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TJ:.e Meaning and Effect of Detente 

(A review of the progress made in the first three conferences, 

and the inferences to be drawn from them). 

A paper by Lord Chalfont 

My principal impression of the first three conferences; reinforced 

by a study of Dr. Roger Morgan' s admirable reports, is one of 

almost uniform s_C~Jl~icism, relieved only occasionally by inter-

ludes of acute pessimism. This somewhat oppressive atmosphere ------ ~~--- ~-----~-,_..--

of world-weariness can be traced partly to the composition of 

our group. We are, almost without exception, middle-aged, 

conservative and in the current jargon, establishment-orientated. 

Our only concession to the alternative society has been to invite 

to the second of our conferences a mature ex-student politician, 

and to discuss perfunctorily the attitudes of the younger generation, 

which we defined somewhat curiously as people under thirty five. 

This is not to cast doubt on the value of our deliberations. The 

matters which we have been discussing, and the frame of reference 

in which we operate, do not lend themselves to the emotional, anti-

statist iconoclasm which characterises the attitudes of most of 

the contemporary student generation to political activity .. 
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The combination of academic destFI:Ietioa and practical experience 

brought together at Ditchley conferences ensures a sophisticated 

and generally constructive level of debate. It does, however, 

lead almost inevitably to a degree of cynicism and cautious 

pragmatism. These introductory comments are made only 

to suggest that whatever conclusions we draw from our study cif 

detente might be regarded in more radically-inclined circles as 

unduly pessimistic. ,. 

The consensus of the first conference of the study, held in July 

1974, was that however flexible Soviet tactics might be from time 

to time, their strategy remained consistently dynamic and directed 

towards an extension of Communist influence. This led to the 

generally accepted proposition that the West should conduct 

its detente policies with the utmost caution. Unverifiable arms 

control agreements were held to be unacceptable, and there was 

general unease about the disunity of the West and its implications 

for the West's ostpolitik. There was a suggestion that Western 

policies tended to be too defensive, and that we could with advantage 

be more positive in demonstrating our belief in the superiority of 

our own system. 
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There was some discussion about progress in the three main 

areas of East-West negotiation -SALT, MBFR and CSCE. 

The debate on SALT led inevitably to a good deal of discussion 

about the technical aspects of the arms race, and also about the 

dangers of Soviet-American condominium. The general conclusion 

was that there was no reason for great optimism about the emergence 

of any dramatic agreement from SALT, but that the talks would 

probably survive as a.continuous and-, -on balance, desirable 

strategic dialogue between the superpowers. MBFR appeared 

to be deadlocked by a fundamental difference of approach and 

perceived interests between the Soviet Union and the West. CSCE 

was in an uncertain state, the principal obstacle to progress being 

the reluctance of the Soviet Union to make concessions on the issue 

of free movement. 

The general conclusion from the first conference was that the 

East-West dialogue had slowed down during 1974, as the various 

negotiations revealed, not altogether surprisingly, that the 

two sides had fundamentally conflicting interests and objectives. 

A final comment on the last day reflected the general air of 

disenchantment - an American participant observed that whatever 

might be said against detente, it was at least more desirable than 

some of the alternatives. 
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The second conference, in November 1974, reinforced the basic 

premise that the strategic Leninist aim of victory over capitali§!!L_ 

remained at the heart of Soviet foreign policy. There was, 

however, evidence of a new community of interest between 

tli.e societies of the Soviet Union and the Western world; of a 

joint commitment to crisis management by the United States and 

the Soviet Union; and of a readiness on the part of the Russians 

to integrate their economy into the-world economy on a greater 

scale than hitherto. 

One of the most useful aspects of the second conference was an 

attempt to establish guide lines for the further examination of 

the problems of detente. It was suggested that there were five 

basic issues:::-

(a) What are the preCise stages of transition to a lower 

level of tension? 

(b) Is it possible to envisage a change in Soviet tactics 

including an indefinite postponement of its ideological 

goals. 
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(c) How far can stabilisation in the military field progress, 

independently of progress towards political understanding? 

(d) To what extent can the Soviet need for Western technology 

be exploited to affect Russian foreign policy? 

(e) How effectively is it possible to co-ordinate the policies 

of the West? 

There were discussions about the pressure on Western governments 

resulting from unrealistic economic expectations in the West; 

OPEC and energy; and the attitudes of. the "younger generation". 

The general conclusion of the second conference was that the 1970's 

marked a turning point in East West relations, but that progress 

was still painfully slow. There was, once more, a good deal of 

talk about the need for caution and pragmatism, a general attitude 

typified by an exchange on the last day, when one participant offered 

four specific predictions about the future of East and West Europe, 

only to be told by the following speaker that any detailed predicition 

of the events of the next few years was m1realistic. . The conference 

ended with a reiteration of the need for organisation and integration 

in Western Europe. 
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Between the second conference and the third, in February 1975, 

there were a number of developments affecting the progress of 

detente. The SALT II ·agreement at Vladivostok was regarded 

as a step forward, mainly on the grounds that the limitation of 

strategic systems to 2, 400 for each side meant a reduction of 

lOO on the total the Soviet Union had been expected to achieve 

by 1977. On the other hand the Soviet rejection of the Russian

American trade treaty (as a result-of attempts by the U. S. 

administration to link the questions of commerce and freedom of 

movement) was a clear set-back. MBFR negotiations had been 

slow and contacts between the EEC and CQMECON had proved to 

be inconclusive. 

The third conference addressed itself to problems of security and 

natural resources. The main concern in the discussion on the 

Middle East was the possibility of an Arab oil embargo and in 

particular Dr. Kissinger's suggestion that military force might 

have to be used to prevent the West being strangled. There was a 

long and somewhat inconclusive discussion on Nato, concentrating 

mainly on the uncertainties and weaknesses in the Alliance; and 

a discussion on Sino-Soviet relations underlined the incompatibility 

of the Chinese and Russian peoples and the likelihood of continuing 

hostility between the two Communist powers. 
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The discussions on energy, food, and other raw materials led 

to the conclusion that only oil was directly relevant to the problems 

of detente. The general impression of the third conference 

was that it was more comprehensive and detailed than the first 

two, but 'no more conclusive. 

The first three conferences as a whole have provided some valuable 

and enlightening discussion on the context and substance of East-West 

negotiations. The _majn inferences to be dr_aw.n_ar.ejnev.itabl¥---

somewhat predictable. Detente is elearly_g. c_omp].i.c.ateG-an,;t. 

,gelicate process. Its tempo and tactics are subject to constant 

change - in which the initiative seems to be largely in the hands 

of the Soviet Union whose long term political aims remain 

unchanged. The need to preserve Wceste:r:!l1H;1C\lrity w~ile purs~ing~ 
---~--~~---~--~--~- "-' 

the aim of better relations with the Soviet Union has been'constanHy 
.-~-- ,_..,... ' - . --~ . ·-·-· - ---·- ~ 

emphasised, yet paradoxically the West, especially Western Europe, 
r~ ~.,~ -~--"-- , ~ .JO 

seems irredeemably apathetic in its approach to the problems of 

defence. 

I suggest that it would, in the course of the final conference, be 

useful to consider at least some of the following questions all of 

which fall within the framework of the agenda for the fourth conference:-



• 

Page 8. 

(a) What steps should the West be taking to improve its 

cohesion? 

(b) How can Western Europe contribute more effectively to 

Western defence? 

(c) Has the EEC a role to play in European defence? 

(d) To what extent can MBFR and CSCE still be considered 

to have real hope of success? 
. ·' --.. ---"' 

(e) What are the prospects for any real measures of nuclear 

disarmament arising from SALT? 

(f) What are the prospects for a settlement in the Middle East 

and how will the outcome affect detente? 

(g) Is the pursuit of detente, given the flexibility of Russian 

foreign policy, really in the interests of the West? 

(h) If it is, what steps can be taken to break some of the 

log jams? 

In my personal view this series of conferences has been of considerable 

value. No-one who has taken part in it is likely, in spite of the 

misgivings frequently ·expressed at the first three conferences, to 

entertain exaggerated expectations about the possibility of rapid 

progress in the involved and intricate pattern of relationships which 

we have examined under the general heading of ctetente. 



Session D~ (concluding Session) 

fager by Lord Chalfont 

Introduction 

The faurth conference has created an encouraging impression 

of qualified optimism - as, indeed, might be e'~ected froc a 

gathering so young, progressive and radically orientated. 

There was a certain amount of semantic uncertainty. 11&iy 

people expressed a distaste for the 'l'tord detente and suggested 

such ingenious alternatives as"constructive co•e,.istence", 

"normalisation", or more simply "relations "t-tith the Soviet 

Union". There emerged, hO"t-rever, fairly general agreement about 

t'7hat it meant. It 'I'Tas not to be confused with alliance or even 

friendship; its real meaning was the solution of the continuing 
\,, 

problem of livi.11g on Ea:rth (described by one delegate as 

a space ship) with the Soviet Union and its allies tlhile at the 

same time having a joint interest in the management of the 

inevitable crises t'Thich 'Vtill arise in such a situation. 

It seems to me that 'VTe should not be over influenced by 

our distaste for the 'rord detente. It has after all a precise 

meaning - relaxation of tension - t-Thich was appropriate uhen 

it first came into use in this context. Like much other verbal 

currency it has been debased by careless use. It is certain 

that any other l'Tord or phrase which t-re evolved 'l'rould be equally 

debased in a short time. I propose therefore to continue to 

use the word, at least in this paper. 
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l"'he aim of this paper is to attempt a subjective assessment 

of some of the conclusions reached on our series of cor£erences 

~1ith a vieu to using them as the general basis for a book on 

the general theme of the series. The conclusions are deliberately 

subjective; the book uill reflect my own vi~'IS and conclusions 
bound 

although they are of couree/to be conditi~d to a v~ considerable 

extent by the views expressed at Ditchley end not least by the 

reactions of members of the conference to this paper. 

Although this paper follo'1'7S naturally from the one '1'7hich 

I presented at the beginning of this conference I shall in fact 

make no attempt to adhere closely to its fram6'1'1ork nor to follow 

in detail the questions ''7hich I posed on page S of my earlier 

paper. Some of these questions l.ave been overtaken in discussion; 

some have been comprehensively anS'I'Jered; the priority of others 

l.as changed. 

I propose therefore to approach this last session under 

the following headings. 

(a) An assessment of the threat to the West. 

(b) A consideration of some of the principal factors 

and possible future developments in· detente 

policies. 

(c) Some conclusions for Vlestern policy makers. 

