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by GYBRGY HALASZ

Europe hasn't seen war sinée 1945. ~Our cofitinént is living in its longest

" period’of peace. But this doesn't mean thé disappeprance of those contrae

dictions which earlier led twice 1o world-wide catastrophe. What is more,

the contradietions have become even more sophisticated and complicated, In

a certain sense the present Eurbpean'peace is only. superficisl.es long as the
major European problems’ are not all solved finelly and satisfactorily.

® Y

Af fhé same time, the relative calmness in Burope offers a good possibility
for fruitful dialogue - in odr days alréady'an obligation for the highly
responsible-minded leaders of Furope. The goal is double: as a minimal aim

" the present situation must be maintained, conflicts must not menace with war
agaln. ' In parallel, further steps are necessary; together with“the inter-
_natlonél relaxatlon of tension - as part of it and reinforcing.it - an institu-~
tionalized securlty system should be ‘established.in our continent in ordex

to @revént the outbresk of confliots, -

T -

S5t

Reasons for the Conference *

For the realization of this aim the+allied socialist couhtries suggested the
convocation of the quference'on'ﬁﬁfopééh Security and Cooperation. The Con=
jrference is not the aim, 1t is ‘only the means. The aim is European security
itself - but the prOposer countries thought that the conference might be the
most efflcient way leading to §t. " '

- - B : r . . . ” 3

In connection with SALT President Nixon has stated for many years.that there
is no altérnéti?e to agreement, The bBasis for the American President's state-
ment is the fact that the cortinuation of the nuclear armament race would

inevitably lead to war - if the race cannot be étopped. And wer cannot mean
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a real alternative for menkind; especially in such basically changed circume
stances. when neither side is in the pcsitidn to reach decisive superiority.
A balance of forces is only one of the motives in the SALT dialogue, glthough
a very important one. Moreover, at the time of the scientificstechnical
revolution it becomes even more necessary to make rational use of financial
meens and to develop multilateral cooperation. This automatically leads to
a reduction in expenditures on armament - although this may be of minor
importance. The armament race is dangerous first of all not only because it
reduces the prospects for resulting in peaceful constructive work; but
because it mekes every result doubfful; nLést, but not least: the.Sovietu
American talks and the European dialogue could become a reality because both
gsides recognized this axiom,

Europe is the most neuralgic part of the world: a war here would probably
‘mean a nuclear one. Even those were compelled to realize this who, believing
in different "liberation plans", had lived in an illusion as late as the
early 60s. Realities must be.fully respected. So the most important task
of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe is to formulate the
new facts, to accept the renunciation of the use of force and the essential
thesis of equal security as general principles. In the framework of peace-
ful coexistence multilateral Furopean cooperation could emerge, all-[uropean

plans could be made to solve complex technical problems.

In Helsinki the.first step was made: the participants .outlined the.items of

- the agenda. Even today some argue that the "progress is toofast", and some
would like to modify certain points of the Helsinki proposals or try to give
another meaning to them, We hear afgumeqts that only the socialist countries
are interested in the first point of the agenda (the problem of security), in
the second point (widening economic relations) and in the fourth (setting up
the permenent bodies of security); and that the capitalist countries are
interested mainly in the third point, in the free movement of ideas. We
could read articles which said that "the Soviets have to give from the third
basket, if they want to take something from the second". This typé of argu~
ment can even at best only bhe regarded as an illu;ion or as self-deceit.
Simultaneous and proper arrangements on all the four items is in the

interest: of all European countries, all participants of the Conference.

Economic ties with the socialist countries do not snly serve Easterﬁ

interests. One-sided advantageous trade has never existed; such deals are
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not called trade, In.fact, Western government and business oiroles are
-, highly attracted by the vast market of the socialist oountries.

Free lovement of Ideas - o .
" As regards the problem of the free movement of,ideasiwekhave to realize first
that interference in the domestic affairs of another country may take dif-
ferent forms, e.g, war, economic pressure or ideological subversion.‘ In '
Hungary, for instance, the best works of Western 1iterature are published
and generally known by the publio- theatres present the pleys of p0pulsr
. Western asuthors; Western artists come to the ooncert hells. If a Western
tourist wants to come to. Hungary. he can get the v1sas in hours, ‘he is the
mest welcome guest in the country. And, on the other hand: - taking also
into consideration the novle aim of bhetter understanding among people - the
honest Hungarians can travel abroad without politicai'oPstseies{_

L
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What should be made free then° Suspioion is understandable and right if it

is about gther issues not included aboves these might be those "ideas" whioh
try to alienate people from their, government which can provoke hate towards
other nations or can incite war, The diffusion of such "ideas" neither will
-te permitied in the future - notfeven by the slogantof “free movement of 1deas
and people™s ... .. . ; _ | . - I
.- A.Bwiss -paper-recently put the question in this way: "Is it worthkhile to

strive for détente with the Soviet Union if we cannot in exchsnge promote
liberalization?". We should be clear about the aim: is it the institution31121ng
of peaceful coexistence or. so- -called “1iberelization"¢(Whioh 1s seen by some

as a good title to interfere with the domestic affsirs of certain oountries)

In the past; there, have. been similar. plans under other names., Their fate is
known.~ - - . .- e

o
. -“-s . ¢ =

1Is politicsl subver91on permissible° Let me mention an exemple, the French

;. municipal elections,. As is known, in this recent event the French Communist
Party received the largest number of votes and became the biggest party -
i the country. But the division of courcillors! posts didn't reflect the
result: with 23 per cent of -the total .votes the French oommunists received
11 iper cent of the mendates.. The number of the .votes and seats wss
proportional in the case. of the Socialists, while the Gaullist UDR reoeived
8 lot of mandates with relatively few votes. This s bssically a question

- of demooracy,- The Hungarian press drew a lesson from this for "domestic
use", but the French people could hardly hear. in the foreign lenguage

‘- broadcast of the radio, .any statements‘indicsting that.the Erench government
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ignores democfacy, g0 that they would have to rebel against it, Would such

a sharp polemic prove beneficial to the friendly French - Hungarian relations?
Would it promote the relaxation of tension in Burcpe? The answer is
definitely no - and it is neceasary to add that the French President probably
would not have changed guickly the distribution of seats as a result of such

interference,

No one should conclude from this that for the good of the relaxstion of -
tension an alliance must he made with evérybody, without pracondition, and
all the time, But the cohsiétency of principles does not exclude the neces-
sity and possibility of compromisas, the importance of mutual political wisdom

and self-restraint on each side.

