want to alienate its European allies over on
issue which, after oll, is not the most importont one for
American foreign and defence policy. Because of their mili-
tary strength, the superpowers con also be relatively relox-
ed about the ultimate result of MBFR™ . The unknown does
not scare them, they trust that it will be manageable. If
both superpowers were entirely free from other considera-
tions, their preferred MBFR result would be this: the reduc-
tion of their forces in Central Europe to an extent which
tokes into account their respective sensitivities and inter-
ests, leaving a sufficient degree of flexibility for both of
them to be able to cet if vital interests in the region or
outside it are a2t stoke.

II. West Europeon Alliance Memberséﬁ

The opproach to MBFR of the West European members
of the Atlantic Allionce is determined by two factors: they
live in Europe, ond they feel militorily vulnerable without
American support.

Living in Europe meons that the countries and stotes
in the aren are directly affected in their security by orms
control mecsures. They have to assess events ond negotictions
according to & Turopean, not o globol view, The Europeon
situction determines the definition of issues: whether reduc-<
tions are symmetrical or asymmetrical depends not on the global

ey —— ——

& Jee the open-ended approach proposed by Timothy W. Stonley
and Darnell M, Whitt: "Détente Diplomacy: United Stotes
and European Security in the 1970s8", New York 1970, »p.
63-66,

& The following section decls only with West European at—
titudes. I find it difficult to judge to what extent these
apply to, or cre reflected in, the views held by the
members of the Warsaw Poct, :




crgenal of militory force but on the Europeon military balonce;
the requirement that reductions should be "balonced" cannot

be satisfied by o global cowmparison of forces in Bast and

West but must be related to the European theatre,

Living in Europe means thot MBFR cconnot be abstract-
ed from the political process. For the past 25 years Europeon
gecurity has been o conglomerat of both political and wmilitary
factors and they cannot now be separated only for convenience
sake, Iiiving in Europe also means a much greater concern with
developments in the Eastern half of the Continent than would
seem normal for o superpower. The guestion, whether arms
control arrongements might be useful to achieve desiged poli~
ticol changes in Europe comes naturally to Europeans , even
if the answer is not that easy, and to separate MBFR from the
political negotiating forum, the Security Conference, would
seem artificial., It is true that some West Europeon coun-
tries are in favour of seporcoting the two negotiations but
this cpplies only to those who are either doubtful about the
Conference or about MBFR. Those West European countries who
are in fovour both of the Conference and of MBFR are quite
naturnlly the strongest supporters of o close link between
both negotistions,

The feeling of military vulnerability vis-2-vis the
Soviet Union is no less importaont for defining the approoch
of Europecn Alliznce members, If they felt militarily strong
enough, they could more ecsily accept the superpower thesis
that MBFR reduces confrontation and thereby contributes to
détente; the division of negotiations between the Conference
cnd MBFR would not pose a conceptucl problem., Becouse the
West European countries do feel vulnercble in the militory
field, the technocratic cpproach to MBFR - some security,
less effort - is not satisfactory to them. The structures of
military confrontation have o reassuring affect and, for from
increasing tension, they moke it possible to the West FEuro-
peans to pursue a policy of détente in a mood of confidence
and self-agsurance - the only way in which détente mokes
sense, If MBFR is ‘just about o reduction of forces to diminish
confrontation, then it is either not necessary ot 211 - Euro-
pean cooperation has flourished over the past yeocrs without
o reduction of forces in Eastgrn Europe - or dangerous: the

+ dgee Moddles de Sécurité Furopéenne, Politique Etrongdre,
1971, pp. 526 - 35




process of force reductions might be pursued regardless of
the political process between East and West as well as inside
Western Europe.

There ig an additional reason for the Furopean ep-
proach to MBFR, Confrontation is not a purpose in itself, it
is one way to try and establish in Europe a certain code of
conduct between states, But the rule of behaviour that con-
frontation and deterrence can produce is only: "don’t attack
me", For peaceful relations in Europe this alone is not
enough; the attack must be prevented not by deterrence but by
self-interesgt, the rules of behaviour must not be imposed -
who indeed could do it? - but followed out of a country’s own
accord. This is an aim which the Security Conference might
achieve over time, Arms control in Europe should underpin
this process, and not make it more difficult by a premature
reduction of forces,

The concern that MBFR might create a fait accompli
before the political situation is ripe for reductions is a
very real one in Western Europe. The timing of reductions
becomes important, not every point in time is right, Ideally,
West Europeans would want to wait with MBFR until West Euro-
pean defence integration has made some progress, until the
trade negotiations with the United States have come to a
gatisfactory agreement, until NATO forces are structuraly
more efficient, until Europeans have developed sufficient
confidence in détente to risk a weakening of the existing
security system by substantially reducing forces.