(d) Final reflections. 
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It is essential te; em:pr.:.as~se a:t. the O.~!..ttset th.c!lt there \·tao 
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The alternatives are toe foJ.:"!~' . .idable -r:o cont.er.nplatell Ho one is disposed 

;;;hould be 

discontinued because 

poHtical p:.ob1 ems, 

It: ~-J8.S al.so accepted 

TI:IE TIJTI.EAT 

Soviet poJ.icy :cc; 
" . .. .. 
:~.IT!:ir.Ut:2.D .Le in its 

stra'tegic aims::. 

the neu 

1-ly impression in tb~ of tn_!:t' eontcrcnce 't18.3 

extent a question ot se:.t:.~1.t:Lcsf, 
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"threat", "Soviet potential" or "imbalance of pouer" the simple 

fact remains that there exists, in the longer tem, a clee.rly 

identifiable threat to the security, stability and prosperity 

of the free Horld. Some uould suggest th-::t there is even a threat 

to its survival, 

The threat consists basically of the follouine elements:-

(a) The geo-political threat from the Soviet armed 

forces, D.ussian military strength is grouinc; every 

day, not only in terms of its land forces in ~urope 

and on the Chinese frontier but also in terms of 

its maritime presence in the Atlantic, ~acific and 

Indian Oceans and the llediterranean Sea. 

(b) The lack of a common interest in the countries of the 

Hest, more especially those of Hestern Europe. 

(c) The dangers of inflation l1ith its attendant possibilities 

of political m1d social dislocation. 

(d) A marked left\1ard tendancy in the political climate 

of Uestern Europe. '.Lhe effects of internal subversion { 

and international terrorism and the opportu<"lies Hhich f 
these provide for exploitation by the Soviet Union. 

(e) The problems of continuing supplies of natural resources 

including food and non-oil resources. 

(f) The continuing supply of oil at prices uhich uill not 

further cripple the economies of the \lest. 

It has been rightly pointed out that ~any of these factors 

do not derive in any TJJay from our policies of detente. It is, hm.Jever, 
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possible to construct a scenario in ~vhich galloping inflation 

and uneu~loyment created conditions of political and social 

instability in Uestern Europe, in '1'7hich thio situation is 

exa~by the general left~7ard trend iD Hestern politics~ 
and further aggravated by the operations of all subversive 

i t • d • t t • 1 . i~~~ Tt bl organ sa kOns an 1n erna-Lona p~t~S~~BRcs. ~ seems reasona e 

to conclude that in the circumstances the Soviet Union can scarcely 

refrain from eJ~loiting the position. D€tente policies should 

, -" b 1 h" "bl ~c.····~'~ tnere:core e constructed in t1e context oft kS possk e N?rnant 7 c. 

In this connection it is L"Portant to consider in some depth 

the case of Portugal. Even if recent political upheaval there uas 

~CIIJK 
not a result of consciousVpolicy it has almost certainly upset 

the balance of po'1'1er in Europe. This \vould of course be further 

disturbed if a Communist Government sympathetic /<'the Soviet 1 -
Union came to po\1er in Italy. Even if Italian COIII!llth"1ist administration 

\lere not openly aligned uith the Soviet Union it is not likely_ 

that it l<lOUld for very long remain an an integral part of HA'i'O; 

~~--i~ it certain that continued mem~~::-~~ip in these circumstances 
·----..... .. ___ ~------ -· ----~--·-- -------~-- --

uould be acceptable to the rest of the alliance. ,,.________ 

---------------------
CONCLUSIONS FOR HESTEIUJ POLICY LIP.ICEI:.S 

Hestern policy makers are likely to be faced with a number 

of developing situations in relations 't'lith the Soviet Union. 

They include 

(a) the progress of formal d6tente negotiations - CSCE, SP~T 

and l1BFI:.. 



(b) The possibility of a further crises in the Hiddle 

East and the possibility of a c-,~- ... · :; -~·::,s 

confrontation arising from it. 

(c) The continuation of a process of unilateral 

disarmament in Hester Europe together ~·1ith isolationist 

pressures in the United States. 

(d) Changing Governments uhich might give rise to changes 

in the pow·er balance - China and Yugoslavia are classic 

examples. 

(e) The possibility of another dramatic rise in oil prices 

(possibly con.."l.ected 11ith another Hiddle East crises) 

and the effects of this on IJestern economies sho~·m 

on their defence establishme·nts in part. 

It seems therefore that ti1ere are a certain number of 

inescapable r:.:-~~ 1 -~rlions for Hestern policy m.-1kers. They include: 

(a) The need for close coat:i.nuing collabor.t::ioa betueea 

the United States and Hestern Europe together uith 

a greater degree of mutual understanding. 

(b) The importa~ce of br~ng~ng Japan into this entente. 

(c) The vital urgency of attacking the problem of inflation 

both at the national and international level. 

(d) The need for a high degree of integration ia Hestei.""J.1 

Europe. Hoaetary integration \•muld be an importa~t 

first step toi·7ards the solut:ton of the global problem 

of inflation; and the benefits of closer harmonisation 

of foreign and defence %olicies are obvious. 

(e) The :1.:1portance of co-o;:dinA.~ion at the Hational a.~d 

International level in trading i'7ith the Soviet Union. 

(f) The need fo:;: a const.:cuctivc d:i.alogue Hith prima..-y 

produce:;:s and e8pecit.J.lly 'tl7ith OPEC. 
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FI!TAL r-EFLECTIONS 

It \'Till be obvious that this paper is provisional and far 

from comprehensive. It does, ho~1ever, provide a sprine board. 

I have the follov1ine final reflections to make on the series of 

conferences as a whole. 

I believe that there is still a good deal of complacency 

about the nature of the threat to the surival of the Uest. 

He are facing, it seems to me, not only a crises of Capitalism 

but also a crises of liberal deoocracy~ 

There is still, in my vieu, too great an emphasis on the 

sovereignty of the nation state. If "'e really continue to accept 

that our political leaders should be concerned only uith the 

kind of issues ~·1hich Hill \vin them votes at their national election 

and uho have no hir;her vision ue shall certainly conduct our 

foreign policies in the Hest including our d~tente policies 

at .~ crippling disadva.'1taze. It seems to me that the result 

of. the recent common market referendum in Britain indicates that 

~·1hen an intelligent electorate is confronted \'7ith an important 

political decision it makes that decision v7ithout too much rec:;ard 

for its immediate material interests. Finally, I believe that 

~ 
He in Hestern Europe are being altogether too pra..,"1!laticllco,scious 

'-' 

and unimaginative about our future. It is simply not necessary 

to occept that the ideals of .common forei~fence and ~ 
policies must be sub-orientated to the realities of nationalist 

aspirations. 



THE DITCHLEY FOUNDATIONS 

STUDY ON THE MEANING AND EFFECT OF DETENTE 

FINAL CONFERE:i'ICE: JUNE 6-9, 1975 

DEVELOPHEN'IS AfFEC'liNG RELATIONS miiTED 

STATES AND WESTERN EUROPE, AND THF;ATLANTIC ALLIANCE 

' 
SUBJECT I: Review of Detente Negotiations Since the Third Ditchley 

Conference in February and Exper·ted Fu·tur·e Developments 
in these Negotiations. 

As a preliminary to the business of this session, it was noted thSt two 
corrections were necessary in the report of the previous conference. 
On page 20 of that report, in Paragraph 1, emphasis should be placed 
on the fact that the actual price received by oil-producing countries 
Has much less than its nominal value, as a result of the devaluation 
of the dollar. It should further be stressed that the actual price 
of oil sl1ould not and would not decrease, but on the contrary - with 
the eventual establishment of an index system related to the prices 
of o·ther goods - it should gradually rise, so that the terms of trade 
would not be to the disadvantage of the producer countries. Secondly, 
in the third paragraph of the same page, the reference to Professor 
Chenery' s article should in fact state that ·the total potential 
investment of oil-producin_g countries in the industrialised countries 
would be about 2% of th~ value of shares in the stock market and abou~ 
5% of the total assets. 

The opening speaker in the first session divided his. consider'ation of 
world events since February into two: firstly the course of East-Wes·t. 
negotiations since that date, and their likely prospects in the short
term future, and secondly the international environment in '"'hi eh these 
negotiations were taking place. Under the first heading he observed 
that the CSCE was an important testing ground for the strength of 'dill 
of East and West: many difficult issues were still unresolved, ancl the 
conclusion to the conference appeared to this speaker more hkely · __ to. 
occur in the autumn than in July. On the second se·t of mult~ral 
East-\•Jest negotiations, MBFR, there was no progress to report since 
February, but on the bi-lateral SALT negotiations, the resumption 
scheduled for June 2 3rd in Geneva could mark a significant deve lopmen·t 
(in which, among other things, the United States and the USSR Hould 
have to come to terms with the points of vi eH of the major \'lest 
European countries and of China). 

·Turning 'to the international environment. of East-Wes·t negotiations, 
the speaker suggested that the crumbling of ·the regimes in South 
Vietnam and Cambodia, with the resulting loss of standing for the 
United States, was the most significant external event to be noted. 
He suggested that whereas fear of the unreiiliabili ty of American 
guaraiTCees elseHhere in the world \·?as mispJ.aced, tl1ere vias soJI'.ething 
to be feared from a probable reluctance of the United States to · 
continue the pursuit of East-\\1est detente, a·t a time \vhen He stern 
Europe was still r~latively keen on this. Taking the impact of events 
in Vietnam, in the Hediterranean (Cyprus, Portugal and Spain) together, 
the speaker suggested that the United States would be unwilling to 
continue to si.gn. ·agrec;ncnts with tl-~e .Soviet: bloc at a ti1n;2 when such 
ar;rccmen t.s appearc.'.d not to be taken seriously. The ·threateninp; 
Soviet attitude towards \~est Berlin Has a further factor making 
detente less likely, and the sar~e Has true of the unfavourable 
economic situation affectir1g both East and West. Tl1is economic 
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situation, for instance, detreased the prospects of East-West economic 
cooperation; it also led to a situation in which the European 
Community, though it had a good record of cohesion in the CSCE 
negotiations themselves, appeared unable to ensure the effective 
compliance of its member-states with the application of the Common 
Commercial Policy towards Eastern Europe. 

In the ensuing discussion, American participant~ warned the conference 
against the danger of generalising aboutthe likely response of the 
US administration to the breakdown of the Paris agreements. \vhereas 
this breakdown had indeed disappointed the more optimistic expectations 
of Americans there should be no doubt that the American commitment 
to NATO remained fully i_ptact. There was some discussion of the impact 

theof the current situation7MBFR negotiations, and it was suggested that 
Western Europe might play a role somewhat more independent from the 
American one in these and other East-West discussions. It was also 
suggested that the CSCE might in fact be concluded in July. 

One of the American speakers reminded the conference that it might be 
a mistake to judge the turbulent events in the Mediterranean- from 
Turkey to Portugal - purely in terms of the intellectual framework 
of East-West detente. It was a mistake to relate everything in world 
politics to the relationship between the two super powers, though 
on the other hand it should always be recalled that Soviet poHer was 
in fact one of the most dynamic elements in world politics today. 
Detente, it should not be forgotten, was not really about the means 
of achieving a new era-of East-West peace and cooperation, but was 
about the more practical problem of how Soviet power could be managed 
by the West. The Soviet Union, no1-1 to be seen as a super~po~o~er which 
was still gro~o~ing, appeared to be pressing for a rapid concl-usion 
to the CSCE (though it had taken no action for two ~r three weeks 
~fter the fall of Saigon - possibly due to ill-health on the part o£ 
Brezhnev), and it was up to the West to use the CSCE to press for 
real detente, for instance by using the conclusions of Basket 3 as 
yardsticks for future Soviet behaviour. On arms control matters, 
little _should be expected of MBFR until the CSCE was out of the ~o~ay 
and a clear conclusion had been reached in the next phase of SALT .. 

with 
A French participant agreed I the view that CSCE should be used to 
press for really effective detente, particularly in terms of measures 
in Basket 3: the Soviet Union should not be allowed to go on talking 
of the dissolution of the blocs, without doing something effective. 
Basket 3, indeed, could be a factor of disequilibrium for the Soviet 
Bloc, which could give the West an advantage. The speaker questioned 
the necessity of holding up the MBFR talks until the end of the CSCE: 
this might be a logical timetable for the Russians, but why should 
the West go along with it? 