Détente and Alliances
The readiness for agreement should be desirable in the talks about European

force reduction, Linking the Security Conference to the Vienna talks is not
possible - however connected both of them are with the security. The force
reduction talks, becéuse of their complicated and far-reaching eharacter,

will probably continue for a long time, Linking them to the Security Con-
ference would mean & considerable delay in thé latter's successful conclu-
sion. Besides, the NATO countries hawve not agreed to invite the non-aligned
and neutral European countries to the force reduction talks., The improve-
ment of the atmosphere of mutuael understanding and trust would inevitably hedp
the success of the Vienna talks., ' | |

In spite of all ﬁrogfess, there are further possibilities for the future.
Perhaps the relaxation of tension will continue in Europe. FPerhaps there will
be a deadlock. We can hear about the acceleration of rapprochement on the
basis of different convergency-theories. But this can hgrdly be reality.
Which of the two trénds will be dominant? It depends on the degree to which
the socialist countries and the truly cooperative Western circles succeed

in neutralizing the counter-elements and the theories advocating separation

and confrontation.

The Fast-West dialogue and the process of relaxation of tension are in a
relationship of natufal interdependence with'the changingrrole of military

' alliancés. On different actual topics the interests of the United States
and West-Europe will often differ, but on the vital question of war and
peace there is no difference. At a time of relaxation of tension cohesion
within the Alliances is less important and grows weaker. But we have to
emphasize that these contfadiétions were not brought about by the relaxation
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of tension. We8t-German minister of foreign affairs, Herr Walter Scheel, made
this point when saying:"With the Common Market American economy has acquired
an unpleasant competitor. But the once hoped for political development has
failed to come about," ' : : -

The rew Atlantic Charter, suggested by the Ni<on Administration is intended

to change an akward situation, demanding a more proportional distribution of
military burdens. The US spends 7.3 per cent of her GNP on defence, while
West Buropean countries spend only 4.4 per cent. What is more, the weakening
of the dollar has increased the costs of American troops in Burope. -According
to some West European sources, the American expenditures are not so asizeable
today, given the global policy and the specific European interests of the
United States. Nevertheless Washington - parsuing the strategy of real
deterrence - may consider necessary and reasonable an increase in West-

Buropean conventional forces. . ~

The Soviet-American agreement about the prevention of nuclear war has created
many douhts in the West about the credibility of the American nuclear guarantee,
But the General Secfeféry of NATO, Joseph Luns, made a realistic assessment

of these concerns when saying:"The suspicion and sulkiness of the Buropeans

.is generated by past glory and status”.

The military bipolarity is a fact. You may protest ageinst it, may write
articles about it, like "Why not try China?" (the title of a New York Times
commentary), or may flirt with the  Peking leaders .who have a certain function
in teasing the Soviets in the East; A-lot of things can be done - but the

ton -

fact remains e fact.
Nuclear bipolarity means that the ‘efforts of the two great powers to avoid
collisions and to create mutual understanding and cooperation make impossible
the outburst of nuclear war in Europe too, The effects of this favourable

" development in Europe are obvious: ... increased cooperation and the realiza=
tion of the principle of peaceful coexistence improves the general interna-
tional atmosphere in the dislogue between the two systems. Here economic

" cooperation has an outstanding role because it intensifies the interest of

governménts and peoples in the ¢reation and maintenance of good relations.

Westein Europe and the United States :

It is not unknown in our country that there is a wideranging discussion in
Western Burope about the reorganization of the Western military alliance.
Some proclaim that the separation of West Eurcpean defence from the United
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: ?tates is utterly impossible, while others advocate an independent regional
Vest-European nuclear force. The real approach should take into considera-
tion that any world role for Europe - even if it is in agreement with . the
action of others - has to serve the nationsl interests. What is the trdé
national interest of the West European countries in this matter? Presently
both the military and the political conditions for setting up & European
nuclear deterrent are absent., But even if they existed, the result would be
very dubious: ik« basically bipolar military structure would not be greatly
disturbed. An independent.nuclear umbrella would not-increase the security
of the participants; it would deepen distrust in both directions and would
hinder the process of relaxation of tension in Europe. The motivation for
political efforts at West Buropean unification ean be pro-Soviet, anti-Soviet,
anti-American, and indifferent. But the strengthening of West Buropean
military power would primarily and directly be. targeted against the socialist

countries.

- On the other hand, new problems in the relations with the United States

have produced a dilemma, The Common Market is both & rival and an ally; é
united economic power to the outside woxld, and politically structured inter=
nally., That may be the main reason for the contradictiéns., Despite the
development in West European integration it is still a fiction to speak about
Europe and America as two equal paritners as Dr. Kissinger does, Perhaps fhis
does apply in the economic field, In the Western part of our contingnt some
think that it 'is in the American interest to prevent the economic éuccess of
the European Community. Washington mey willy-nilly hurt unity in the
economic field. But in the political field this is far from true, simply

because of the one-sided character of military interdependence,

This may be one of the motives behind the American behaviour' which sees Vestemn
Burope (it cells.it Europe) as a united whole. Psychological motives may
not be negligible either, This, sumger whén in the oity of Atlanta I had a
'short rest in a park. A policemen came to my bench and we started to talk,

- He asked me where I came from, "Burope" I.answered, end later somehow aéked
him who was the Governor of Georgia. The valiant guard of the order stared
at me - what an ignorance! - answered immediately and, being & polite man,
asked: "And would you tell me Sir who is the Governor of Eurore?" Of course,
ignorant people exist everywhere in the world, But coming acioss fhe ocean
is an American coming to France, to Belglum or fto Austria? Not at all, He
is coming to Europe. While = as Herr Scheel saidmin-his‘préiiousij'qutéd

speech ="there is no competent Eurovean authority on world political questions."
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An increase in the number of Atlantic contradictions doesn't mean automati-
cally a decline in Atlantic relations. It can lead to a gqualitatively new,
reliible alliance if the pendulum moves towards detente and world-wide
cooperation, Naturally, in that case the funotion of the alliance would be
quite diffefent. A mutual abrogation of its military character is also
conceivable, This step would be of historic importance and would be in full
harmony with the real interests of all nations,

But today 8till other debates can be observed in the enlarged Common Market.
Paradoxically, relations with the East have brought to the foregrouné -
internal differences with far-reaching consequences. In France we can hear
about a Rapallo-complex, about fear of German reunification and the Germans
in fury blame French policy for the lack of consistency. It is not difficult
to discover that wh#t is at stake is the political leadership in Western
Burope. But the sharing of power is a long process, and its lasting stabilie
zation may prove impossible, given the domestic political changes in the

iy

member countries,

Lack of homogengby may be responsible for those theories which regard the
American soldiers in Europe as hostages as a guarantee for direct American
involvement. But does West-Europe really need it in the circumstances of
mutual understanding, useful cooperation and relaxation of tension? The
obvious answer has led to the Vierma talks, This area of problems is,in
its concrete details, highly complicated,

However, it is clear Ey now that the number of reforms and modermizations in
the Western alliance -~ brought about also by the development of the member
states - is only inocreased by the success of the Bast-West dialogue, But I
wish politicians would only deal.with gimilar "probiema“.