The differences of view among Wegt European governe
ments on MBFR are not due to differences about the political
nature of orms control arrangements in Europe. They are the
result of differing ossessments on whether the political
implications are desirable or not. If the French government
is opposed to MBFR it is becouse it fears that agreed troop
reductions would have a politically destabilizing effect. If
the British government is reluctant cbout MBFR it is because
analysts see military disadvantages in MBFR which are not of-
fset by political advantages. If the West German government
favours MBFR it is because political leaders regard it as 2
necessary complement to the politicol process of détente,
Unlike the two superpowers, the Buropean governments have to
See MBFR in close relation to the political process. This
will mean in practice that, for the West Furopeans, the poli-
tical aspects come first, and that progress in arms control




is made dependant on the political desirability in European,
not in superpower terms. This will also apply to the defini-
tion of the area of reduction ond arms control,

The inseperable tie between MBFR and the political
Process in Europe is the main feature in the MBFR approach
of West European members of the Alliance, It has a number of
practical consequences, Negotiations on MBFR should take
place in a special committee of the Security Conference asg
suggested by the Warsaw Pact countries in June 1970 in
Budapest, All member states of +the two military pacts in
Europe should take part in negotintions even if this should
result in further slowing down progress in. the talks; the
principle of Alliance that security is indivisible must
opply no less when force reductions ore being considered,
The primary aim of MBFR negotiations are not reductions but
& multilateral framework in which both sides can Seriously
discuss military security matters; reductions may result from
it, but need not - they are rather o by-product of MBFR. Vest
Europeans will fovour some verificotion ond inspection proce-
dures to accompany arms control in order to test the gincerity
of participonts in implementing the agreement; but they will
be careful not to crecte highly structured and supervised
orms control zones in Central EBurope for fear thot these might
become, over time, political zones and weaken cohesion within
Western Europe. Contrary to the superpowers, the West European
Alliance members are reluctant to let the process of NMBFR
define the final result; they would like to kmow not only
where to start but also where to arrive. As long o8 they
don’t their attitude will be one of pragmatic caution,

For the West European Alliance members the ideal
outcome of MBFR would be: if MBFR is separated from the
Security Conference, an agreement on equal force ceilings in
East and West Burope so that the arms control agreement does
not prejudice the political process in Europe; if MBFR is
firmly linked to the Security Conference, however, they could
be much more flexible and let the pace of Eagt-West relations
and of West European integration define the scope for arms
control.



IIT, Non-aligned and neutral countries

For the purpose of this paper, a negative definition
of non-alignment and neutrality can be sufficient: it in-
cludes all states which are not members of either military
pact in Europe.

At the peak of the Cold War, and of milifary con-
frontation in Europe these states could define their policy
by not taking part in the confrontetion. Now that the mili-
tary pacts themselves have embarked on détente, and confron-
tation has become muted, the difference between pact members
and non-aligned states has become less obvious. The non-
—aligned and neutral countries are, therefore, likely to meke
special efforts to prevent this distinction from becoming
blurred any further, In many respects their analysis of MBFR
would coincide with the views held by the European pact
members, especially on the primacy of the political process,
They, too, will prefer to see MBFR negotietions linked firmly
to the Security Conference.

In order to maintain the distinction between pact
members and others, the non-aligned and neutral states are
unlikely to seek a place at the negotiating table. Nor will
they want to have their territory end their forces included
in the arms control area, If the non-aligned states were
included, they could easily become part of a formal East-West
military balance, just what they have always wanted to avoid.
This does not mean that, while in the rest of Europe forces
are reduced, the non-pact members must remain armed to their
teeth. Their reductions, however, depend not only on the
behaviour of one side, but of both sides., Non-pact countries
who want to retain their non-eligned character should only
reduce their forces after NATO and Warsaw Pact have done so ,
(Even then can they not reduce their forces to the same
extent as their neighbours gince they must maintain enough
military force to make their claim of neutrality and non-
~alignment credible,) This is a real dilemma, The militory
balance between NATO and Warsaw Pact is just as decigive for
the security of pact members as of non-pact members. Yet the
latter have to refrain from becoming full participants in