A Canadian speaker warned the conference against allowing the Russians 
to get away with concessions from the West in Basket 1, in exchange 
for Soviet concessions on Basket 3. It was interesting, he noted, 
that the Soviet Union was no longer pressing for a substantial follow
up to the conference, and this might indicate the need for the West 
to be firm in that direction, including particularly an effective 

i r 
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implementation of Basket 3. Detente agreements, he suggested, would 
have only a marginal effect on Soviet strength, but marginal was not 
the same thing as negligible. 

An Australian speaker took the discussion back to the effects of 
debacle in Vietnam: this, he affirmed, had not been due to detente, 
though it did mark the end of over-:involveme,nt ip Vietnam on the part 
of the great powers. Th~,debac1e; he suggested; should help those 
concerned to reach a new awareness of the problems of achieving real 
detente. 

An American speaker, issuing a warning against the dangers of exag
gerating the effects of specific episodes on the American mentality, 
underlined that Vietnam, though it had ended as a debacle, had not 
ended as a defeat. The American people would see the involvement 
of the US in Vietnam as a mistake, which had been ended: the collapse 
of the US-supported regime after American withdrawal would not be 
perceived by Americans as a defeat. 

Another American added that American opinion might even feel relief 
at "losing Vie·tnam", which was not seen in remotely the same way as 
''losing China'' ha~ been in 1949. 

A speaker from Washington confirmed this, reminding the conference 
that the United States had been keen to withdraw from Vietnam from 
as early as 1968. What remained - as well as the problem of justifying 
an expensive and ... bloody war to the American people - was the practical 
question whether /balance of power in Asia required an American military 
presence. More precisely, the old question remained as before, was 
an American presence on the Asian mainland still necessary? 

SUBJECT 11: Review of Progress Made in the First Three Conferences 
of the Study, and of the Inferences to be Drawn From Th~m. 

Lord Chalfont opened the session by presenting a paper on "The Meaning 
and Effect of Detente" (of which a copy is attached to this report). 

The first part of the discussion which followed Lord Chalfont's 
presentation revolved around the question of how far a younger 
generation than those present at these conferences would differ in 
its assessment of the subject under discussion. It was suggested 
that whereas the present student generation 1-1as good at making its 
elders reassess many problems in world affairs - for instance the 
problems of Europe, or China - even they had to admit that the ~oviet 
Union was a depressingly unchanging cold war phenomenon. On thls 
subject, unlike. some others, there is therefore little enlightenment 
to be expected from the generation under 25. Acontrast was also 
drawn with the situation in the 1930s when all radically-minded 
westerners gravitated towards the "socialist fatherland": nowadays, 
it was suggested, no-one could see the Soviet Union in this light, 
and young radicals Here simply um-1illing to face the fac·t that the 
Soviet Union was a super-power involved in the business of inter
national strategy and its technicalities. 

An American participan·t argued that the brighter members of the 
student generation in tl1e United States were interested in ''nticlear 
theology'' in general, and - despite their tendency to believe that 



.. 4 

the United States was partly responsible for the Cold War - they 
would now mostly accept that a second-strike nuclear capacity was 
essential for America. The policy of detente, most Americans would 
argue, would not in itself prevent the Russians from intervening 
in Portugal in the short run, bu~ in the longer run, the fact of 
making them play according to the.rules of the game Hould m~ke them 
more co-operative. The Russians would gradually come to realise 
that if they wanted to have a say in.world economic issues, and to 
have the benefit of economic dealings with the ~lest' they would have 
to abide by the rules of the political game. Again, once more a 
long term prospect, contacts with the West might very well affect 
the internal development of Soviet society, and in this connection 
Basket 3 of the CSCE was highly significant and the activities of 
Western multi-national companies in the Soviet Union could be an 
important factor in affecting Soviet behaviour . 

. A French participant remarked that the younger generation in France 
today was without any sense of danger from a Soviet threat: French 
youth had not 'gone so far as Dutch young people in rejecting nuclear 
strategy, but there was a problem of educating younger people in 
the necessity for spending on weapons. The younger generation, 
according to another French participant, was more interested in 
North-South than in East-VIest problems. Young people did not have 

J.utomaticthe7tendency of their elders to think of any problem - for instance 
the Middle East situation - within the Cold War frameHork. It 
might be better, the speaker suggested, to talk of "normalisation" 
than ''detente'': now that East-West tension of an acute kind was 
a thing of the past, the word detente was not so relevant. 

It· was also suggested that, whereas in the late 1960s France had 
less need to worry about public apathy towards detente than other 
Western countries, because of the Gaullist insistence on the need 
for defence as a national concern, it appeared that the same · 
"civilian" trends were now coming to the fore in France as in 
other Western countries. 

An American participant observed that today's younger generation 
appeared more cynical than its predecessors: such an endeavour as 
the U.S. peace corps would b~ hard to restart in the present 
climate, and the present cultural revolution, with the prospect 
of drastic inflation continuing irito the 19 80s, would impose a 
bontinued mood of ''modified gloom". 

The discussion turned to the question whether the rulers of 
Western societies could reasonably expect young people to support 
military spending unless they were clearly told what its purpose 
was. If the older generation Has not sure quite why the West 
needed submarines, how could a younger generation- ignorant of 
history and not really interested in foreign policy - be persuaded 
to accept the argument? The younger generation, Hhich tended to 
moralise rather than to understand issues of Real-Dolitik, found 
the concerns of the older generation irrelevant. One important 
point Hhich might be included in the book due to emerge from these 
conferences would be the question Hhat was new about detente in 
the 1970s, as opposed to the period of the mid-l960s when the 
concep-t Has promoted by Kruschev. 
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It was emphasised that the present day younger generation was more 
interested in so~ial and economic than in political or int~rnational 
problems: they would criticise the United St~tes not in terms of 
its government or even of its foreign policy, but as the home of 
multi-national companies and social injustice. In contras-t to.the 
speaker who had suggested that the youncer generation l1ad no sense 
of history, another participant argued'that in terms of the history 
of social life, the history of science or of economics, today's 
younger genera·tion did have an active in-terest: . they we1"e merely 
indiffei'ent to the h1story of states and of their relations. . 
Orie reason why detente was a matter of indiffe~ence to some younger 
people was tha~ like the Cold War itself, it was a question of 
relations bet1-1een states. \·ihen Europe had appeared capable of 
offering an alternative model of society - differing both from 
the'United States and from USSR- there had been greater public 
support· for the aim of European unity. 

An American participant posed the question of what interes·t the 
Russians themselves had irr detente. Apart from their· irritation 
at the cancellation of the Trade Bill, were the Russians more 
interested in economic relations with the West for their own sake -
ej:ther relations vJi th the multi-national companies of the \-Jestern 
colony or relations in general? 

The discussion was broadened to the question v1hether the Russians 
had recently been seriously reviving the Marxist theory of a 
general crisis of capitalism? If the indications.of this trend 
were accurate, this might perhaps explain their interest in 
detente, a policy which would help to h~sten the general ~risis 
of capitalism ~o;hich the Russians saH as imminent. 

Another 1\merican participant suggested that the planned book· 
should be entitled Beyond Detente or After Detente: both the 
Cold War and the period of detente, he argued, now lay in the 
past, so that the important question was now that of what the 
West wanted by way of normal relations with the East. He 
suggested that there were four important aspects of this question: 
Firstly, how can Russian inte~est in international crisis 
management be maintained, as well as Russian interest in the 
maintenance of the existing military balance? Secondly (a longer 
term question) hoH can the Soviet Union be induced to involve 
itself more actively in North-South problems, and to increase 
rather than decrease the volume of its economic aid? Thirdly, 
how can the Soviet Union be persuaded to join in a co-operative 
effort at solving the problems of resources in the world? 
Fourthly, how can a liberal development inside th~ ·Soviet Union 
be promoted? · 

These four questions - all representing long term dynami~ concerns 
for the West - would, the speaker suggested, last us for 35 years. 

Ano-ther American member of the conference urgued that the young of 
~oday were not so much hostile to questions of international poHer 
as simply indifferent to them. In Europe, they took the absence 
of war for granted. This posed the proble1n for government~ of 
leading societies in· the r·ight direction. lie also argued that the 
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book must address the problem of change in East-West relations, 
and asked how far the Soviet Union was evolving both internally 
and in its foreign policy. The influence of "eternal Russia", 
he arguedJ should not be exaggerated: the traditional attitude of 
introversion was slowly giving way to an acceptance· of inter
dependence, and the traditional autonomy of Soviet decision making 
was susceptible to influence from the West. The SALT agreement 
represented a minimal check on Soviet and Western military 
practices, but in the longer perspective it opened the hope of a 
"droit de regard" for the West on Soviet policy. 

At the conclusion of the session the opening speaker reaffirmed 
that political leaders should not be too defensive about taking 
the responsibilities of leadership; he argued, however, that 
since the decisions of political leaders might be wrong, they 
should be taken with particular care. 

SUBJECT 3: The Consequences for Inter-\•iestern Relationships of 
Detente _Policies: 

(a) The Ec<:momic Field 

The American introducer of the session, defining the priority for 
the non-Communist world as survival and prosperity, emphasised 
that this had to be seen in terms of interdependence between the 
advanced nations and the less developed countries: the West needed 
their raw materials, and they needed Western know-ho•7. The speaker 
raised the question whether the West should put its own house in 
order before embarking on detente policies, in ordep to work.for 
detente from a position of strength. He emphasised that it would 
be fatal for the United States and \tJest Europe to approach detente 
separately rather than uni tedly. If there were no united \-le stern 
approach, where could the necessary capital for world economic 
development come from? The Russians were challenging the Western 
economic system through the convertibility of the ruble, and the 
West appeared to have no united answer to this challenge. Was 
it even true that the West had an economic interest in detente in 
the first place, as the Rus'sians certainly did? The '\-lest had 
sufficient markets already, and we should ask what detente would 
give us in addition. If we failed to keep the right balance 
between individual enterprise and.governmental control, as between 
free trade and legitimate protectionism, the result would be the 
loss of the Third World to the Soviet bloc. 

On the question of inflation, it appeared unfortunately likely 
that energy prices would again rise, precipitating infla·tion, which 
would be made worse by increases in other raw material prices. A 
recent speech by Professor Hayek in Chicago had re-affirmed that 
unemployment was the result of policies designed to produce full 
employment, and that the root cause of inflation was the excessive. 
money supply. According to Hayek, Keynes himself had said, six 
weeks before his death, that policies of full employment, al·though 
inflationary in the short run, could be rectified by Keynes's 
re-conver·ting public opinion to more restrictive policies when 
they became necessary. Certain of Keynes's disciples, for instance 
Joan Robinson, appeared to welcome inflation because it WOI!ld end 
the free enterprise economic system: even though K~ynes himself 
had not wished for his result, his doctrines led in that direction. 