This year has not seen any changes in NATO, Earlier President Nixon had
called 1973 "the year df Eurcpe" in order to establish a new type of relations,
Several articles in the West ask today: Where is Europe's yeaf? Perhaps in
1974 ... Let us hope that all this will influence movement in the desirable
direction, that is towards the expansion of dislogue, and progress in

Europe. )
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by HUIB HENDRIKSE '

V. T - - PN v .3
Writing sbout East European concepts’and. expectations of arms™
control, its possibility and its political repercussiomsin . ¢
Europe, means above all.to analyse Soviet attitudes. This 'is:
‘not because there is uniformity of interest in-all Trespects
among the Warsaw Pact states, but the field of arms controlr.
seents to be largely regarded as one of uniformity of expres--
sion with the Soviet Union as.the spokesman if not the deter-
minant. s el SR

"
. > o

The Soviet Union seeks to bepoﬁe the most powérful protector

of two new systems of colléctive security: one for Europe and
the other for Asia. Thls all too Grand De51gn was launched in
February 1956 by Nikita Khrushchev at the 20th congress of the
communist party of the Soviet Union: Shortly before, Moscow had
proposed a treaty of friendship and co-operation to,the United
States. ‘At the 20th party congress Khrushchev pointed out that
stable and friendly relations between.the two superpowers would
have a "tremendous. significance" for strengthening peace all over
the world. In this regard it can validly be said,.that Leonid
Brezhnev!s foreign-policy is-not: very original, even though his
style totally differs. from the somewhat impetuous performance
of his predc¢cessor. A fundamental difference, however, is that
Khrushchev displayed & great zeal for disarmament and at times
came out.with bold proposals, while Brezhnev is mainly opposed
to an "uncontrolled arms race": He used this wording in an jim-
portant specch on 21 December 1972, whilst not msniigning dis-



armament among the principles on which according to the Soviet
Union security in Europe should rest, although the "Declaration
on peace, security and cooperation in Europe", which the suprene
leaders of the Warsaw Pact countries had previously adopted at
Prague on 26 January of the same year, had rated disarmament
among - the "fundamental principles of European security and re-
lations between states in Europe". During the first gathering
of the CSCE it once more appeared that disarmament was delibe-
rately omitted from theaddress by Brezhnev. On behalf of the
Soviet Union Andrey Gromyko tabled a number of prlnclples of
European sacurity, disarmament not being among then.

On 11 July 1973, when receiving the Lenin prize "For the
strengthening of peace between the peoples", Brezhnevsaid:

"We are firmly convinced -that political deténte in Europe must
also be. supplemented by military &ténte". A few weeks later,

on 15 August, he explicitly stated that military deténte does

not yet mean a reduction of armaments. As one of the most topical
obligations in the "struggle for a radical purge of the inter-
national atmosphere" he mentioned the "effort for political
detente to be supplemented by military deténte, for the arms

race to be stopped, and subsequently also for practical steps

to be taken in order to reduce armaments". These words clearly
referred to thé'situation in Furope. '

-

ArmsuControl:'Instruﬁent or Result of Detente?

Such remarks show again that.the Soviet Union at this moment
takes a very cautious, not to say conservative stand as to arums
control in Europe. This only comes second; as something that can
wait. The most complicated arms control negotiations ever to

take place contributed significantly to better relations between
the Soviet Union and the United States. Even the war in Indochina
evidently did not preclude the development of conditions which
the Soviet press characterizes as .a "transition from the cold war
Yo peaceful relationships"., The reverse, however, -- military
detente can only ensue from political detente -- holds for ‘Europe,
as the Soviet scholar Daniil Proektor has pointed out., Even if
one can understand this approach, the question remains how ex-
tensive political detente according to the Soviet Union should
be in order to bring military detente in Europe within reach.

-
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_yhen NATO countries express their concern about the military
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bulldup of the Warsaw Pact, their attitlde-is fihterpretedas.
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conceal thelr aggre551ve measures, try to{reviveithe myth of.
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the "Sov1et threat“B Brezhnev "$4id at<the:24thiparty congress.
More recéEEiy he “warned-<time:and” Tagain that:thé caggressive o
forcesilnhﬁaggbg'have Mot 1aid Caéwm Ttheir!’ weapons.iOne:getsethe
1mp§geglon'fh5€ the"Sov1et léadérs willinot be satisfieédiwith
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“pOlltlcal ‘detente 1nchropefuntllfthe?capltallst statesthave

’;aemohstrated they no”longer con31der4theﬂex1sting powersof ,the
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poses a simultaneous. dissolution of both NATO "and” the" Warsaw
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Pact as a "radical means" to implement mllltary detente in
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Europe. The rejection of this proposal is explalned fas proof
~of:a continuing hostility, from the: West and .as;a, Justlflcatlon
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oofnthe”further,bu11dup:of«Sov1etyand other, Warsaw Pact forces.
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~'The ‘Soviet :Union ,wisely did, never .disclose Jow many .. troops she
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-would: withdraw :from Eastern. Burope,ﬂln case;the.members of
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: f NATO should:take:heart: -and yconsider seriously;.the.idea o{hgptual

-:dissolution :of/\the. twojblocs..In :Moscow,. where polltlcal rea-~
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hope that this will soon occur. The;Soviet.Union does not like
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at all to see the shock effects a sudden vanishing of NATO and
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the'Warsaw‘Péct'would;pfoduceflﬂer detente‘pollcyfitherefore,
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alms “at generatlng a SitiationTir which! ‘military~politicalr

alllances w111 have-lostItheir fuhctioniand simply<fade?away.
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recently.characterized it; than: negotlatlons about.reducing
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.ctroopsxrand armamentsgln*Central Europe.,If theJoutcomepof
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suchinegotiations.would not,only be. aJredeployment ofLAmerlcan
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.and-Sovietforces, 3butlperhaps also.certain oollateral mea=
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sures, then NATO and the WarsanPact could become lastlng in-
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struments in the process of detente. The Soviet proposal to

dlgouss5eoﬁeéﬁonfldenoe-bulldlng measures’inttheYframeworkiof
~Itns CSCE and3n0t1of’MFR~1s,probably-totbeflookedfupon astan

‘attempt’ t6* avoidl aiy® involvehent” of! alliande machineriested
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Although the MBFR-proposal of the NATO members runs counter to
the political strategy of the USSR, it was impossible to ignore
or bluntly reject it. After a long period of silence Brezhnev
on the 30th of March 1971 spoke out in favour of talks about

a reduction of troops and armaments in Central Europe, when
addressing the 24th congress of the communist party of the .
Soviet Union. Here was in fact an attempt to annex the MBiR-
proposal in order to present it later in a modified form.as a
suggestion of his own. One of the elements of the Soviet ver-
sion is theée wish "that*talks on this matter should not be held
on a bloc basis (which would narrow their scope), but should
be discussed independentiy in accordance with an understanding
between the states concerned", as a Soviet commentator wrote
last year. | '

Although the Soviets usually tend to imagine disarmament pro-
blems as in eéssence relatively simple - "the way to disarm is
to disarm", Maxim Litvinov taught in the thirties - they have
never saved words when repeating that the question of reduc-
tions in Central Europe is -highly complicated and that it will
take a 1bng time for results to be yielded. This is just ano-
ther way to stress the point that military detente in . Europe
must play a secondary part

This attltude sharply contrasts with the pressing manner in
which the Soviet Union in her campaign for the convocation
of the CSCE has depicted the potential menace of war. The
paramount reason for detente in her view is the need to pre-
vent thermonuclear war. It is rightly pointed out on the So-
viet side that even a minor clash in our heavily armed conti-
nent could rapidly lead to general war. That is why the capi-
talist states are urged to adopt the rules of conduct which
the Soviet Union summarizes in the term peaceful coexistence.
In order to prevent thermonuclear war from breasking out,
Moscow says, it is necessary to accept peaceful coexistence.