+ gee A, Erngt: "Die Schweiz und die europ#ische Sicherheit"
Allgemeine Schwelzer MilitHrzeitschrift, Mal 1972, S, 235




the negotiations. They might consider applying for observer
status but it is difficult to see how this could give them
any real influence in the negotiations,

Because they cannot sit at the MBFR table nor par-
ticipate with their forces and territory in an agreement,
the non-pact countries have an even stronger interest than
the other European states in linking MBFR firmly to the
Conference, The closer the link, the more they can hope to
be kept informed about the progress of negotiations. The |
closer the link, the more can they also hope to exert some ‘
indirect influence on the MBFR negotiations through genereal _ !
principles for arms control which could be worked out at the i
Conference with the participation of all states and applied
to MBFR, : ' '

For non-pact countries an arms control area which !
covered the total territory of the two military pacts in
Europe would be preferable to regional arms control, say, in
Central Europe, in Northern Europe, or in the Balkans, For
one, arms control in one region could set forces free to move
to another region and, while decreasing military confronta-
tion there, could increase it here. Secondly, a comprehensive
arms control agreement would meke it possible for the non-pact
states to reduce the burden of defence, too. They would no
longer have to hope for indirect benefits from arms control,
e.g. that MBFR in Central Europe might create an atmosphere
which is also condusive to détente elsewhere; they could
benefit directly if all of the pact territory in Europe is
included since this could improve relations with immediate
neighbours and with the pects themselves,

The non-pact countries are likely to attach greater
importance to the verification of arms control agreements
than either the superpowers or the West European governments,
If multilateral verification should be agreed upon, the
neutral and non-aligned countries would seem the natural can-
didates for supervising an MBFR agreement, and verification
would bring them into the process of European arms control
without prejudice to their neutrel or non-cligned states, But
2180 for security reasons would they be in favour of adequate -
cnd perhaps more then adequate — verificetion of MBFR; they
mst be even more concerned then the West European pact
members, who after all have the military power of an alliance
behind them, to learn os early as possible of any imainent
dangers to their security.




The ideal result of MBFR for the non-pact countries
of Europe would be this: the agreement should include 2ll
NATO and Warsaw Pact territory in Burope, &lthough reductions
might be limited to a smaller area., If such a comprehensive
arrcngement could not be reached, the non-pact countries
would want to work out the principles of arms control in the
Security Conference ond leave the regioncl implementation to
MBFR. :

The views attributed above to the different catego--
ries of states involved in European arms control are unlikely
to be made in practice in these terms. Governments, partic-
ularly of the small and medium sized countries of Europe,
will seek and find a compromise and, since they cannot get
the ideal result, will dccept less ideal results in MBFR,
Compromises will be relatively easy between the West European
angd the non-aligned position, much more difficult with the
superpower approach, Both the United States and the Soviet
Union will be tempted to overrule European objections, and
they will probably succeed in getting their allies’ support
for their policy. This may, however, be short-sighted: unless
Europeans themselves believe that MBFR can contribute to
their security, superpower claims that it does will not to
convince them,.
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Some Histdrical Remarks

A v . —

Post-war proposals in the field of arms c¢ontrol, and
limitation and reduction of armaments which were plauned to
be applied in Europe could be divided, in general, into two
categories.

1. Pirst, were the proposals from the category of
"clessical' arms control measures. They concerned mainly
air inspectioﬁ and control posts schemes. In the course of
disarmament negotiations, they were often discussed in global
terms, theugh their practical application concerned first of
all the area'of FEurope.

Apart other questions, the possibility of reaching an
agreement on these issues was first of all limited by the
difference of viewpoints as to the ;gggggggggy value of these
measures for increasing confidence and security in the
prevail-ing at that time conditions. The Soviet Union, whije
repeatedly accepting or submitting proposals concerning such
measures™ , believed that their effectiveness as well as
possibility of their implementation in general depended on
the fact whether they were to be complemented with steps
aimed at diminishing or limiting military confrontation,

-— ————

x/See: Russet and Cooper:, Arms Control in Burope, Denver 1967,
p-54 "The concept of reciprocal aerial photography, original-
ly put forth by President Eisenhower in his "open skieg"
plan of 1955 and ridiculed by the Russians then, has appeared
subgequently 'in Eastern proposals more frequently than in .
Western ones™. They admit also that despite the well-known -
Western emphasis on ingpection the language of the Eastern
proposals on control, including control posts, seems
frequently to be more precise. /Ibidem/.