In conclusion, the speaker issued a warning against opening up the 
Western economic system to Soviet influence without first getting 
our own house in order and without defining clearly what we 
intended to get out of the process. 

A British economist continued the discussion by examining the 
economic aspects of detente as they appeared to the Soviet Union. 
The report of the International Bank for Economic Co-operation 
for 1974 showed a rapid increase in trade and output for all the 
banks customers, and the share of COMECON in world exports had 
now risen to 10%. On the other hand, the Soviet Union, unlike the 
smaller members of COMECON, was not heavily·dependent on foreign 
trade. However, there was considerable potential for trade bet1-1een 
all COMECON members and the Western world. In terms of investment 
in industrial plant, the latest Soviet figures indicated that 
imports accounted for 5% of this investment. In some sectors -
for instance acrylic fibre - there was much heavier dependence on 
the West, and in general, the application of technology in the 
Soviet Union lagged behind the level of theoretical knowledge there. 

Turning to.the broader issue of Societ participation in the 
development of a new international economic order, the speaker 
emphasised that such participation ought to make a contribution to 
stability. In fact, the Soviet Union, in its purchases from less 
developed countries, had purchased when the West was not purchasing, 
and this. counter-cyclical purchasing policy helped the stability 
o.f prices for the products of the less developed countries. A 
report by the CIA, according to information in the Internat.i~aJ. 
Herald Tribune in April, suggested that the Soviet Union was 1D<81y 
'to·-rncreas·e--rfs exports faster than its imports, but the speaker 
regarded this as unlikely in view of the shortages of basic 
commodities, for instance oil and timber, in the USSR. As·. for 
aid to the less developed countries, Russian aid was still very 
small., and the West ought to ask the question whether we actually 
wanted it to increase. 

Assuming that the aim of the West was to improve the rules of the 
international economic order as a whole - and the Lome Convention 
had made a contribution to this end - we should ask how far the 
Soviet Union could be involved for instance by agreeing to 
abstain from destabillsing purchasPs of grain. (The pz·ice 
fluctuation caused by the purchase in 1970, in retrospect, 
appeared only a slight one.) 

Turning to the impact of economic transactions on Soviet society, 
the speaker argued that the Russians were likely to persist in 
keeping multi-national companies at arms length, though there 
were indications that this policy was now being modified, and 
Soviet management was likely to be somewhat more receptive to 
Western influences, The economic relationship between the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe now con-tained more elements of conflict 
than hitherto, so the Soviet Union was less likely to continue 
the generous subsidies of recent years. Instead of subsidising 
the trade of her COMECON partners to.the extent of one third of 
the value of goods exchanged, the decision of January 1975 by which 
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Soviet export prices to COMECON would be put up, and the prlce 
paid for purchases from COMECON would be reduced, marked a 
radical change. There might be an opportunity for the West to 
exploit this new situation by increasing \-le stern trade with the 
East European members of COMECON, but it should be recalled that 
from an economic point of view the West would do better from trade 
with the Soviet Union. Against this, it should not be forgotten 
that the West had important political motives for developing 
economic relations with certain East European countries, for 
instance (in view of the potentially highly unstable internal 
situation) Yugoslavia. · 

The first speaker in the ensuing discussion urged the West to 
remove restrictions on the transfer of technology to the Soviet 
Union. · Soviet managerial attitudes, he argued, were changing, 
and the use made of WestePn technology - both in the Soviet 
Union and other members of COMECON - would be more efficient than 
in the past. 

Against this, another speaker argued that the differences behJeen 
Eastern and 1-Jestern policies on· trade were so great - in 
particular the high degree of centralised planning on the Eastern 
side - that the opening up of trade between West and East would 
inevitably be more advantageous to the latter. In particular 
the transfer of Western technology to the Soviet Union might 
only increase Soviet military strength, and it appeared that the 
recent British and French agreements with the Soviet Union had 
been concluded mainly for political motives. It was also argued 
that whereas trade agreements only regulated trade, co-operation 

·agreements between the East and \-Jest would actually create it. 
Such co-operation agreements could have the advantage for the West 
of a flow of cheaply produced goods back to the Western market -
though this carried with. it the disadvantage that jobs in Western 
economies might be threatened so that it might be threatened, so 
that it might in some cases be better for the goods manufactured 
in·the East to stay there. 

The discussion turned to the general question whether economic 
interdependence between East and \-lest would actually reduce the 
risk of war. It was argued that there was no necessary connection 
between economic interdependence and the reduction of political 
conflict; though the benefits of interdependence would certainly 
be greater if East-West transactions were arranged in such a Hay 
that the connection with the East helped the Western economy at 
moments of down-tt.~rn. On the question whether economic dealings 
with the West would simply allow the Soviet Union to devote more 
of its own resources to "guns" rather than "butter", ·it was argued 
that the Soviet budgetary system was inflexible: the outlay of 
resources on defence was unlikely to be increased if the \-lest made 
resources available for investment in other sectors. 

It was also suggested that in U.S.-Soviet grain transactions in 
particular, the Soviet Union had been able to exploit a scandalous 
situation in the U.S., in which several firms had cqmpeted against 
one another.· It was then suggested that although the Russians had 
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skilfully upset an established market in the past, the lesson had 
been learned and East-West transactions were noH regulated 1n such 
a way that the problem Hould not recur. 

An American participant emphasised that He should not expect the 
Soviets to en·ter economic relationships in order to make life 
easier for the West. We had to establish our oHn rules for our 
oHn purposes, and to stick to them: for instance, the problem 
over grain sales in 1972 arose because the U.S. kept subsidies on 
grain for too long, and in 1974 the President had intervened more 
effectively. 

The discussion turned to the capacity of the Soviet Union to adapt 
its "techno-structure" to take advantage of Western technology: 
unlike Japan, the Russians appeared Heak in applied science, and 
bad at innovating, so that they had to return to the \vest for a 

. new instalment of technology every five years - again, unlike 
the Japanese. The main reason for this appeared to be bureaucratic 
blockages in t·he Soviet system, and the compartmentalisation of 
society, Hhich prevented the effective diffusion of technological 
knowledge and in particular - combined Hith the absence of the 
profit motive - made Soviet managers keep obsolete plant in use 
for much too long. 

Reverting ·to the question whether the West could put its mm house 
in order before pursuing detente, a North American participant 
argued that . this choice \-/as no longer possible. The West already 
had taken a decision to open up.· the Western economy to co-operation 
with the Soviet bloc, and the only question now Has on what terms 
this co-operation should proceed. The West should insist on 
strict reciprocity in economic, social and political terms. This 
Hould require effective co-ordination with the West - though this 
should not entail excessive centralisation - to obviate any 
inconsistencies Hhich Hould open the way for Soviet influence. 
The interface betHeen the tHo economic systems could be managed, 
though the difficulties were enormous. 

There Has some discussion of the appropriate furum for this inter
Western co-operation, and attention was drawn to the particular 
problem of co-ordinating credit terms between all the customers 
of the Eastern bloc. It Has reported that a "gentlemen's agreement" 
on trade credits for the East, between Japan, the United States and 
the EEC, was near to conclusion, and it Has hoped tO extend it to 
other areas. OECD and GATT, as well as the regular U.S.-EEC 
meetings, had a role to play in the co~ordinating process. 

~ . 

There was some speculation about the Soviet motive in encouraging 
direct contacts between the EEC and COMECON, and it was suggested 
that these contacts - which were likely to continue for some time 
at the low level of technical and statistical exchanges - were 
seen by the Soviet Union as a way of maintaining control over 
Eastern Europe. 

It was argued by several participants that the West should 
encourage "consumerism"· in the Soviet Union, to remove the 
differences betHeen Soviet and Western SJcieties. .In connection 
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with this, it was suggested that the West should refrain from 
limiting exports of heavy capital goods - for instance pipelines -
to the Soviet Union, since the result of banning such exports 
would be that the Russians would divert resources from consumer 
goods in order to produce the capital equipment themselves . 

. 
In contrast to the view that Russian policy making in economic 
affairs was inflexible, an American participant argued that the 
Russians had often shown themselves capable of producing new 
equipment very fast when they chose to do so: this had mainly 
been the case in the military field so far but it might in future 
be applied to consumer goods too. 

A French participant pointed out that if the Soviet Union and 
other Socialist countries did become more fully involved in GATT, 
IMF and other \vestern organisations - as the West on the whole 
wished - there was no doubt that the existing commitment of these 

'bodies to economic liberalism would be diluted: The West should 
be aware that ·a price would have to be paid for Soviet involvement .. 
It was pointed out that some East European countries were already 
members of GATT, and had an interest in the IMF and in the 
development of certain sorts of international co-operation in 
satellite communications: their participation in the international 
body controlling maritime satellite communications had already 
changed the nature of this body. 

On the question of co-ordination within the West and Hithin the 
East, another French participant iss·ued a warning against allowing 
the Russians to tighten their control over COMECON, at a time when 
unity within the West was declining. He suggested that the Hest 
n~eded not only more effective co-ordination - involving the U.S., 
Japan and the EEC - but also closer control by each national 
government of economic transactions with the East. In terms of 
science and technology, it appears that the Russians knew exactly 
what they wanted, and their own centralised approach to these 
mattens should be matched by effective centralisation within the 
West. The lesson of Franco-Soviet economic co-operation, super
vised by the "Grand Commission" was that the Russians always 
attempted to win advantages by playing off one group against 
another, if this Here not prevented. In reply to this, an 
American participant expressed doubts about whether such co-ordination, 
within a Western society, could ever be effective. 

Another American speaker argued that, however excited the Russians 
might be about the prospects of technological interaction with the 
West, we should not exaggerate the likely impact of this economic 
dimension on the political behaviour of the Soviet leadership. As 
far as the feasibility of co-ordination in the West was concerned, 
the vlestern governments concerned would at least stand a better 
chance of this if legislative bodies - in particular the U.S. 
Congress - would refrain from preventing the effective use of the 
commercial and economic Heapons at the West's disposal. If the 
Trade Agreement of 1972 had remained in force, instead of being 
repudiated, it would have been possible to make the Soviet Union 
legally responsible for observing a set of rules and to enforce 
better behaviour. The Export-Import Bank,for instance, Hould in 
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normal circumstances be able to control the flow of credit to the 
Soviet Union, and to play a role in checking Sovie.t behaviour: it 
was frustrating that this normal functioning of the ~ank was now 
impossible. 

The session concluded with a reminder that the Russians now·- as 
in the time of Lenin and even of Witte - needed \vestern economic 
help and that their political objectives should never be forgotten. 

SUBJECT 4. The Consequences for Inter-Western Relationships of 
Detente Policies. 