" There is just no other choice.

Arms Control and peaceful coexistence is essentially a doc-
trine for the regulated hostility between socialist and capi-
talist states. This is typically a theoretical product of a

*the
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'superpower,'whiéh'is sufficiently strong to consider a gfeat
many states as her permanent foes. A weak socialist country like
Yugoslavia is also an active supporter of peaceful coexistence,
but she fills this notion with a different, far less antagonistic
substance. Though* the Soviet conceptlon of peaceful coexistence
allows for the possibility, or even réquires, many form of co-
operation between soclalist and capltallst states, a lasting
and even fierce hostlllty is held 1nev1tab1e. Brezhnev speaks
about a contlnulng struggle in the political, economlcal and
1dologlcal fields. Confllcts, at_ times even serious ones, will
gill erise, but they must not lead to armed clashes and wars,

Europe'is the only reglon in the world where the main capltallst
and socialist states confront each other heavily armed along a
stretched line of demarcation. For the Soviet" conceptlon of
peaceful ‘coexistence in Europe to materialize - i e. for the
rlsks to be reduceéd -that even a sharp conflict mlght lead to war
- a lowering of® the armaments levels is a prime condition. The
Soviet Union has repeatedly said so herself in the past and uses
this now as an argument for the MFR—talks.' - o

In the flftles”the Warsaw Pact countries took the view that such
reductions constituted an independent factor promoting detente.
In spite of the fact that in 1957 the United: States decided to
instal +tactical nuclear weapons in Western Europe, and although
there was concern about the rearmament. of the Faderal Republic
of Germany, the member-states of.the Warsaw Pact announced in
May 1958 that their forces would be reduced byalmost half a
million men., By that tiwme - their troop numbers had ‘already
dropped by 2.5 million men-since 1955, more than two million -of
whom belonged to_the Soviet forces. In May 1958 Soviet troops were
stated to be withdrawn from Rumania. TheiNATO members were sSur-
moned to cut their forces likewise and thus 'to show "by acts"
that they wanted to strengthen peace and security in Europe.

But the quite different attitude of wait‘end see, adopted today
by the Soviet Union,gowadays with regard to the problem of re-
ducing troops and-armaments in Europe, can be explained by a
combination of factors. It is one of the paradoxes of the pre-
sent time that.the importance to the Soviet Union of her conven-
tional force has also grown now that a climate ,of general detente
has developed in Eurcpe. . ~ - - . ! |
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First of all there is a tendency in the USSR to give credit to
the increased military and economical power of the Warsaw Pact
gtates and in particular of the Soviet Union for the improvement
of the situation.in Europe. Even without a thorough look into
the Soviet economy it is easy to see that the emphasis thereby
lies in the military aspect.

This reasoning - more Soviet power means_ﬁdre peace - 1is based
on the view that the capitalist states will only'by sheer necessi-
ty opt for a moré “realistic' ( i.e. reasonablej behaviour towards
the socialist states. The foreign policy of the capitalist states
is characterized, not only by ill-educated propagandists but

also by prominent Soviet scholars, as a "policy of war, violence,
pillage and repression”. Marxism-Leninism, the ideology of all
Warsaw Pact states, teaches that aggressiveness is a permanent
feature of the capitalist states, which are often collectively
designated by the word imperialism. The aggressiveness of impe-
rialism is in the first place directed against the Soviet Union
and the other socialist states, which are ~ with the ideological-
1y unaccountable exception of China and Albania - peaceful by
nature. Imperialism to the thinking of nen .like Brezhnev and
Grechko keeps hoping to be-able to solve the "historical con-
troversy between capitalism and socialism" by military power.

The one bright spot in this grim outlook upon the world is that
‘imperialism generally reacts in a rational manner to the power
of its foes. In a recent book on Soviet foreign policy D.G. -
Tomashevsky, a senior research associate of the Institute for
World Economy and International Relations in Moscow, writes:

"Lf the balance of forces is unfavourable to imperialism, then
the possibilities for launching imperialist aggression remain

- limited. Imperialism as a rule shrinks back before superior
power. For fThe sake of self-preservation- imperialism is com-
pelled to take full account of reality".

1t is forbidding military strenght cbmbineiwith a flexible
foreign policy that forces thée capitalist states to behave in
accordance with the rulés of peaceful coexistence. One need not
be surprised, therefore, that in this period of diminishing -
tension and preparatory meetings on East-West troop reductions
there is constant ta.k in the Soviet Union of its increased
military power, since-this is "one of ‘the main instruments of
our peace policy". It is asserted that the preservation of world
peace is due in the first place to this impressive military ma-
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chine which has a "sobering" effect on the hotheads of the
imperialist camp. Notwithstanding these successes the greatest
vigilance remains imperative and the continuous strenghtening
of the forces in an"objective necessity". Brezhnevspeaks in
this context about a "sacred duty". - -

The Importance of the Warsaw Pact

This excessive appreciation of one's own military apparatus _
clearly does not promote a positive attitude towards disarma-
ment and arms control. The fact is that one cannot at the same
time worship a sacred cow and unutilate it. Yet the attitude
towards arms control may well be affected to a still higher
degree by the importance that conventional military force has
for the Soviet Union in maintaining the cohesion of the Warsaw
Pact. In a strategic sense, the European alliesof the Soviet
Union serve a twofold purpose. They are a vanguard in the process
of detente with Western Europe and they form the rear in the .
bitter conflict which opposes the Soviet Union to China and is
increasingly seen by the Soviet Union as a political and mili-
tary controversy. The European allies of the Soviet Union are
thus in an almost ideal .position to emancipate themselves into
more or less independent allies, who can demand that their in-
terests and desires are taken -into account to a considerably
greater extent than is now the case. The Soviet Union alleges
that the Western states as well as China try to rouse natio-
nalistic feelings in Eastern Europe and try to drive a wedge
between Russia and the. European "brother-countries".-Moscow
also complains about phenomena such as "isolationism", "sepa-
ratism” and "national selfishness" in Eastern Europe.