especially in the area of Central Furope. Thus, realization
of the discussed measures was conditioned by a parallel or
next agreement on implementation of definite steps in the
field of ‘limitation and reduction of armaments and forces
in the area of Europe. Measures to limit the danger of an
unexpected attack as well as steps of arms limitation-or
reduction in the European area were thus treated as "two
mutually complementing elements of a uniform process of
weakening of tensions in the dangerous zones in which
forces of antagonistic groupingsopposite each other'. .
/Soviet memorandum of January 28, 1964/. Desire to separate
the mentioned arms control measures from disarmament steps
- what was a characteristic element of Western attitude =
was, on the other hand, treated not as real striving to
impmave the existing situation but as an attempt to obtain
definite intelligence data.

2. Attempts to realize in Burope the second category
of measures were also abortive. Unlike the  previous ones,
the realization of which would not need necessarily mean
changes or limitations in arms policy in that area, the
common feature of the second group of measures was the desire
to increase the feeling of security in Europe through intro-
ducing certain changes in the existing military situation
or through imposing cexrtain limitations on the future arms
policy pursued in that area.

While not attempting to discuss more extensively the
wide spectrum of piroposals in that category but only pointing
out their most significant elemsnts, we can say that they
almed at least at one of the following directions:

~ creation of de_iure nuclear-free zones through

a ban on atomization of respective regions of Europe where
nuclear weapons had not yet been introduced; '

~ creation of demuclearized zones, i.e. withdrawal
of nuclear weapons from respective regions, where nuclear
wezpons had already been introduced and banning possible
reatomization of these regions;




.- creation of zones of Y"frozen" nuclear armaments,
i.e. introduction of a ban bn increasing the existing level
of nuclear weapons in the resgpective regiony

~ withdrawal of foreign trops from the téritories of
Oentral European States /mainly from both German States/ or
reduction in the number of these tropps;

- limitation of national armaments of Central European
States.

Some of the measures mentioned here were connected
with the "disengagement" concept which was widely discussed
in regard to the area of Central Europe, especially in the
mid-fifties. It ‘should be also mentioned that the "disenga=
gement"” concept as well as respective proposals connected
with it were at the beginning considered ma’nly as a part
‘of the settlement of "the German problem" and the liguidation
of military occupation; t6 certain extent %hey were more
a function of proposed political solutions than measures ailed
at disarmament. '

However proposals in this field put -forward since 1956
by the Socialist states have lost their immediate connection
with the settlement of "the German problem'. It resulted from
the changed political and military situation in that region.
In 1954 the Federal Republic of Germany bécame a member of
the NATO and the Western EBuropean Union. On the other hand,
due to those changes in 1955 the Warsaw Treaty was signed
and the German Democratic Republic became a paxrty to that
Treaty. Thus, "the German problem" in a sense ceased to exist
independently and was integrated with the general problem of
political and military relations of two military groupings.
the NWATO and the Warsaw Treaty. Regional measures in the field
of arus limitation and reduction in Central Europe ceased also
to be a function of the proposed settlements of the German
problem, and their aim was first of all to weaken and elimina-
te the dangers resulting directly from the fact of military
confrontation of two military groupings.




- 4_ -

This evolution in thinking is also. evidenced by the
fact that the proposed steps cease to refer only to the
area of both German States but are conceived for a broader
zone covering neighbouring states as well.

However, in the official attitude of Western states
steps from the field mentioned above remained still connected
with the proposals of a definite settlement of "the German
problem", being in conformity with their demands. As a result
of such attitude the proposals concerning the discussed group
of means, put forward officislly since 1956 /which could be
treated as proposals aimed at lessening military tensions
in Furope and limiting armaments and not as an element of
a regulation of "the German problem"/ were submitted almost
exclusively by the Sociglist States. These proposals met
with a number of vetos from Western States. Arguments advanced
against them were based both on certain political and military
considerations. ‘ '

» N - »
‘The first resulted from the Western attitude mentioned
above; they related to "the German problem" and were
connected mainly with the policies of the FRG Governments.
They resolved themselves, first of all, to the statement
that proposals for the limitation of armaments in Europe can
be implemented on the condition of prior or simultaneous
definite settlement of "the German problen"; otherwise they
would lead to preservation of the status quo in Burope and
Western recognition of the GDR™ . ’

On the other hand, the second kind of arguments, based
on military considerations, were included both in the attitude
of the FRG government as well as in that of other NATO member
states. They were confined first_of all to a general statement
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x/"Under Chancellor Adenauer, the CDU Government vigorously
denounced any proposal /or even incipient proposal/, whether
originating from East or West, that neglected to specify
1mmg§1ate German reunification™ /Russet and Cooper, Opscit.,
P . ’ .




on the possibility of infringing, in one or another way,

the existing military balance in Furope as a resglt of

- any of those means being implemented. Supporting that
oplnion objections were raised that implementation of

the discussed steps could lead to the creation of an
unfavourable situation for the NATO, or that they could
contribute to the originating of an objectively dangerous
situation in a respective region of the continent by forming
a kind of mikit ary vacuum, which in turn would be encourag-
ing for a potential aggressor.