(b) The Military (including maritime) Field 

.The British introducer of this session posed the question how far 
economic and political transaction between East and West carried 
with them a "r.ead-across" into military stabilisation. An 
indication of Soviet motives was given by a statement of Breshnev 
in 1973 to the effect that the Socialist countries must co-exist 
peacefully with the West until 1985 or so, concentrating on 
economic and military integration so as to be able then to 
''dictate the terms of their relationship'' with the West. The 
Russians believed that the long-run decline of the West was 
certain, so that they could afford to be patient. In sum, detente 
had no military counterpart: even though economic transactions 
increased, the Russians still maintained large military forces, 
and even though these might be designed for defensive purposes, 
.and represent the familiar forces of bureaucratic self-interest 
and over insurance by military planners, they represented a 
potential threat to the West. Both sides, indeed, were liable 
to plan their defences on the basis of inaccurate and exaggerated 
intelligence reports about the capacity of the other side. In 
the field of naval armaments, the reason for the substantial 
Soviet' build-up was probably that the Russians saw the advantages 
to the West of naval strength in the Mediterranean, and wished to 
derive similar advantages not only in the Mediterranean but 
globally. Detente in the economic and political fields thus 
appeared to be totally discoupled from a large scale Soviet arms 
build up, which could be designed either for protection or for 
possible use to put pressure on a disorganised West. It was 
possible that the arms build-up on both sides might be controlled 
by MBFR, but a crucial problem was the irreconcilability of the 
definitions of security adopted by the .two sides: both wished to 
maintain a safe level, in case something went wrong. The long term 
prospects for military detente were not hopeless - the Soviets were 
now suggesting an exchange of staff college students, for instance -
but they should not be exaggerated. 

In terms of Western public opinion, a great problem lay in the fact 
that the Soviet threat vJas not perceptible, even to people over 
35 vJho might be members of cabinets in Hestern countries.. Those 
responsible for defence planning found it difficult to obtain 
resources to maintain a credible military balance, when there was 
no tangible evidence that the Soviet Union was thinking of aggression. 
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It was even hard to convince cabinets that unilateral Western 
reductions would increa.se the risk of Har by miscalculation, 
in other Hords would actually increase the threat of war. 

The speaker emphasised that the Soviet military build-up which 
had begun in the years after the Cuban crisis had developed·a 
self-perpetuating momentum; the Soviet Union was building up its 
forces on the Western front and also on the frontier with China 
and even though the Chinese frontier might get priority in a time 
of crisis, this was not the case for the moment. 

An American participant asked whether detente meant an overall 
stabilisation of an antagonistic relationship, or, more 
modestly, agreement only on a limited range of technical issues. 
He was personally inclined towards the latter interpretation, and 
emphasised that the problem of keeping up military spending in the 

. absence of a visible Russian threat 1·1as particularly acute at a 
time when defence costs on the Western side 1vere escalating because 
of inflation. Many lvestern governments were under pressure to cu·t 
their military strengths - and were giving way to this pressure -
at a time when several local conflicts prevailed in different 
parts of the world, for instance in the Mediterranean. In relation 
to the military balance between the superpm·lers, the declared aim 
of the United States was "essential equivulence", but the Chinese 
and Russians accused America of aiming for supremacy. Many Soviet 
leaders - for instance Suslov and Gretchko - argued that the West 
was being compelled to adopt a policy of detente through the 
growing military strength of the Soviet Union and this encouraged 
them to go on building up Soviet strength in missiles, naval and 
land forces, to the point 1-1here Soviet military poHer could be 
projected very far a~o1ay from the Soviet Union. According to 
recent CIA estimates, the Soviet Union Has nm1 spending 20% more 
on defence than the United States. The SALT Agreement in Vladivostock, 
the speaker argued, set limits on missiles, and allowed some 
missile forces to be moved out to sea by permitting the mixing of 
diff~rent kinds of launchers, but the folloH-up to this agreement 

presented serious difficulties. In MBFR, progress was slow, but 
an initial agreement in 12 or 18 months' time appeared likely. The 
U.S. administration was not Under congressional pressure to hurry, 
and this made it possible for the details to be got right. In the 

.CSCE , certain proposals under discussion could help the West - for 
instance the prior notification of military manoeuvres proposed as 
a "confidence-building measure'', if this included manoeuvres inside 
the Soviet Union - and the conference should not be seen entirely 
as harmful from the. Western point of view. In this context as in 
others, the speaker emphasised the need for Hestern governments to 
see ·their defence as a collective enterprise, and not to try to 
seek their ovm security at the expense of their allies. From 
this point of view, the supporters of "minimal deterrets'' in the 
United States Here as dangerous as supporters of a provocative 
and over-reactive nuclear pasture: the policy of ''limited, selective 
and flexible" response supported by the present Secretary of 
Defence represented the right balance. 

A British speaker argued tha·t the main ques·tion Has the nature and 
percept ion of the military threat. There 1-1as, he argued, a 
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perceptible threat from the USSR, and it was wrong to suggest 
otherwise. It was patently dishonest for the Russians to argue 
that the West - at this time of Western cuts in military spending -
was ready or willing to attack the East. The high Russian level 
of rearmament was motivated, perhaps, in part by a wish to ensure 
the cohesion of the Warsaw Pact, and partly in order that 
disarmament, if it occurred, took place from a high base line. 
At a time when the Russians were clearly intervening quite 
actively in Portugal, and when there were visible links between 
Middle East tension and the East-VJest balance in Europe, we 
should not accept that there was no Soviet military threat, but 
rather educate VJestern opinion on its nature. In response to 
this argument, it was suggested that Soviet intelligence experts 
too couid write a scenario indicating that the West was fishing 
in troubled waters, for instance in Yugoslavia. Other speakers 
added that the Russians still did have a genuine fear of possible 
West German intervention (notably in the GDR), and that the 
Russians genuinely did feel encircled by Western strength. 

A British speaker argued that the Russians clearly hoped to gain 
some political advantages in leverage on the West from their 
military strength, and that the SALT negotiations should not 
really be regarded as part of detente, but merely the reflection 
of a joint interest. in imposing some limits on nuclear armaments. 
As for MBFR,the Russians were not in this in order to save large 
amounts of money and other resources, but to ensure for themselves 
a "droit de regard" on Vlestern arms programmes, particularly in 
West Germany. This speaker advanced the argument that a 
re-introduction of military conscription might be a useful .way to 
bring home the nature of the international threat to the younger 
generation, but other members of the conference, speaking from 
continental European experience, responded that conscription 
.would not have this effect. 

An American participant emphasised that the Russians genuinely 
wished for "equal security" instead of "essential equivalence", 
because they saw their country as surrounded by hostile forces -
especially those of China - and for this reason needed higher 
force levels than the USA. Some Russian leaders, it was 
reliably reported, wished to make a more open threat against 
Western Europe, to underline the degree of military power they 
possessed: ·others, however, v1ere more cautious. 

The discussion turned to the particular problems of the Southern 
flank of NATO, and ·it was argued that the main problem was the 
maintenance of the· efficiency and cohesion of the alliance in 
the face of the Soviet naval build up. It was argued that the 
French redeployment of two aircraft carriers to the Mediterranean, 

-~ and the extensive capacity of the US second fleet to penetrate 
from the Atlantic into the Mediterranean, together Hith the 
Italian naval budget increase, would help to improve the situation. 

A participant from continental Europe argued that it was not 
essential to have a sense of external threat to inspire readiness 
for a ·collective European defence effort. He asked .why the 
Europeans could not develop a sense of mission, of the kind which 
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used to inspire national readiness for defence efforts, without 
the stimulous of an external threat. It was clear that the 
European Community as such could not enter into the defence 
business, but could not a military dimension be included in the 
forthcoming report by Tindemans on European union? (The speaker 
recalled that the Netherlands government, for instance, was• 
particularly keen on political union and defence co-operation). 
Perhaps a defence role for Europe would help to bring back France 
towards her European partners, and political co-operation (VIhich 
clearly appealed to the British government) \-IOUld lead naturally 
to the idea of defence co-operation in British thinking. 

An American participant observed that if the Europeans were 
trying to construct a European defence identity largely in order 
to save money, he would prefer the prospect of spending being 
kept constant and the military performance being improved. Until 
Europe was politically constituted in such a ~1ay that it could 

"take decisions on foreign policy and defence, the US VIOuld 
inevitably continue to play its leading role. A British speaker 
expressed doubts about the possibility of European defence 
efforts being spurred on by a sense of mission: he was opposed 
to any idea of an imperialist mission, and a defensive one 
surely did require an external threat. In response to this, it 
was argued that the United States was clearly prepared to make 
big defence efforts without having any overwhelming sense of an 
external threat, and without any sense of an imperial mission 
acting as a substitute. 

Reverting to the argument that many t-Jestern countries were 
cutting their arms budgets in response to short term political 
pressures, one participant argued that in times of economic 
difficulty, cutting an arms budget might be the right thing: 
an excessively large arms budget might make social and economic 
problems worse, so that the system could be more and not less 
readily undermined from outside. It could also be argued that 
economic constraints would have the beneficial effect of enforcing 
a more rational division of labour within the alliance, and a 
really effective co-ordination of procurement policies. Other 
participants argued that this· was not so, that this argument had 
been familiar for almost 20 years, and that the wasteful duplication 
of national programmes s·till persisted. It was however argued that 
the new "two-way street" concept at last offered a reasonable and 
promising framework for a trans-Atlantic division of labour. There 
would still be the obstacle arising from the fact that large 
national investments were made with a view to production 10 or 15 
years ahead, but some progress towards rationalisation now 
appeared possible, particularly a~ high level politicians in the 
Euro-group endorsed the "two-way street". 

The final part of this discussion reverted to the question of the 
potential strength of the Soviet Union: a British participant 
recalled that the Soviet Union was noH, in 197'+-75, at the peak 
of its demographic strength, and that the achievement of high 
levels of military manpower would become progressively more 
difficult. He also urged the conference not to forget ·tha·t NATO 
had other purposes besides that of warding off a Russian threat: 



it should also be seen as a device, for instance, for keeping the 
Greeks and Turks apart. 

SUBJECT 5. Consequences for Inter-Western Relationships of 
Detente Policies. 

(c) Political and Social Aspects and Crisis Management 

A German participant, introducing this session, argued that the 
West should not be worried by any fear that a competition was 
being lost through the pursuit of detente. Detente was not the 
only process a·t work in the world, indeed not even one of the main 
forces at work: for instance, the shifts in structural elements in 
the economic system (involving particularly relations with the 
Third World and the "Fourth i'Jorld") were more important. These 
forces had a profound effect on all parties to the detente process, 
in the East as well as the West. Again, even though there was 
a domestic impact of detente within society, this was clearly at 
work on the Eastern side too: even though "roll-back" in the sense 
used in the 1950s had· not come to pass, something of a "roll-back" 
phenomenon was at work within the Soviet bloc. In the Soviet 
Union and East European countries, dissidents had been able to 
support their position by reference to speeches and declarations 
made by their leaders in the course of East-West negotiations. 
The iiberalisation of societies on the Eastern side would of course 
be hard to achieve, but thi~ should be seen as p~rt of a wider 
phenomenon: the current state of Portugal - struggl~ng to becom·e 
part of the free world to which it had not belonged before -
suggested that-the modernisation of dictatorship was a difficult 
process wherever it occurred. 