-

The USSR considers the political polycentrism in the imperialist
camp an advantage, but inside the Warsaw Pact she wants to pre-
serve the principle.of so-called momcentrism. Her reaction
therefore is that a‘solid-welding of the members of the Warsaw
Pact in the military, economic and ideological fields is of
8till greater importance than is wused to be. The threat of . a
military attack by NATO is believed to be neutralized by the
strong military ofganization of the Warsaw Pach but now a new
menace is decried in the so-called "silent contra-revolution":
by means of peaceful instruments such as trade, industrial co-
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operation, and scientific and cultural contacts. Western coun-
tries try to expand their influence in Eastern Europe. Imperia-
lism, it is said, proceeds with extremely subtle methods.
Communism is no longer decried in the old-fashioned way, but
advice is given as to how communismcan .be "improwved upon".
Forms of "national communism" are encouraged by the ideologists
of imperialism, The events in Czechoslovakia, theSoviets would
argue, have shown whereto this "silent dontra-revolution" can
lead. They have glsc shown that political and economical
pressure are insufficient to restore "proletarian discipline".
The rapid military occupation of Czechoslovakia was a demon-
stration of Soviet power, but from a political point of view
this was also an impressive a display of impotence. Besides,
this operation seems to have made heavy inroads on the finan-
cial means the Soviet Union has available for the modernisation
of her economy. A non-official, but fairly reliable sgource in
Moscow writes that the total costs of military action against
Czechoslovakia (introductory manoeuvres, occupation, military
pressure against Rumdnia)amounted from five to six billion
roubleg., Thus it is also for economical reasons they must try
to circumvent the need to repeat a similar intervention. So

the slogan of a simultaneous dissolution of the two military-
political blocs. in Europe is coupled with an intensive effort
to further strengthen the Warsaw Pact. Attempts to make the
Warsaw Pact an unpenetrable fortress, which is ‘only open to
"businesslike co-operation®, render comprehensive measures in the
fields of arms control impossible. It is characteristic of the
fortress-outlook, which for that matter can also be found on
The Western side, that one feels one's own security increased
as the insecurity of the foes decreases. This mood makes even
minor reductions of troops and armaments a very difficult
matter. Since the military situation in Europe is fairly stable
at present, those sharing the fortreés-mentality lack an incen-
tive to react otherwise. They are quite prepared to declare
With full conviction that they renounce the use of force or any
threatening with force, provided the instruments of violent
action remain intact., Only after'much sighing on both sides
they might eventually lower the level of armaments under the
strict supervision of a computer.

. 14
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A New System of Collective Security ?
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On tesotherihand:the pursuit. ofia-collective jsecurity system in
Europe :proves. that .the USSR-thinks- the preservation of, this: frozen
state ‘of Jaffairs in-the rlonger;run-undesirable. ., Maybe there is n
notsthe sfaintest .illusion:in Moscowthat the  Soviet; Union,could
ever become acceptablesto-rall European,states jas their.most
powerful protector. Still the system of collective security she
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“Ever sincevtheischemecofi1acollectivecgsecurity;system in jEurope
¢3ihas:ibeen introducednin 1954;3Jthe .main problem _of European _ secu-
ritychascremained the.same!for theySoviet;Union: That problem
tisjyuto .put?it briefly;chow toscontainythe<FederaliRepublic of
dGermany.LThls:questlonqisLcons1derably;hagder;togsplvecthag it
was: in theyfiftiesjdwhen’Chinastillawashansally;;when.the Soviet
isUnion~andzher-European~alliestdcould stilljafford,a.policy,of
dc.isolationism;j?whensdistrustiagainstithe-Germansswasgstill.pretty
Loﬂwidespreaduinawestenmxguropé;andjwhen;the;FRq wasgeconomically
and-.technically:;unable toibecomefa nuclearindyweapenistate:
The:treatiesiBonnihastconcluded with-thejSoviet.Union, Poland
and1thesGDR ;uhave:brought;a solution+of this:problem no.nearer,
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Justtas in the past, the Soviet Union and, perhaps), her allles

TalIe sl Gl Evvie SUHDST UJ VDINTS YLD ! o e Toe fr{
believe that the European security situation will be at 1ts best
s s L Waoand wuad au Jizuidom g 201 DOLSBQUISAlY VinG . Torr
when all Amerlcan forces w111 have left the contlnental solil and
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the FRG is kept free of nuclear weapons. quuldatlon of foreign
brbasestissmore oryless;a standing disarmament,propesal,of the
¢ AUSSR,zwhich-pretends, noti to;have;bases,in foreignyterritory her-
;self.gButhyhe;Sovieprleaderscdo;prefechlose;gg—ppg?atioplwith
*.therUnited:States regarding,European :security; asylongras there
stilltisralrisk)that the™FRG might.,infany’fornlget)controliover
¢ 'nuclear:weapons.: Thisi'is! why. they atetadvocating arsystem:of
collectiveigecuritylindEuropet which must:first:ofyalliycreate
conditionstof ‘friendliness ‘and oftextensive, butisupervised
co-operation ‘in theufields)of:economy,¥science’{ technology;
energy supply, enviranmentandyculture::Then,nitrlis hoped,»+
"myth of the Soviet threat“ will no longer give an impulse

g L Trrrom i anbantd e b oarmbar 42 e R Pald pes
to nuclear” asplratlons ‘of Westerﬁ’Gefﬁaﬁ§ and-will>eventually
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The desire of the Soviet Union and her European allies for a
period of stability in Europe is without any doubt sincere;
but one’ cannot solve thé problems of military confrontation
simply by ignoring them for the time being. Yet this is the
way the Soviet Union would like to hawve it. The illusion of
security should precede real security.

The undue weight given to an acceptance of broad principles‘
in the Security Conference bears witness of what one might
call a bureaucratic approach to European security. The other
members of the Warsaw Pact, with the one exception of Rumania,
seer to endorse this Soviet atbtitude. It is pointed out on
the Soviet side that the process of political detente should
not be hampered by trouble. between antagonistic states about
complex matters of disarmament. But at the samc time there

is an awareness of this view being inconsistent, since it can
hardly be denied that military detente would favourably affect
the course of political detente. Progress made in arms control
indicates to what extent the parties are prepared to trust
each other and to translate into practical reality their
solemn declarations not to use force against each other.

The apparent inconsistency between the desire for broad
principles and a reluctance to reduce forces is certainly
not only embarrassing for the members of the Warsaw Pact,

but no less so for the NATO countries.’ ' |

The Soviet Union hopes she can take advantage of her improved
relationship with the USA for solving what to her mind is the
most urgent problem of military security in Europe: to-prevent
the FRG from opbtaining control of nuclear weapons. According
to a recent Soviet publication SALT II can only bear fruit

if the United States take the initiative of dissolving NATO's
Nuclear’ Defence Affairs Committee and the Nuclear Planning
Group. Anyhow, Moscow wants the Americans to tell their
European allies in unambiguous terms that they are opposed

to a West-Furopean nuclear force.