' The mentioned reproaches wére directed against all

‘proposals in that field, both against those which - while
alming at taking into a&coﬁnt the suggestions and demands

© pPut forward in the West - strived to include in one proposals

" a number of elements and Planned their realization in stagesx R

as well as against those which provided for an undertaking
of the mogt limited steps from the discgsged category and
by no means disturbi?g the currently existing military

systems in Burope . &

The Western attitude presented above not only made it
impossible to realize in Europe the ‘mentioned measures but
also did not even allow to undertake proper negotiations
on the problem of Buropean disarmament.®
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«g- Polish comprehensive proposal of March 1962. It
Provided for a freeze of huclear weapons in Central

forces on their territories. It wasg suggested also that
the control system to superviee the implementation of the

xx/?ng. Polish proposal on the "freeze" of nuclear weapons
in Centrgl Burope. .




I1.

Arms control and disarmement in Europe - the current digcussion
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Taking into account the Aiscussion on arms control
and disarmament in Europe conducted up to now, the NATO
‘proposals on mutual and balanced force reductions /MBFR/
in Europe /hot connected with definite political conditions/
constituted undoubtedly a new positive phenomenon in their
approach to the question of European disarmament. It can,
finally, create conditions ~ combined with still expressed
interest of Socialist states in that problem - for undertaking
negotiationa on that so important problen.

After noting that chance, it should be stressed however
that there exist also some doubts which emerge, from a closer
analysis of the 'NATO states’ attitude on MBFR. These doubta
refer both to the content of that proposal, as well ‘as to

the motives behind it and aimg it could serve.

1. Doubts as_to the content follow both from a conside-
rable vagueness.of the proposal contained in official documents
as well as frou the discussion. being ocurrently conducted on ‘
it in Western states. * o

The -MBFR proposal -~ based on the official NATO docu-
ments - despite the faet that it has been put forwaxrd for ‘
more than four years -~ has remained rather a genersal concept
than a concrete programme fo:'disarmament. It lacks a strict
definition of its territorial scope /the most commonly met
formulation is that reduction should have place: "particular-
1y in the Central part of Europe” -~ Reykjavik; "in Burope,
with special reference to the Central Region" ~ Rome; or
"in the Central Region of Europe" - Brussels 1970; in a con~
giderable number of documents there is only a generai states
ment about "Europe"/. Similar difficulties are met ﬁith‘while
attempting to define its subject scope. Most commonly the term
"force reductions" is being used. Sometimes the term "signifi-




cant reductions" is being introduced /Brussels ~ 1969/

More pfecisely the scope of reductions is defined by the
Rome Declaration which asays that "Reductions should include
gstationed /why not "foreign" - AT/ and indigenous forces

and their weapons systems in the area concerned". At the
same time in the documents of the NATO states there‘are
remarks on "measures which could accompany or follow
agreement on mutual and balanced force reductions. Such
messures could include advance notification of military
movements and manaeuvres and possibly the establishrent

of obgervation posts" /Brussels - 1969/. It seems that in
similar direction goes the suggestion included in President
Nixon’s Report on foreign policy /February 1972/ on the
possibility of a "more comprehensive agreement'". Besides the
problem of the very reductions, provisions concerning
adequate control and effective limitation of troop movements
would constitute important elements of such an agreement.

Officially put forward MBFR proposals are at the same
time accompanied by a number of voices ppninting to signifi-
cant military and politisal risks and problems which could
face the 4lliance in ease the MBFR take effect. Conclusions
resulting from these considerations, underlining NATO?’s
risks and difficulties connected with foroe reductions,
fall mainly into three directions:

First, they resolve themselves to questioning the
purposefulness and the reason of putting forward and
maingtaining the MBFR concept by the NATO;

Second, stressing ~ as th¢ only possible weductions ~
the reductions based on the principles of asymmetry as well
as pointing out the necessitylto undertake parallel and
resolute steps by Western allies to “strengthen the defense"
of the VWest and gradually integrate Western Europe in the
military field:

Third - what now seems to become more and more
commonly shared opinion ~ it is believed that the probiem
of force reductions in Europe should be connected with a num-
ber of other moves or be included into a framework of a hroader
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design in which force reductions would be one ~ of its elements
though not the most important one.