The speaker argued strongly that detente was good for liberty in 
the East, and •varned the West against feeling that we had achieved 
enough, and should now break the process off. On the contrary, 
it was the Russian and East European leaders who wanted to stop 
the process of detente since it allowed too much liberalisation. 
Their answer was repression, and the Hest should not encourage 
this. 

The problem of \vestern cohesion was in some way accentuated by 
detente, since the Western alliance faced new problems as well 
as the continuation of the old ones. On balance, however, the 
process· of detente had not prevented a big improvement in 
rela·tions bet1veen the Western countries, whether one looked at 
NATO or at OECD. European-American relations were now much 
better than a few years back, despite the lack of formal 
institutions, and the Trilateral l3omrnission, including active 
Japanese participation, was also working well. The speaker argued 
that the governments of the "free world" were acting in 
reasonable harmony, and possessed all the instruments they needed 
for successful cricis management. 

Turning to EEC-COMECON relations, the speaker criticised both 
sides for thinking of these relations in mechanical terms: it 
should be realised that the two organisations were radically 
different, so that even if the two super-powers achieved closer 
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agreement, and the two German states followed suit, it would not 
necessarily follow that EEC and COMECON should get to"ether. We 
should beware of the argument that the EEC by playing a larger 
part in the East-West dialogue, would allow the Russians to use 
COMECON as an instrument for increased control over Eastern 
Europe. If the Russians wanted to do this, they would do it 
anyway, irrespective of any action by the EEC. The proper aim 
for the EEC was to build up its own structure, holding open the 
doors for links with ·the East, rather than to hold back on its 
internal development in order to wait for the East. 

The speaker took issue with the argument that the \-lest in general 
should give priority to "getting its own house in order". While 
accepting that the West had many problems, he urged the conferenc·e 
to note that democratic societies possessed substantial advantages 
over Communist ones. Even the unemployed in Western societies 
had a better life than thase in Hark in the East, and the 
"regulated market economy", despite its current problems, worked 
in general very well. The question vihether governments could 
function and whether the societies could remain governable in 
times of economic stagnation, was a much more serious one for 
Brezhnev than for Ford. Democratic societies could adapt flexibly 
to new problems in -a way Hhich was impossible for Communist 
regimes. The crisis - if indeed there Has one - was a crisis 
of self-confidence: optimism should not be confused with blandness 
and complacency, and the Hest should go for•vard in detente 
policies with a sense of pride in its mm strength. 

The first American speaker reverted to the question how far 
Soviet military strength was being used to put political pres·sure 
·on the \vest. He argued that Soviet behaviour was now in many 
ways more cautious than ten years ago, and this appeared to be 
because the Russians now understood the dangers of the military 
balance of power better.· It was hard to argue that the rise in 
Soviet military poHer had in fac·t led to qualitative changes in 
their international behaviour. One reason for the relative 
modera·tion of Soviet policy was that the shift in the military 
balance in favour of the Soviet bloc had fortunately not affected 
the cohesion of NATO, which was more vigorous than in the past. 

This speaker agreed that 1'/estern societies were capable of 
solving their domestic problems (capitalism was not in its final 
crisis), and that the forums for the "new agenda..----;)£ international 
relations existed, in the OECD, IMF, IEA and the rest. The 
essential question, however, was whether Western countries would 
tackle both their •internal and their international problems in 
ways that would enhance their military strength. Many Western 
countries now appeared ·to accept the argument that an economically 
sound nation was in a better defensive position agains·t Communism 
than a military strong one: there was something in this argument, 
but it should not be exaggerated. Again, the swing to the 
politicill left in lvestern Europe was dangerous despite the 
unorthodox views of the-Communist party in Italy, there was no 
doubt that an Italian government including the PCI \JOUld be less 
attached to NATO than the present one, and the effcc:t on Italy 
of current events in Portugal could be very strong. A Communist 
takeover in Portugal appeilred unlikely, but some of the more likely 
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alternatives - including general uncertainty - could have more 
destabilising effects. How would the countries of Western Europe 
in fact adjust to the proximity of increasing Soviet power? From 
the point of view of the US, the American role in Europe would 
still be important, but -the speaker asked- would this role 
be effective in consolidating a constructive European response 
to this US commitment? 

A French participant urged the EEC not to help the Russians to 
increase their grip over COMECON, and argued that the impact of 
detente on the nature of Soviet society could be quite considerable: 
the· problems posed in the Soviet Union might be quite different in 
five years from those of today. The apparent unity of the Soviet 
leadership today - compared with the acute divisions of the 1960s -
might be deceptive, and the apparent stability might give way to 
renewed turbulence when the question of the succession arose. The 
new leaders, another participant observed, would surely feel more 
secure than the men of Brezhnev's generation,_ who were deeply 
marked by the pre-war purges and by the experience of v/orld \•Jar II. 
The new leaders would stress the need for more efficient production, 
and would know the West better, and they would also start with the 
assumptiors of leaders of a rising super-power, not the complexes 
and hang-ups of survivors of \Vorld Har II. In many ways, they 
would be like their Western counterparts, but the question was 
how tough they would in fact be to deal with. 

The discussion reverted to the question of armaments budgets as 
a factor undermining the viability of ~!estern economies, and a 
British participant argued that if inflation continued at the 

·current rate, Western democratic systems would surely fall to a 
combination of internal extremism and Soviet pressure. There 
~Jas evidence - from a Czechoslovak defector of the 196 8 era -
that the Russians planned a Communist takeover in Portugal, in 
two stages, to be achieved by about 1976. 

The opening speaker's optimism about the strength of the West 
was challenged in other aspects too. Even if unemployed people 
in the West were well off, it was argued, there was ample 
evidence tha·t poverty in vies tern societies was on the increase. 
Western governments might not be able to meet the economic needs 
of their people. Again, it was argued, it was unrealistic to 
assert that economic difficulties were harder for the Russian 
leadership to cope with than for Western governments: the 
Soviet leadership, after all, did not have to satisfy the demands 
of consumers. So.long as they prevented hunger in the big cities, 
they could hold on to power. 

There was strong discussion of the nature of Soviet interests in 
~ .... Portugal, and it was argued that the Russians might prefer to 

see a radical Communist supported regime there, since this would
like the Allende regime in Chile - involve grea·t r•isks of 
international disorder. The Russians appeared to be giving 
contradictory advice. to different \'lest European Communist parties -
in Italy, France and Portugal - which resulted in c<;mfusion. I·t 
was also argued th~t one factor restraining the Russians in 
Portugal might be their overall relationship ~1ith the West, which 
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would surely be damaged if they pushed for complete power there. 
If Portugal did go to the extreme left, it was argued, Portuguese 
representatives could hardly be kept in the committees of NATO, 
since' any exchange of views on strategy would be stifled. It 
was recalled that NATO had already dropped out of the Nuclear 
Planning Group, but the general shift towards a neutralist 
position was mitigated by the recent declaration of the Portuguese 
Prime Minister that he wished his country to stay in NATO, so as 
not to upset the balance of power, Hhich - by promoting East-vlest 
detente - gave Portugal its best hopes for stability. 

On the internal development of Soviet society, further arguments 
were brought forward to indicate the growth in pragmatism. It 
was suggested that the Soviet military - a highly professional 
body of men - would play a bigger role as a result of the 
renovation of the Politburo due in the next five years, and that 
the army might get considerably more power at the expense of the 
party, now seen as increasingly parasitic. At lower levels in 
society, industrial management also was no1-1 more pragmatic: the 
manager of a Soviet factory which Has not doing well, instead of 
being despatched to Siberia as he t-Iould have been in 1953, would 
by the late 1960s go to the Ministry of Foreign Trade, to get 
more machinery from Germany and elsev1here to fulfil his production 
quota. · 

The discussion reverted to current trends in Western societies 
and emphasis was laid on the fact that so many university graduates 
~ppeared un1-1illing to get into the capitalist system and make it 
work be·tter. It was however pointed out that certain professions 
connected with the economic system - for instance accountancy and 
la1-1 - were still in great demand. 

An Amer_ican speaker emphasised the central role of inflation in 
weakening the economic position of the West, and argued that the 
monetary system of the West should be subjected to much stricter 
discipline. 

There was some discussion of the relationship be·tvleen convergence 
and detente. One British participant argued that a radical 
separation needed to be made between the two: detente was a 
process of intergovernmental relations which ~1ent back as far 
as the 1950s, and had no connection with the hypothetical 
con.verg'ence between Western and Soviet ~ocieties. It had no 
connection with the Vietnam war either: in fact, as an influence 
on the general development of US foreign policy, Vietnam haq been 
less important than international economic developments in ·the 
19_60s and 1970s, the changes in Sino-Soviet relations and the 
development of America's own relations with China. 

Reverting to the possible impact on Italian foreign policy of 
the PCI's entering the government, a participant with expert 
knowledge argued that the presence of the PCI would hardly make 
the government less enthusiastic about defence than was the 
present coalition. The PCI had accepted the need for West 
European 'defence co-operation in pri'nciple, and this might offer 
a means of absorbing the PCI into the Italian political system. 
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A more serious problem, however, was that of the economic and 
poli t·ical fragility of Southern Europe as a whole. The outside 
world should make special allowances for the apparently dramatic 
nature of political developments in Italy - as in Portugal - and 
accept that fruitful development might be the result of an 
apparent shift towards Communism. 

This led to a warning, from a French participant, about the 
danger of generalising about "Western Europe" as if it were a 
single entity. The balance of political forces, and the nature 
of the economic -situation, differed vastly from one country to 
another. For this reason, it was not enough to rely on 
diplomatic manoeuvres and ''political co~peration'' to bring 
Europe together: all this was fine in its way, but something 
more profound was needed, nothing other than the mobilisation 
of the political forces within the Nine through direct election; 
to the European Parliament and other institutional improvements 
which viOuld bring the European Community institution:: nearer to 
the grass roots. Relations with Spain and Portugal, again,·were 
an area where the approach of the Nine need not be co-ordinated 
in every detail with that of the USA: a certain degree of 
decoupling was desirable.· 

A British speaker disputed the view that the PCI did not have to 
be regarded as strictly part of the international Communist 
movement: this \vas a comforting myth which had been· propagated, 
by many people_, including the Italian Right, for years. If the 
~Jest ern Alliance cold-shouldered the Spaniards, when they asked 
for recognition of the considerable contribution they had made 
to NATO, and at the same time brought Communist parties into the 
military defence arrangements of the West, we should be in great 
.trouble. Turning to the problems of East-West crisis management 
more generally, the speaker argued that the principle now agreed 
be·tween the United States and the Soviet Union - that both sides 
should approach crise's without trying to win advantage from them -
could be fruitfully applied to other aspects of East-West 
relations. It could be valuable, he argued, to build up a 
complex web of economic, technological and other relationships 
betv;een East and West, which could be brought into play v;hen a 
crisis arose the more factors of common interest, extraneous to 
the sources of any particular crisis, the better the chances of 
moderating Soviet behaviour. This recommendation appeared to be 
confirmed by recent history: in ·the case of the Indo-Pakistan v;ar, 
in the Yom Kippur war, and even in the war of 1967, economic 
links between the Soviet Union and the West had been useful. 
These links .- together with the military dispositions of the 
West - had helped at the time of the Indo-Pakistan war (vJhen 
India appeared to be aiming to dismember Pakistan), to get 
Russia diplomatically active in New Delhi, and in 1973 the same 
factors that held them back from unilateral intervention in the 
Middle East. The allies of the United States would be happy with 
a continuation of these special relationships beti-Jeen the United 
States and the Soviet Union - relati·onships which often require 
such quick action that US consultation- at ·least on the immediate 
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crisis, as opposed to general principles -would be impossible. 
The speaker looked ahead to a time when V/estern Europe would 
organise itself effectively for its own military defence: then 
V/estern Europe, too, might have to act quickly in a crisis, 
taking action without first consulting the US. 
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SUBJECTS VI and VII: The Effect of 1-Jestern European 
Institutional Developments, and of 
Divergences between U.S. and Western 
European policies on Detente (and on 
other External Matters) on the 
Cohesion, Purpose and Sense of 
community of the Atlantic Pov1er. 

