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MILITARY ASPECTS OF WUROPZAN SECURITY

by Ljubivoje Acimovié

The Conference on Securlty and Co- operatlon in

" Burope devoted a serious effort to the cause of promoting

the military aspecte of European security. This was reflected
in the adoption of a separate Document on thie matter within
the Final Act.1 ‘
The value of this document lies above all in its
specific polltlcal effect, partlcularly becauqe its adoption
indicates that the attitude on the complbﬂentary nature, or
mutual relationship’of political and military aspects of =
security, has been on an all-Turopean level recognized in
principle and gpplied in concrete termsy; a new step has been

made towards creating an all-ILuropean multilateral system of

- military security measures and the first, albelit modest,

mechanism was created to duild up confidence (in the first

.place the measure of prior notification of major military

manceuvres); snd finally, a new all-REuropean track of efforts
aimed at controlling and restraiﬁing effects of the military

factor in Europe has been traced, and the monopely of the

-1 Because of the French opposition the title of the Document

does not include the proper wording "the military aspects

of Buropean security", but, instead, it ieads "Document on
confidense-building measures and certain aspects of security
and disarmament". Despite its having been used all the time
during the drafting stage in Geneva, the French delegation
strongly opposed at the very end of the Second phase of the
CSCE any explicit reference to the military aspects of
security.
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blocs in the field of military security has been thereby
challenged. This‘achievement, just as an initial step and a
basis fﬁr further developments, is no doubt important and
deserves éftentionc Yet wieved as a move towards the ultimate
goal, 1t is extremely modest; nmoreover, it is disproportionate’
to what was accomplished in other domains at the Conferenéé,
especially in the political field. This critical note,

needless to say, should not be'uﬁderstood as a negation of
what has been achieved, but réther as a recognition of the

- realities which call for new, increased efforts on the road

that has Jjust commenced.

The implementation of the document on the

military aspects of European security

The system of ﬁotifying military manoeuvres, aloné
with inviting observers, has been, on the whole, functioning.
to some extent satisfactorily. According to the information
at my dispbsal, twenty one military manoeuvres have been
‘notified tillrﬁquh l977i'thirteen of them organized within
NATO, three within the Warsaw Pact and five in neutral
(Switzerlaﬁd; Sweden) and nonaligned countries (Yugoslavia).
This entirely new practice in Europe becomes still more
significant if some additional facts are taken into account:
the system of prior notification has functioned regularly
despite the fact that the Final Acf suggests, in a way, its
voluntary basisj; a large portion (about two thirds) of the

notified manoeuvres has been of a level lower than 25,co00
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troops; invitations of observers have taken place in nine
cases; in addition to the above mentioned notifications of

large -scale military manceuvres there have been quiteZa7d

é‘ewjnot'irf icationsgofplower=scaledymilitary_manoeuvres-given 3

'{9§:§2511é§g£31~basis'(for'instance?‘twel?é'BEtﬁéen'Yﬁé@ElE?ijg
(amd Italy). |
However, in the functioning of this system certain
weaknesses have occurred. Some instances of evading notifica-

tion of major military manoeuvres have been reportedﬁ:gy:y

Egzaakigﬁﬁthemffhﬁgsggygral:smalier—scalé:ﬁﬁgﬁail&:goordinated!

cﬁﬁgg? developing either in succession or simultaneoﬁsly, but
on different places in one geo-strategic area. In additiﬁn,
there have been some complaints about the way iﬁ which ex-
changes of observers were implemented because in some instan-
ces they were not offered adequate possibilities to fulfill
properly their functions.

As to the other measures, however, very little has
been accomplished so far: there has been no notification of
either major military movements or of manoeuvres of amphibious
or airborne troops, as well as of those in the adjoining sea
area and air spacej; the already existing exéhanges of military
personnel have in fact little changed within the Follow-up
to the CSCE - either in qualitatifé or in quantitative terms;
nc visible self-restraint has been displayed in military acti-
vities liable to cause misunderstanding or tension; no informa-
tion about relevant developments in the MFR negotiations has
been provided to other states by the negotiating forum in

Vienna; (fhe wholé“concept_of_the.complementary.naturesof-the—F
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oliti Ca_]___;gglg;jﬁl 1 tary

QDoLitice ;‘__#GWZ;§FPQCtS'é;;§§§ﬁ%éiﬁz as set forth in

General considerations, (&8 Rot been geénuinely applied in
practice.