If we assume that the last opinion corresponds as well
W1th the official attitude of the NATO, we can state that
the MBFR concept underwent a significant evolution. In its
initial phase - and that unequivocally suggests the term
chosen to define it: Muatual and Balanced Force Reductiong ~
the concept concentrated on force reductions. Characteristic
feature of its further evolution is a decrease of interest
in reductions Jespecially reductions in national forces/.
Though the perspectives of a probable reduction of American
troops in Enrope makes it imperative to still include in .
that concept the element of reduction, it has been complemen~
ted, However, by a number of other postula%es.'in a result,

we can assume that the interest of the NATQ States more

and more tends towards the complementing the probably nece~-
ssary reductions of foreign troops by & number of neasures
of the "~rms control" character, de31gned above all to limit
the pogsibilities of troop dislocations of the Warsaw Treaty.
It seems that these measures are treated as a kind.of alter-
native to the concept of asymmetrical reductions /which algo
in the West are now being more frequently congidered as having
little practical value/and like them they are supposed to be
uged as a means to achieve certain military and political
advantages.

2. Ibubts_gé'to the motives.

Evolution in the attitude of the FRG and the NATO in
the "German problem" has undoubtedly made it more easy to
adept by the NATO States a new viewpoint towards the disarma~
ment problem in Burope as well. It does not explain, however,
the reasons of this change.

It can be presumed that a number of varicus factors
contributed to the MBFR proposal being put forward by the
NATO. While not going into details of a.whole-range of
different motives and reasons, it is worthwhile to stress at
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least two general categories of them:

/i/ To the first category one can include probable
actual interest in undertaking mutual reduction measures.
This was combined first of all with an immediate aim to
avoid possibilities of unilateral force reductions - espa-~
cially of American troops in BEurope /such a possibility
appeared mainly as a result of internal pressures in the
US Congress/. On the other hand, interest in possible wutual
reductions, in longer perspective, can also follew from
a general trend towards ‘structual reorganization’ of Western
armies /towards leas numerous but better trained and equipped
armie’s, mainly of professional character/ and from the desire
of the USA to limit their -"military presence” in varieus
Pparts of the world and to replace it with a higher "strategic
mobility" of the US and NATO forces.

/ii/ The second main category of motives behind the
MBFR propésai seemed to have a more "tactical" character,
and not being so much a reflection of a true interest in
. the problem of reductions. The MBFR proposal was conceived
also as a neans to solve gome of the current NATO problems
/first of all -~ the lack of a "positive" European programme/
and was based on the asgumption of a negative attitude of
the Socialist states whose main effortéﬂ%hat time were
directed in other direction: the Furopean Security Conference
and political steps leading to a systep-of sesurity in Europe.
In such an apprehension the MBFR proposal appeared as a funda-
mental element of the NATO"s "positive" piogramme as far as
the question of Fast~Wegt relations in concerned, programme
competing with the peaceful proposals of the Socialist states
and above all with the idea of the Buropean Security Confe-
rence. It was also supposed 1o serve the additional purposes
of the co~ordination of the "Ostpolitik" pursued by respective
members of the Alliance and certain "steering" of their attitu-
des on the ESC.

-

It seems that in favour of attributing to that kind of
"tactical" motives a significant role in formulating the MBFR
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proposal stand afgell the further developments, and firsgt
of all: .

~ The MBFR proposal put forward in 1968 remained gtill

& very general one and did not live to see a more significant
official concretization. The lack of such coneretization

seems to confirm that it was neither thoroughly worked out
at the moment of its proclamation nor were the NATO States
able in’ subsequent years to achieve unanimity as to its bagic
elements. This could corroborate the fact that "signal from
. Reykjavik" and also further statements on the subject followed .

rather from definite political ronsiderations and were not
.thought'éé'a possible bagis for working negotiations.