An American speaker, introducing Subjects VI and VII of the 
original conference agenda, emphasised that Western European 
institutional developments were not in themselves a problem 
for the United States. Recalling the history of East-\·lest 
relations since 19'15, he noted that the Cuban missile. crisis 
of 1962 had ended a period of threats and boasting by Kruschev, 
and that the Russians"in the ensuing years had concentrated on 
building up the economic basis of their military power. This 
apparently more moderate Sovie·t behaviour, together with the 
rise of Sino-Soviet tension during the 1960s, had persuaded 
the West (Europeans more than Americans) that the Soviet 
threat had diminished. By the early 1970s, President Nixon 
had - quite correctly - aimed to establish better relations 
both with the Soviet Union and with China. This situation 
had induced the Russians to move towards the U.S.,with the 
result that the 1972 SALT agreement had become possible. It 
was. understood that the principles agreed in 1972, and in the 
Washington agreement on the prevention of nuclear vJar, would 
be applied to SALT II, to the Middle East, and to Vietnam, 
but the United States had been disappointed in all three· areas. 
Soviet behaviour in the Middle East war in 1973, in particular, 
had shown no signs of self-restraint. As for the SALT 
negotiations, the value of the Vladivostock agreemen·t was 
strictly limited. 

The result of this situation, the speaker concluded, was that 
East-West detente was now an unpopular or uninteresting theme 
in the United States: it was connected with ex-President 
Nixon. More generally, American opinion was worried by the 
failure in Vietnam, and was reluctant to support any neH 
extension of American power abroad: the development of this 
mood, combined Hith anti-American tendencies among the 
younger generation in Western Europe, could lead to the 
risk of a large extension of Soviet power - currently not 
a serious dan.ger - becoming a real one. 

A European participant reverted to the question of Western 
European institutions, emphasising that these were only 

-~ slowly eroding the differences between national interests. 
In the current economic difficulties, states tended to 
argue that their own economic problems had priority, and 
since these problems v7ere regarded as internal, national 
leaders sought remedies on a national basis. The governments 
of the Western ~orld all tended to look inward: it Has not 
only in Britain, with the particular problem of the 
referendum campaign, that at·tention was focus sed mainly on 
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internal issues and personalities. 

The United States, it was argued, must accept for some time 
to come the need to deal with the national capitals of 
Western Europe, rather than with Brussels, as European states 
dealing with pre-Civil War America would have had to deal 
with Richmond, Montgomery and Charleston rather than 
Washington. 

As for East-West relations, the big difference between 
Washington and Western Europe remained that of perspective: 
the United States was concerned with the global power 
balances, whereas the capitals of Western Europe needed to 
cultivate friendly relations with the Soviet Union for their 
own reasor>.s of politics or publicity. Western European 
criticism of U.S.-Soviet detent, and accusations of a Soviet 
American condominion, had to be judged by reference to the 
domestic political concerns of i·Jestern Europe. These concerns, 
in every country of the alliance, must be tolerated by the 
other members. The cohesion of the Hest was more threatened 
by impatient or abrasive behaviour by Western leaders them
selves than by any likely Soviet action. The Soviet 'threat' 
had provided a scaffolding for the U.S.-European relationship 
in the 1950s and 1950s: noH the building must stand on its 
architectural merits alone. 

A British participant expressed a warning against approaching 
vlest-West problems only via East-West ones, as this conference 
was tending. to do. This approach, he argued, resulted in the 
by-passing of the central issues facing the West, and the main 
relevance of the two themes to each other 1ilas simply that the 
West could deal better with the Soviet bloc from strength than 
from weakness. He suggested that the task of putting the 
West's house in order h~d three main dimensions: firstly the 
achievement of more clarity and certainty of purpose in the 
cultural and intellectual dimension (including particularly 
the achievement of a proper perspective on Keynesian economics); 
secondly ·the resolution of the problems of internal economic 
policy, in particular the allocation of the GNP be·tween 
incomes and other spending; and thirdly the acute problems of 
the international economic situation. On this third issue, the 
speaker expressed great concern: no agreement was in sight 
even on such elementary matters as the future of gold, the 
rules to be adopted for the floating· of currencies, and the 
co-ordination of policies on energy. Both on oil and on raw 
materials, all the work and experience accumulated by experts 
over the years was being ignored by the politicians. How 
could we, the speaker asked, move towards a 'new international 
economic order'? It seemed easier for vlestern governments to 
agree on issues of politics and military strategy than on the 
economic questions which bit into the electoral prospects of 
politicians, but the effort had to be made. 

An American speaker argued that 1:he economic situation of the 
\~est was not as bad as a few months ago. The supply and demand 
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situation in the energy field appeared to be stablising, and 
even though the price of oil might rise this Autumn by $2 a 
barrel, this was not the raain issue. It was more important for 
the oil consuming countries to decide clearly, before entering 
into negotiations, 1-1hat exactly they wanted· the !EA or a 
producer/ consumer meeting to .achieve. The role of vie stern 
governments and of private companies in ensuring oil supplies 
for the v/est should be reassessed, and some of the proposed 
lEA arrangements - particularly the agreement on sharing -
needed further study, since the implementation of this agreement 
in a new Middle Eastern crisis would be very difficult unless 
the momentum shown in the earlier months of planning were 
resumed. 

Turning to the economic situation more generally, the speaker 
sugges·ted that the Lome agreement and certain other plans no1-1 
adopted were more advanced than those proposed so far by the 
United States. The speaker recalled that in the forthcoming 
electoral campaign period in the United States, effective 
answers to international economic difficulties might be harder 
to achieve.· 

A participant from the Middle East recalled that the Russians, 
far from supporting OPEC from the beginning, had supported it 
only when they had to. \llhen Iranian gas supplies for the Soviet 
Union had been agreed, the Russians were unhappy that the price 
had to be based on that of oil in the Persian Gulf. Similarly, 
-the price of gas from Afghanistan, supplied to the Soviet Union, 
had gone up to the same level. Contrary ·to the impressions of 
some Western observers, the Soviet Union's relations with Iran 
and Saudi Arabia were not particularly close. The speaker 
recalled that in February, many \~esterners had been misled 
into thinking that the oil problem had been solved. In fact, 
what had happened vJas that a mild winter and reduced consumption 
had brought about a partial solution only. From the point of 
view of the producing countries, the reduc·tion in the extraction 
rate was very welcome: for instance, Iran was delighted that 
instead of the projected supply of 6.8 or 7 million barre~per 
day, the current rate vias down to 5 million. At the same time, 
the producing countries were dissatisfied vli th the failure of 
the consumers to agree to the indexation of oil prices, 
particularly at a time when the prices of machinery imported 
by the producing countries had risen_by 50% in a very short 
time. The West ought to adopt a more generous and realistic 
approach. 

A French participant argued that France's refusal to join the 
lEA was explained by the decision taken by other members to 

·go beyond a form of institution which was useful, and to 
develop a new machinery for political purposes. He emphasised 
that there were no fundamental differences between Western 
~ountries on the problem of how to live with the po1-1er of the 
Soviet Union, since all vie stern governments agreed on the 
essentials, and on the need to try to co-ordinate their policies. 
An important· obstacle to this, however, arose from the fac·t that 
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in the 1970s - in contrast to the late 1940s and the 1950s -
there were many issues in US-Soviet relations which had nothing 
to do with the affairs of Europe. Many matters of global 
importance now had to be discussed directly between Washington 
and Moscow, and this decoupling of the super-power relationship 
from the situation in Europe led to a situation where West 
European and American perceptions might differ considerably. 
One reason why France was not keen to resume her membership 
of the NATO structure was that this might drag her into a 
conflict arising in an area of no concern to her. The 1973 
US-Soviet agreement on the prevention of nuclear war could be 
said to reflect the way in which the super-power and European 
leveJs of East-West relations were apt not to coincide. On many 
issues - for instance the Mediterranean - an effective division 
of labour between the United States and Western Europe might be 
possible. For instance; on the Greek-Turk issue, Europe had 
a point of view which could be promoted by collective action, 
co-ordinated with but distinct from US approaches to the same 
issues. It might be appropriate for Europe, as the process 
of political co-operation between the Nine developed, to take 
a relatively more active role, and for the United States to 
limit its activities, while at the same time giving overall 
strategic protection of the operations undertaken. 

An American speaker responded that Dr. Kissinger's speech of 
April 1973 had indeed drawn attention to the problems arising 

·from the discrepancy between America's global role and Europe's 
regional one. This distinction, he argued, had been intended 
diagnostically and not prescriptively, and its correctness"had 
been confirmed by European statements at this conference. From 
the American point of vievl, shifts in the moods and priorities 
within the United States meant that the US government had seen 
the US-Soviet problem globally, but it also realised that the 
problem could not be dealt with globally. This was the back
ground to the idea of a five-pmver world, in which an increased 
number of power centres would emerge and take their share of 
responsibility. The United States did indeed want Europe to 
take on special responsibilities in the l1editerranean, and did 
indeed want to interpret NATO as covering much broader issues 
than merely the East-West balance in Europe. From the American 
point of view, European political co-operation vlas most 
welcome, and it \Vas to be hoped that Europeans would now lif·t 
their sights towards sharing Hith the United States the 
responsibilities-of promoting \Vorld _order. 

Another American participant insisted that the West's approach 
to the problems of inflation and so forth must be international. 
Even if politicians began by imagining that they could deliver 
the good VJi thin a national frame1vork of action, their own 
constituents would be sure to see that this was not possible, 
and would then accept a lead toVJards international action. 
This \Vould be all the more necessary if the extortionate rises 
in the price of oil continued: inflation throughout the VJorld 
had been made 20% or 30% Horse during 1974 by the·rise in the 
price of oil, Hhich had severely worsened the balance of 
payments of many Western countries and had led to strains and
conflicts between them It was irresponsible for the oil
producing countries to impose further dema11ds on the West, at 
a time 1-1hen the Soviet bloc - not being dependent on imported 
oil·_ could stand aside and profit from the situation. 
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A Britishparticipant responded by suggesting that the price of 
oil was determined essentially by the balance of political 
power between producers and consumers. The real issue, rather 
than the re-cycling of money, was the. transfer of real wealth 
from one country to another, through the purchase of property 
in the West by the oil-producing nations. 