The Soviet Unibn holds the view that America is morally com-
mnitted to such a course fo action by virbtue of the agreecment
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on the prevention of nuclear war. This document was hailed
by the Soviet press as the most important result of Brezhnev's
visit to the USA; much stress is laid upon the fact that it
has been signed on a symbolic date - exactly 32 years after
the day Nazi Germany invaded the Soviet Union. And yet the
benefits the intimate bilateralism between both superpowers
has so far achieved for the security situation in Eurcpe have
fallen short of what the Soviet leaders have expected. In the
Federal Republic of Germany as in other Western European
countries complaints are heard that the American nuclear um-
brella now unmistakably shows holes. In Moscow there is con-
gsiderable concern about this phenomenon. Such talk from
"opponents to detente" and "enemies of peace" is feared to
produce the effect that inside the Europe of the Nine more
and more voices will be raised in favour of military co-
operation., It is taken for grated by the Soviet Union that
such co-operation will be the étart of the setting up of a
Western nuclear force, which eventually would bring a German
finger to the nuclear trigger.

The dread of a West~European or West-German nuclear force

is shared by many in the West, and indeed in the Federal Re-
public of Germany. Opportunities for gbviating such a develop-
ment should be better than ever before. But these are to be
grasped first of all by a positive and even daring attitude
towards arms control. As the main military power in Europe,
the Soviet Union must demonstrate that she can more or less
understand other European states when they feel unable to
look upon her forces as a huge peace corps. This problem
nust be tackled. Otherwise there is a danger that the MFR-
talkw ~ill deepen rather than overcome feelings of frustra-
tion and exasperation about the security situation in Europe.
The result could well be in Goethe's words that Y"The evil
which you fear becomes a certainty by what you do".
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The history of intermational relations knows many'situations
where Peace depends on the proper understanding of acts and even
more of motivationa of one party by another, It can be admitted
that during the whole period of "cold war" besides the evident
elements of substantial antagonism in the attitude and acts of
the countries of opposite social and political systems, there
were also elements of mutual fear and hostility arising to a
great extent from the misunderstanding of inténtions. Such ele-

- ments, enlarged by the propaganda machinery, have formed a power
destroying all thet has been sound and normal in mutual relations.
~ Many a time, it took years to waive aside certain myths based on
irrational premisés, by revealing truth and the diabolic power

- created by them was at last overcome,

Now, when both social and political systems dispose of almost
unlimited means of destruction the proper perception of acts and
intentions of the other party ie of enormous importance, especially
during the tension periods on the internatiomnal arena, The correct
wnderstanding of the other party’s steps and intentions is also of
no lesser significance for the nornalization of the relations among
countries separated by contradictions which for meny years seemed
to be insurmountable, Conventionally speaking, the proper understand-
ing of the other perty’s steps and intentions as well as of its
interests . is also of greatest importance both for the détente and
for the search of a better, more rational security arrangements
for the whole of Europe.




In view of gocialist countries the position of the West
concerning the reduction of armed forces in Europe’”has undergone
& substantial evolution for the period after the Second World Var,
And the suggestion of so called mutual and balanced force reduction
which has appeared in the last few years was undoubtedly a new
phenomenon in the position of the NATO countries regarding both
disarmament in gemeral /the approbation of the earlier rejected
possibility of implementation of regional disarmement in areas of
particular tensiom and concenitration of arms, as for an example
in Europe/ and the European security /the acknowledgement of the
problem of armed forces reduction as an essential independent
element for the détente in Europe/, What is more, the problem
of "mutual and balanced force reduction' has become not only
a new matter of interest for the VWest counmtries but has also
grown to the position of one of the main postulates whose solution
was to condition the future détente in Europe, as well as the
fate of the CSCE and later - its course and results,

At the same time , however, along with the emphasizing of
the significance of this problem and alongwith discussion on the
YMBFR"™ = the problem itsedf has not become clearer in regard to
its ocontents, It is difficult to state that the prenegotistion posi-
tion of the NATO countries on this subject has been univocal even
without taking into account tho special attitude of France to this
matter, It may give the impression that although the NATO countriew
managed to bring about the formulation of a general concept which
could be accepted nearly by everyone thias, however, did not mean
that the views on its specific contents were the same,

One cen assume that this was also related to the variety of
factors which have brouwght about the raising and maintaining of
this concept; factors which were not always these same for parti-
culaxr NATO countries, ‘

A brief look at these factors seems to be worthwile since
they can comtinue to influence the position of particulasr NATO
countries. In general they can bg divided into three main cate=

goriess '
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Intra-allisnce considerations - embracing first of all the
variety of internal pressures thot were felt in NATO countrica
towards the reductlion of armed forces, These pressures wers felt
first of all in the USA but also could be observed in some Europecn

" members of the NATO, In this situation the "MBFR proposal" =
especially es it was sssumed that the Warsaw Pact countries were
not interested in it - was to merve as a convenient instrument
t0 keep NATO members from'reducing-their forces unilateraly, This
interrelation could be observed particularly in some statemenis
made by the US administration. It was underlined that no reduction
of US forces in Europe, apart from that as agreed upon within the

- WHBFRY", would itake place unless the allies decided to reduce their
- own foroces,

The suspension of the reductions, especially of ths US forces
in Europe, did not mean, however, an abandonment of an intention
or less necessity of such reductions, On %he other hand, it gave %
time to open discussion on this problem within the NATO and to come
to certain conclusions which would not deteriorate the intra-NATO
relations, Simultaneously, the advancement of the reduction pro=-

"blem to the plane of East-West discussion gave the possibility
either to obtain also a certain reduction of the other party
forces or to gain significant propaganda effect in case the other
party refused to start negotiations on this problem, The intra-
allliance discussions over the reduction of armed forces could also
gerve a wider purpose - & new distribution of the "defence burdens”
within the NATO, i.,e, maindy to increase in relative if not absolute
terms the"defence contribution of European NATO members., )

, Nevertheless, the problem itself of the force reductions in

. Europe and especially the problemx of reductions of the US forces
in Eurcpe, seemed to be a result of some objective factors; that
is of the general trend which could be observed mainly in the USA ~
~to reduce the troop level, increasing at the same time a standard
of their training /prbféssional soldiers/ end improving their
equipment, In other words, the reduction of quaniity of {troops.was
looked upon a&s a way to obtain means for raising their quality.
it was hardly beleivable that this general trend._would not also

~affect the gize of the American forces in Europe,
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‘ Certain changes in the international sitwation can be also
mentioned as objective factors which influenced the poaition'cf‘
" the NATO countries on the European disarmament problem. This