-

- Reaectlon by thé US Senate the Mansfield’s moves
C fMay and November 1971/ as well as promises of the US Presi-
dent to maintain the presgent level of American forces in Euro-
pe deprived the MBFR proposal of its element of urgency and
diminished the degree of a probable actual interest in its
implementation. At the same time, studles of political and
military character showed both the complexity eof the reductions
problem and their real or alleged risks for the NATO States.
It weakened - as well as the positive raction of Socialigt.
States - the initial attractlveness of that proposal for the
NATO /at least in the form suggested at the beginning, namely
reductions/. It could also explain the mentioned before evo-
lution. of Western attitudes towards the problem which
expresgsed itself, as it seems, in a considerable weakenlng
of interest in reductions /éspeclally when the unreality of
asymmetrical reductions is recognized/ and .directing these
interests towards arms contrel measures aimed at maximum "bing<
ing" of the Warsaw Treaty troops.

Reasons of certain putting aside of the proﬁlem of
actual reductions of forces and digarmament can be also
looked for in the still unfinished process of reorganization
and modernization of the NATO armies /first of all - as it
is well defined by P. Joenniemi - towards mors capital —~

-intensive and less manpower intensive military systems/,

o
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as well as in the lack of clear picture of the perspectives
of military integration of Western Europe.

With such an arsumption - the stage of introductory
agreements within the framework of the MBFR, limited to

the arms control measures, could be used to make further
progress in -the domains mentioned above. Possible measures

in the field of actual reductions would be postponed till the
future and would be determined by the results of the mentie-
ned process of army‘reorganfzation and progress towards the
military integration of Western Europe.

At the end of remar’s concerning reasons which seemed
to motivate. the MBFR proposal it is impossible to forget
about the role it has played for the NATO States up to now.
Though it can seem paradoxical the proposal of force
"reductions” has in fact become a stimulus for accelerated
armament efforts of the European NATO ~r—bers. The MBFR
proposal combined the widely spread propaganda compaign
in NATO oountries on the dangeré of any reductions for the
West at the present moment brought about, in fact, a number
of decisions and undertakings rimed at the improvement of
efficiency of the NATO military potential in Europe, and
primarily a number of decisions on considerably increased
contributions of the NATO Buropean members /eg. additional
pledges within the framework of the European Defense Impro-
vement Programme: 1970 -~ 1 billion g, 1971 - 1 billion g,
1972 - 1,5 billion g/. And what is more important, a conside-
rable increase of the NATO European forces seems to be
treated as.a condition to undertake the MBFR negotiations.
According to Mr.Laird?s statement "chances for success in
/SAIT and MBFR/ negotiations would be minimized unless there
is an adequate buildup of conventional forces by European
members of NATO/ IHT, Oct. 28-29, 1972/. To say nothing of
the undefinite term "adequate" it is impossible not to note
the logic of that approach to the self-submitted proposal.
Tersly and concisely this logic is rendered by R.E. Hunter
who writes that "the paradox offseeking force reductions
through increases is obvious" /International Concilliation,
No. 587, p.43/.
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3« The doubts mentioned above concerning both the
content and the mgtives and aims of the Western MBFR pro-~
- posals do not uwean, of course, rejection of the need or lack
of the possibility to discuss the problem of arms control
and disarmament in Europe. Readiness to discussion over this

question was clearly restated in a number of documents end

- 0fficial pronouncements of statesmen from Socielist states.
It.goes without saying, however, that these doubts as well
as,experience of previous discussiong must areate certain
scepticism as to the degree of real interest and the direction
of that interest among the NATO States in the problem of
disarmament in Burope. And it is from these doubts as well
that certain sceptieism can result both as to the possibili-~
ties of reaching solutions acceptable to both sides and
to the aims for which negotiations can be made use of by *he
other party.

4. From among many probleus ronnected with potentlal
future negotiations on arms 11m1tation and control in Europe
let us consider the question of mutual interrelation—ship
between the being prepared European Conference on Security and
Co~operatlon and the European dlsarmament negotiations.

During the recent period the problems of mllﬁ;ary con-
frontation and arms race in Burope have considerably lost their
prominence. The new political atmosphere has to som® extent
pushed these-difficult and complicated problems into the back
ground. This fact has undoubtedly made it possible to concen-
trate efforts on liquidating a number of sourses of political
tension in Europe and to achieve signifizant results in that
field. One of these results in a relatively close perspeoctive -
of the Buropeﬁn Conference on Security and Co-operatione

In these circumstances achievement of solutions in the
field of arms control, and limitation and reduction of forces
in Europe - independently of liquidation or lessening of
certain dangers connected with the present state of armaments
on our continent - would be of great significance making
the process of political detente ,mose credible" and giving it




" a further momentum.