A French speaker further emphasised the political aspects of 
oil prices by querying the optimistic view that market forces 
would bring the price down: on the contrary, this view, by 
failing to allow for political solidarity between the OPEC 
countries, left out of account their capacity to co-ordinate 
production cuts in order to keep up the price. The Uni·ted 
States, he argued, shou~d counter this political solidarity 
by putting more pressure on Iran and Saudi Arabia. Unless the 
United States dealt more effectively with the producing countries, 
the whole structure of sharing and other arrangements envisaged 
by the IEA was unrealistic. 

Another speaker drew attention to the difficulties of co-ordinating 
European and American policies, at a time when there were great · 
problems of internal co-ordination both between the member states 
of the European Cormnuni ty and betHeen Congress and ·the President 
in Washington. 

An American speaker argued that detente did represent in general 
the right line of policy for the \-lest, provided it was properly 

·understood: detente, he argued, did not mean friendliness, "or 
even co-operation with the Soviet Union, but essentially i·t 
meant survival and the working out of rules on how to play the 
politics of the balance of power (not whether to do sol, in 
order to avoid "a nuclear event". Foreign policy, he argued, 
now had to be 4-handed: one hand Has needed for shaking, one 
for signing agreements, and one each for holding a sword and 
buckler. Furthermore, a policy of detente towards the East 
made a close co-ordination of European and American positions 
essential. On the Middle-East, and on other trouble spots, a 
more effective division of labour between Western Europe and 
the United States ought to be worked out. The speaker also 
issued a warning against underestimating the rate of advance 
actually achieved in the European integration process: it was 
partly because the exaggerated hopes of the pioneers had been 
disappointed th?t Europeans often failed to see how much 
actually had been achieved. The speaker emphasised that the 
economic problems of the ~lest called imperatively for a 
solution - in Hhich Japan Hhich must be involved - without 
which any talk of detente with the East vJOuld be meaningless. 
He suggested that the EEC - which had set an impressive 
example through the Lome agreement - might take the lead in 
working out imaginative models for the sol uti on of the \vest's 
economic difficulties, in a sort o:f exchange for the United 
States undertaking. the main role in the West's military 
defence. 
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A British participant agreed with the view that detente was 
the right way forward, and suggested that the continuation 
of the dialogue with the Soviet Union gave the West a chance 
of managing the relationship effectively and fruitfully. 
Political co-operation between the countries of Western 
Europe- as practised with great success in the CSCE, when 
it had been followed by co-ordination between European and 

.American policies through NATO - offered a good model for 
future means of procedure. He suggested that the United 
States would be ill-advised to veto any West European policy 
initiative (not that he regarded this as likely), and 
suggested three general guidelines for the West's detente 
policy in future: firstly, the US should ~esist any Soviet 
attempt to develop a bilateral dialogue, in which the US 
would impose its will on its allies ·as the Russians did in 
the Warsaw pac·t; secondly, the US should always consult 
Western Europe in advance of important action, avoiding the 
deplorable degree of non-consultation which had prevailed in 
the run-up to the 1973 Middle East crisis; thirdly, the EEC 
countries in their turn should make a firm effort not to cut 
themselves off from the United States, for instance, by 
repeating the ill-advised attempt to define a "European 
identity". 

Now that the British -'l')eferendum Has over, the EEC must go 
forward or it would go back: President Scheel's expectation 
that Europe would have a Minister of Foreign Affairs and a 

· Ninister of Defence by 1980 ·was clearly now unrealistic, but 
these things must come with time, and the United States, as 
an adult federation, should guide the faltering steps of the 
baby federation of Western Europe. On specific issues, the 
speaker argued that the Vlest should not press for a permanent 
institution to folloH up the CSCE, but should press its own 
interests, which lay in- Baskets 2 and (above all) 3 ; he 
argued that SALT II might work, provided the US kept the 
allies informed, though any real disarmament HaS unlikely; 
and that MBFR was unlikely to achieve any more than an agree
ment to maintain present arms levels. A European role in 
defence, he argued, Has acceptable, but not a European nuclear 
force: quite apart from the consideration that European nuclear· 
forces (e.g. the British) depended on the NATO-wide early 
warning system and on the maintenance of the ABN agreemen-t, 
a European nuclear force would either bring Germany in (in 
which case detente would be finished) or would exclude Germany 
(in which case the EEC would be finished) . European co-operation 
in conventional·defence could develop, however, and so could 
European arms production, provided-the US took a tolerant 
attitude towards the economic problems of the infant European 
arms industry, and refrained from exploiting the advantages of 
scale to the limit. The speaker issued a warning against 
expecting too much from Hest European initiative in certain 
parts of the Nediterranean: in Yugoslavia, for instance, 
Europe should not take the lead since the US-Soviet special 
rela1:ionship must be brought into play to stabilise the future 
situation. 
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At the close of this session, another Bri tis.h par·ticipant 
warned the Americans not to entertain any expectation that the 
EEC woul.d take an effective ini tia·ti ve to solve the world's 
monetary problems: although the EEC could and should try, it 
should be remembered that the Marjolin Committee had unanimously 
reported that monetary union in the EEC was most unlikely 
unless institutional and political developments were achieved 
first. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A Canadian participant, opening this last session, emphasised 
that the solution of the West's internal economic problems was 
an absolute prerequisite for any effective foreign policy, 
whether on East-West or on North-South problems. The Hest, 
he argued, should be politically assertive and positive 1n 
dealings with the S_oviet bloc, though not provocative. The 
Russians should be forced, in exchange for the Western 
technology they were acquiring, to adopt rules of civilised 
international behaviour. In this context, the CSCE had marked 
important successes for the '-lest in terms of opening possibili-ties 
of internal change in Eastern Europe. The judgment that 
repression in this region.was increasing Yias either premature 
or an indication that the CSCE had effectively planted the 
seed; of dynamic movement in Eastern Europe. The current 
represssion Yiould be countered by the natural urge of the 
East European populations for closer links 1vith the West. All 
this, h01vever, required a unity of approach in the West, and 
the maintenance of \~estern strength, so that the East-West 
relationship could be managed in aid of mutual security. 
Wes·tern European unity 1-1as important, but crisis management 
at the Atlantic level was important too, and a prerequisite 
for this was a harmonisation of the perceptions of East-vlest 
threats between different members of the alliance. The 
partnership between Europe and the United States could never 
be an equal one in terms of p01-1er, but it could be a real one 
provided the Europeans overcame their internal differences. 
The special role of Canada in Atlantic relations should not 
be forgotten, and neither should the importance of Japan. 

A French speaker reverted to the question of France's membership 
of the NATO command structure, and argued that the Russians knew 
very well that this did not affect France's commitment under the 
treaty. France's absence from the Eurogroup and IEA, he argued, 
was not significant, because these organisations had little 
practical importance in terms of real issues. He urged the 

. conference not to forget the genuine differences of interest 
between the members of ·the alliance: Europe, for instance, had 
the problem of ex-colonies, while the USA did not. There Here 
also economic and structural differences between Western states, 
which had a bearing on East-West relations. In the CSCE, for 
instance, the ·state-controlled educational and mass media 
syste1ns in West European countries on the Continent could interact 
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with the Eastern system more readily than the decentralised 
institutions of the United States and the United Kingdom. 
Consultation in the Vlestern alliance might be more effective 
if the Americans refrained from asking their European all~es 
to undertake new verbal commitments and to accept abstract 
declarations, and talk,'to them instead about concrete matters. 
The formula of political consultation between the Nine, 
followed by collective co-ordination with the United States, 
appeared promising. In the Mediterranean, for instance, there 
w:ore some problems which were suitable for a direct approach by 
the Nine, with the United States holding back. This was true, 
for instance, of the problem of Communist influence in Portugal 
and Spain. 

a further paper (attached) which summarised 
Lord Chalfont, presenting/ the main themes ·of the series of 
conferences, insisted that detente did not mean the same as 
peace, but merely meant the relaxation of tensions. The 
pursuit of detente, he suggested, carried with it the danger 
or t)1reat of" instability or weakness in the Hest. This threat, 
despite changes in the policies of the Kremlin, remained 
constant, and it had been under-estimated in this conference; 
since it had repeatedly been described merely as 'potential'. 
In reality, ·Soviet naval strength had been extensively built 
up, and this was a threat which, combined with the current 
rate of inflation and other factors of social tension Hithin 
ivestern societies, gave the Soviet Union dangerous opportunities 
for taking advantage. Even though the Russians might not be 
expecting the final crisis of capitalism, they might well 
decide to exploit any crises 1-1hich they saw arising. It was 
necessary to examine the situation in Portugal and in Italy 
very closely, in order to assess overall Soviet strategy and· 
tactics. Negotiations vli th the Russians, whether on CSCE 
issu_es or on the Hiddle East, would raise gi'€at difficulties. 

Another British participant emphasised that while the Russians 
might not aim at aggression against the West, they would 
inevitably be tempted to fish in troubled waters if the West 
allowed its economic problems to get out of hand. Despite the 
costs of defence, the \-Jest needed an effective conventional 
capacity for the first defensive response, as well as tactical 
and strategic nuclear weapons. It was necessary in dealing with 
Portugal and Italy, he suggested, not to drive them away from 
the vie stern alliance; the prospect appeared to be that Portugal 
and Italy, subject to varying degrees of Communist influence, 
could try to remain militarily active in NATO, even though they 
chose to go for more active diplomatic relations with the 
Soviet Union. 

An American participant commented that the distinction bet>veen 
long-term and short-term prospects was important. The l<;mg-term 
trend in Soviet power had to be distinguished from the r1se or 
fall of Soviet strength in any given region. Again, there Here 
many areas - such as the Middle East - where the behaviour of 
local powers Has more likely to precipitate events than any 
pressure from outside. Although the rise in Sovie·t naval 
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strength was impressive, the lines of communication of ·the 
Soviet navy were still, at the present time, more fragile and 
tenuous than those of the British navy at the turn of the 
century or the American navy after the Second World War. It 
Has thus an illusion to argue that every dimension of Soviet 
strength was powerfully increasing all the time. 

A British speaker added the consideration that the economic 
position of the Soviet Union and her allies was not uniformly 
favourable either. In the current five-year plan (the 9th 
plan), the production of consumer goods should have overtaken 
capital investment, but this had failed to occur because of 
failure to meet the targets indicated by the plan, so that a 
five-year plan was being seriously under-fulfilled for the 
first t:irne since the first five-year plan of 1928-1932. Since 
tl1e Russians were failing to fulfil their own plan, their talk 
of the general crisis of capitalism appeared to be subdued. 

The session concluded with a reminder that \Vestern eovernmen·ts 
should handle the situation in Portugal with care, in order 
to avoid precipitating the wrong evolution in Spain, and a 
further reminder that, in clc,aling vJi th the Soviet b1oc, the 
distinction be·t\Jeen the e>oviet Union ancl the other Eastern 
EurCJpea.n countries should be very clearly kept in mind. 