'-"ﬂrefers first of all to the indirect influence of the growing

. détente'prooess and the change in perception of the other party'a
. intentions /inter alia, the fall of the myth of”communist dangery .
as well ag all-the-more wider plane of the East-West negotiations,
sAnother change hsving & direct influence on the possibility
of undertsking realistic discussions on problems of European .
" disarmament was the change of the Western attitude towards- the.
"German problem“, The solution of this problem in line with
Weatern demands was not longer considered as a ccnd:;tn.cn for
.. any disarmament measures in Europe.
These major factors which led to the acceptance by the NATO
" members of a new position on the European disaimament problem
can be complemented also by a range of considerations of a tacti-
cal nature - considerations determining, in the first place,
the moment of putting forward the "MBFR" posfulate-/one cen &assume
that it has been done prematurely/ and secondly, the way of
"playing this card® in suropean discussions, Along with the above
mentioned consideratiolfiific eagerness to present the "Europeen
programme” of the NATO which would compete with the Progranme '
 of the socialist countries and ‘especielly with the proposal of .
' the Conference on Security and Co-operation, The emphasis onthe
particular significance of the "MBFR" postulate served ait the
same time as convenient instrument of controlling or affecting
. the direction and the pace of the détente process,
The above factors which were of great significance for the
formulation by the West of the "MBFR" postulate and for its
- maintenance as an item of discussion in Europe will also furiher
. affect the position of the NATC states in this question, One can
- agsume at the same time that the factors of "objective character®
¢an both produce real pressures in the direction of reaching an
sgreement on approporiate reductions and create favourable
'conditicna for reaching such an agreement. Factors of tactical
nature - i.e. the desire to take advantage of the reduction pos=-
- tulate and use it for other purpcaaa 1nstaad,cf for limitation -
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.~ of military potentials in Europe -~ can give negative effects both
~on the process of negotiéting.over the problem of red#ction‘énd on
' "the general détente atmosphere in Furope; whereas the intra-alliance
a'consideratians from which follows9 firgt of all, the necessity of
. intensive consultations rather within the framework of NATO than
'7-"on the plane of East-West relatioms, can bring about & relatively
slow procéss’of Eagt-VWest negotiations,, particﬁlarly as regeards

the reduction of indigenous forces. An additional element which
nust be taken into account in consideration of both the rate of

‘the intra-NATO consultations and the character of settlements fol-

lowing from them is the actual close link between military, eco=~

- nomic and monetary problems of the NATO, mainly on the plene. of
" Western Europe~USA relations, Still it is difficult to predict

how it will influence the time and the contents of a new general

‘US=Western European “"econtract® as well ag in what way such a
~weontract" will influence the'problem of force reductions~iﬁ
~Europe,

As 8 whole the position of the NATO countries before the Open-
ing of the negotiations is not quite clear. There were contradictory
opinions a3 to the necessity to open at that moment East-West dige
cugsions on the reduction problem, /an example of which is not .

' only ths negative attitude of France but also the restraint of

other NATO members = eg. Grest Britain/ as well as the difference

of aims, interests and priorities, The main difference seems to lay

betweem the interest of the US to reduce the existing bglance in

' Europe to a level lower and less expensive for them while the
" main interest of European NATO members is directed towards kaeplng

the US mllitary presence at a relatmvely high level, combined with
a wide programme of so called "military comstirainis®., The purpose

of these comnstraintspss assumed, should be first. of all” to'limit

the political role of military forces in Eur0pean relations. Without

"going into detail it can be accepted, however, that these. contradic—

tory views and interests W1th1n the NATO do not necesaarlly mean

g lack of possibilities to come to a certain common. platform which

can lead to a successful ending of the negotiations,




L T .

-6—

It could include different special interests of NATO cowntries -
‘;_that is reductions of US troops, some reductions of national ,
© . forces . as well as a certain category of “mllitary constraints"

correspondlng %o the scops of reductions snd the state of. intra="

"~ European affairs, Such an attitude, taking into account on ths.
- other hand, constant and wide interest of socialis?t countrles

in reductions of both foreign and national troops and their
willingness to discuss "stabilization measures" and "confidence-

“building measures™ could create a certain common ground for

negotiations and -their positivé outcome in not e distant futux'eo
As far as the further stages of disarmament discussion in
Europe are. concerned the problem seemzs t0 be more complex and
dependent on some additional factors. . ‘ ,
On the ome hand -sgpart from the factors hitherto exlstinv -
new ones can arise which can increase the 1nterest of the_NATO _
countries in the armaments and armed forces reductions in Europe,.

.‘_1Such factors can be: the .wider acceptance by the main Westenn

countrles of the concgpt of peaceful coexiatence, further intensi-
fication of the détente process in Europe and the normalization

. of relaticns between countries with different sociasl and political

systems; the effect of Soviet~American talks onllimitation of
strategic armemenis, The importance of SALT for the future talke
on &isarmament in Europe can be approached in two ways. First,

from the viewpoint of the significance of possible SALT settle-
- ments or agreements a&s a factor facilitating the European

discussions on concrete disarmament problems, And, secondly, from

. the V1ewpoint.of SALT agreecments contribution to the general
atmosphere and as en indication of the necessity and possibility

of undertaking negotiations and reaching agreements in a sa

;'delicate problem as military questiions are,.

" On the other hand, however, looking at the problem reallstlc-
ally one must take also into account the probability that some
other factors may divert the attention of the NATO states from
European disarmament problem towards entirely different direction.

.First and foremost it could be the revitalization of “cold war”
- and anti-détente forces, the result of which would be a substan-,
. tial increase of the NATO’s armamemttefforts. Such & development

could make the European dialogue on disarmament purposeless,

'rSecondly, equally negative influence on prosPects of further
European disarmament could have the intensification of NATO |
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efforts to exploit undertaken negotiations for other purposes
than the sincere pursuit of reduction of military confrontation’

' in Europe, It could be connected, first of all, with the inten-

" " gification of alreadyperceptlble tendencies to treat the dlecu831on
of European disarmament: ‘ '
- as a means of pressure or as a 1ever for controlllng and
setting back the progress of détente in Europe and first of all
the course gnd the results of the first Conference on Security -
"'and Co-operation in Europe;
- a3 an instrument whlch should help to bring about politl-
cel _changes . in Eastern Europe,
= as a convenient pretext t0 intensify the efforts in the
"ephere of polltical and military integration in Western Europe.
including efforts aimed at the creation of a form of European
" nuclear force, ‘
) There is no need of further congideration of the poseibilitles
" of the misuse of discussions on disarmament as an instrument to
-get back or to condition the process of détente in Europe, There
were examples of this kind of activity in the practice of the
lagt few years. The likelﬁhood~0f»such activities in the follow-
ing years should not be ignored. However, attention should. be .
paid also to the fact that such attemptl ohmuk are likely to
not only “successfully" hamper the détente process in Europe but
also to become the cause of the reduction negotiations”~ failure,
The previous experience and the failures of the similai HTATO
“attempts in the past, e.g. - the inefficiency and the disservice
. of subordinating the problem of disarmament to the reelizetiontof
" Western postulates, connected with the German problem - mey'
prevent from establishing a junctim among the complicated European
" .problems, The artificial eetebllshement of such a iunctim can prove
' to be an effective method for the hamperlng of whatsoever progreee
on both the planes. ' o ' _
In: the opinion of some. Western eteteemen9 another purpose
~which should be served by the European negotiatione on disarma-
 ment and by agreeements reached in their result, is to help
%o change the political status gou in Eagtern Europe,:
' Leaving aside the possibilitiee of realization of such an
eim /1t seems. that some authore while dlecueeing the politlcel