At the same time, however, one should be aware of the
fact that there exist certain dangers in udertaking similta-
neous efforts in these two fields.

Beginning of talks on the question of arms control and
disarmament would mean an introduction to the European
discussion a one of the most difficult elements. This is ’
& commonly shared opinion that the MBFR problem can, in fact,
be the problem more'complicated than the SAIT and negotiationg
on the problem of reductions could be both long and difficult.
More significant, however, is the fact that negotiations on
the MBFR "would increase the attention paid throughout the
continent to questions of forces and strategies at time when
progress in détente has been making those seem less important
and when attention has been turning optimistically towarc T
political and economic matters" /Hunter, p.43/.

In fact, this statement proves to be fight even before
undertaking of actual negdtiation over the MBFR problem,
As. it has been already mentioned, the mere fact of putting
forward by the NATO of the reductions Proposal caused
& considerable enlivening of discussion andﬂmilitary Pressures
in the West as well as g significant increase of military bud-
get spehdings of the NATO European members. And the desire
Tor "adequate" growth of their ferces — not connected with
any increase of the feeling of "threat" whatsoever - is diffi-
cult .not to treat otherwise than ag a striving to attain
"a position of strenglix" in the possible future negotiations.
Consequences of such an approach to the possible future
disarmament negotiations for the process of detente in Furope
could only be highly negative if not destructive.

On the other hand, we may also have to do with a purpose-
ful use of the MBFR postulate in order to achieve definite
political or military aims. In the situation when the idea
of the Furopean Security Qonference hag been almost commonly
accepted, the role of the MBFR proposal as a competitive one
has lost its importance. Nevertheless, it can retain the role
of a factor which can be used to impede the Progress on the
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“foad to the ESC. Possibility of establishing iunctim
between acceptance of the proposal of definite military
solutions within the framework of the general MBFR concept
and agreement to the conference seems to begt show the
essence of that danger. The regult of such iunctim of the -
two questions is eagy to predict: it will make it impossible
to make progress both on the road to political détente

.and on the road to realization of disarmament measures in
Buropes. In 2 sense it would be a repetition of experiences,
-mentioned at the beginning of the paper, from previous
discussions on the problem of Furopean disarmament.

The policy of mcking disarmament disnussions dependent

on realization of definite Western postulates concerning
the German problem did not produce any success for the
latter; it only made it impossible to achieve any agreeuent
on arms limitation in Burope.

Nevéptheless, it would be difficult to exclude the
need or possibility to undertake discussions on disarmament
problems parallel to the ESC or even before the Conference.
/Some authors, while expressing similar concerns, are of the
opinion that it is even too late not to start negotiations
on arms reductions and limitations in Europe/. Nevertheless,
- the undertaking of these negotiations should be accompanied
by clear understandlng of the aforementioned dangers and
a strong w1111ngness of their participants to contribute
to deepening of the process of political détente /which
in turn can make further negotiations more easy/ as well
es abandonment of any other aims which can be surved both by
these negotiations and by proposals submitted during the
talks. When this kind of approach is taken, the negotiations
" started eventually should concentrate on undertakings
‘comparatively ezey to agree upon and aceeptable to both
'sides, or on an acceptance by all sides of a firm commitment
to proceed in the direction of reduction and limitation of
armaments after the Conference /for exauple in the organ
which could be egtablished possibly by that Cohference/.

O
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5. To conclude these observation it seems worthwhile
to emphasize the possible significance of the Conference
and its results for the perspectives of arms control,
limitation and reductioﬁ?&ﬁyﬁurope. Especially, when the
results of -that Conference would contribute to the increase
in the degree of international confidence and would intro-
duce new /even formal/ security guarantees. It can be stated,
that irrespective of other problems, as long as the maintenance
of international peate and security in an .area so politically,
militarily and economically important as Burope is approached
do not exist any other security quarantees /or at least
a much higher degree of mutual trust/, any attempt to
introduce measures affecting factors adding up'to the existing
balance /by means of their control limitation or reduction/
have to face serious difficulties. This must be redognized
" not only as the general problem of almost all disarmament
negotiations /what should come first - strengthening
international security or disarmament measuresy. Though
abstract and academic consideration of that problem is
certainly steiile, the link in theory and practice of these
questions can not be ignored and any practical attempt to
solre the disarmement problem should take into account
this interdependence. It seems as well that we should take
it especially into account in European conditions.