stability of the socialist states, fall into what one may call
"wishful thinking", which has no connection with the reality/
the mere setting of such an ainm has a highly prejudicial influence,
It introduces into the negotiations an element of éuSpicion as.
t0 the true intentions of the other party- and'wﬂﬁt.moré, it
averts the attention from the cardinal problemg of disarmament -

" and European security,

\ The tendency of taking advantage of the mutual reductions
'T.problem for intensificetion of efforts directed st accomplish-
ment of military and political integration of Western Europe is
something like the other smde of this same coin. These efforts
are also meant to brlng about the chamge of the present militazmy

~and polltical atatu,quo and create another one -~ more favoursble

for the NATO countries, Wghit is amazing in the Western condider-

. ations of this questicnvis both the minimalization of the

negative effecis that such policy may bring about and the agsump-
tion of a relatively indifferent position of Eastern'Europe on thig
problem, Cune cannot leave that problem aside without making at
least some obaervatlons° ' : : - .

| The prOpagatlon of the idea of Western‘European military
'integration which is based on emphas;zing the alleged military
superiority of the Warsaw Pact, & ctually shakes the possibility

of any disarmament negotiations in Europe, at least until such
integration is brought into life, What more, in this case, the

- maintenance of the "mutual reduction" postulate by the NATO

seems to be irrational if these"mutual reductions™ are meant to
be a subject of working discussions and mutual concesslona and
not to be a demand of the other party’s. capitulation. If negotia-
-tions on arms reduction are opened and carried on, the trend
 towards the military integration will undotbtedly influence the
" negotiation positions of both sides, On the one hand, the major
gubject. of interest for the Western partnera in the discussion
will be not so much the congideration of possible agreements -
from the point of view of their significance for the Buropecan
security as from the point of view of their probable influence
on or'conformity with the'integrational efforts. Their major
preocupationﬁ"in general, will be directed towards military
integration; the quesiion of amfugnniion reduction will be
only a possible and not necessary functiocn of'fhis trend,

h ]
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On the other hand, .the Warsaw Pact states while defining their .
‘negotiation position will not be.able to neglect such a substan—
L tial fact as the simultaneous efforts of their partners to
", increase théir military pt:bential° Whateveeray be said about the
purposes of such an integration -_about the Ygreater rationaliza-
_ tion ‘of the military efforts" of the Western Europe, about "new.
’diatributidn of the defence burden in the. NATOW, about Ystructu~
- ral and organization'changes within the framework of the NATO" =
., the major purpose of the integration remains the increase of the
yeffectivenass of the miliftary potential of the Western Europe.
, /The mere fusion of potentials will not mean a new quantltative but a
1a1;tative formation and thus the exlstlng military configuratxon shall be
subaected to changes/. ‘

Ag to the consequences of such integration, it is scarcely
possible that the positiom of the Warsaw Pact members - as it is
often accepied - would be indifferent. It comcerns in particular
the position of the smaller Eastern European countries as wellhas
of all smaller European countries in generalqwhich'would'find
themselves outside the integratlon framework., It would mean for tham

- that they would be facing a new, great European po@{&, even if '
- &till in statu nascendi, posessing, however, behind it centuries
of great power and imperialistic policies and behaviour, and -
with ambitions /already admitted or not/ to conduct such policies
in the future, It would also mean a new.stage in European politicw
‘contradictory to the present tendencies9 towards s new system of
security, the realization of which would be of significant import-—
: ance,'especially for the smaller European countrles. This would
. 8lso be & ‘step towards the strengthenlng of military blOcs. From
' the p01nt 0of view of the socialist countries it would mean the
establishment of A new military grouping remaining in an alliance
with the USA end contributing to the general increase of the
military potential of the West, , . L
. 0f course, it can be malntalned as it is often done in ,
L :Western Europe9 that the drift towards mllitary integration as well
- a8 the special interest in implementgtion of all kinds ‘of"military
i_constraints“ results mainly from the desire to guarantee Western
European s ecurity not so much against an open attack /which at
* present is rather unlikely/ as against the political consequences
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of a lack_qf military balance in Ehrope, i.e, the lack of balancé
between the military potential of the Soviet Union and the Vestern

. Europesn countries, especially in conditions of-Weakened Us

engagemenf in Europé. Even if it is agsumed that this kind of
argument reveals the actual fears of Western Europe and that it is
not a convenient and tactlcal platform of reasonlng, serious. Teser-
-vations can be made both as to the assumptions on which it is. based
ags well as to the conclusions following from it., The possibility
_that the USA will withdraw from its engagements in Europe.and from
'its alliance commitments towards Europe is qulte unlikely. -.The .
security of European couniries is based not so much on the éxisQ
tence of regional balance /Western Europe .vs, Warsaw Pact/ as on .
the global balance /NATO vs, Warsaw Pact/e Thus, the present anxie-
" ties to gearch a regional balance is actually an anX1ety to upse?
the global balance. The preocupation with the 11m1tat10n of the

. role of military forces in the European relations and atithe same
time the consideration of the future picture of Europe ih cate-
gories of the maintained if not strenghthened confrontation of
mllltary blocs is 1nternally inconsistent: the essence of any
balanced of power system is the polltlcal role played by milltary
power.

One can‘believe9 therefore, that the policy of the Western"
‘European countries based on the above mentioned apprehensions
should take rather a thoroughly different direction = of gradual
building of a new security system in Europe which in its nature -
~would limit the role of. the military forces in Europe and would
- make possible their graﬂuate elimination; a system which.wpuld;
inctease. the importance of cooperation and economic interpendence
and diminish the military division of Europe; a system members of
which, apart from the European cowntries, could be the USA and

~ Canada. In other words, this kind of apprehension ghould rather

" induce the Western Buropean countries to accept the invitation of
~ the Warsaw Pact countrles to begin a discussion and to work out:
together new prlnciples for organizing European security. The NATO
members have tr;edlto avo;d such a discussion hitherto, while
'trying to achieve temporary aims which in fact do not solve any
dfréssentialrEuropean problems /both for the NATO and Warsaw Pact/
and which éan make only European situation morglcompl;catede o
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