Finally, as far as the present military context of
European security is concerned, the situation is, no doubt,
unsatisféctory: nothing has changed from the Cold War days
regarding both the military structure and the level of arms
and forces déployed in Europe. Moreover, from the point of
~view of the modernization of armies and qualifative impro-
vements of weapons the situation has even worsened. It goes
without saying that this state of affairs affects the process

of promoting security and co-operation in Europe. It, in fact,

sets limits to this process.

The Belgrade meeting 1977 - tasks in the field

of the military aspects of European security

"First of all, let me make a preliminary remark: in
discussing the implementation of the Final Act everyone
eloquently emphasizes the inevitability of its integral applica-
tiony in practice, howevér, many have a rather selective appro-
ach and de facto treat individual portions of the document
quite differently. Further, deficiency lies in a tendency
amongst many to alleviate the concessions they madeugt the
Conférence for the sake 6f'compromises by interpreting certain
provisions of the Final Act in a way which actually means a
retreat towards their'original i.e. starting positions; finalily
the third deficiency lies in the fact that the implementation

of the Final Act has been approached in a static way in spite
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of its built-in dynanic concept.

These three deficiencies figure very prominently
in the domain of the military aspects of security. This has
been manifested so far first because individual provisions
of the Final Act have been either neglected or interpreted

in "one's own way", and secondly, [many_states-have~let~it"be}

piknown#thdt _they considéT_tliese measures to~be-definite_and]

&gggii]refusing their further development whatsoever.

A genuine realization of the concept of Zuropean
security built into the Final Act calls for serious efforts
to further promote the military measures of security. The nmore
so 1f one bears in mind the continuing unsatisfactory situation
in the military field, where there is a very high level of
military potentials and the armament race is still progressing.
Indeed, it is precisely this state of affairs which essentially
caused a certain setback in detente in the period between
Helsinki and Belgrade.

.In this light the issue of ensuring the proper place
and adequate treatment of the military aspects of European
security at the Belgrade meeting has become increasingly im-
portant.

The Belgrade meeting 1977, being the first stage
within the Follow-up to the CSCE and an expression of the
generally accepted view that the initiated multilateral process
must be continued, should discuss "“tHe-impleméntationfof the

provisions 6f the Final Act and of the tasks defined by the

Conference" and "the~deepening-of-their mutual.relations, the f

improvément=-of "security-and=<the-development of cooperatioﬁfin:=J
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YEuropesgand {thepdeveloplientyof "the process™of “detente~in_thed

e PI—

" -1t

future"Tx In accordance with this, the function of the Belgrade
meeting would be to reaffirm the objectives; commitments and
tasks undertaken in Helsinki, to evaluate the hitherto im-
plementation of the Final Act and take steps to further de-
velop measures of the Final Act. In short: all that was agreed
upon must be reaffirmed and evaluated, and new efforts to
reach all-Furopean detente should be initiated.

To be specific from the point of view of this paper,
the tasks of the Belgrade meeting regarding the military
aspects of security could be summed up as follows: (1) reaf-

firmation of the concept ofginterre1atiqﬁ:between“pglitiﬁaﬂ

EEE;EEE§¥§E§:§§p§Cts:of”sebﬁf}f?]and of corresponding commit-
ments made in Helsinki; (2) a thoroughfgfagggge'of‘viewé?on
the European situation in this domain and especially the im-
plementation of the respective provisions of the Final Actj
and (3) discussion of future efforts and gﬁ?fiation:of:g§W7
Lmeasuresy The realization of these three basic tasks - which

are mutually closely related ~ should include the following:

1. The reaffirmation of relevant general considera-

tions implies, first, that the question of the military aspects
of security should be given its full political weight;
secondly, the discussion should embrace the problem of the
military situation in Eu’f'é*ﬁé"”@i:t’sthtgri’t“ya and it should

- insist on exerting efforts towards solving the whole complex;

' 1 Final Act, pp. 133-134,
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thirdly, the meeting should note the very unsatisfactory
situation in this field in general, which is in vast discord
with the results achieved in the political sphere and,
accordingly, it should imperatively insist on the progressive

alteration of this state of'affairs;

2. The evaluation of the implementation of the

Helsinki provisions shoﬁld be comprehensive and nust, on the
oné hand, make use of positive experience, and also point to
the negative experience, on the other hand. In general, the
discussion on this subject should serve the promotion of CEHE
ﬁEﬁEZiE£E§E£E§:§£:i§§l§ﬁ§iﬁaii§§£Of adopted measures as well asl
their further development. In accordance with this, in the
political-psychological sPhefe, they-should perform both. as a -
pressure towards a consistent implementation of obligations and
as an impetus for new efforts. It should also be clearly

presented in the final document of the meeting.

3. New measureg or efforts to further develop the

system of measures for the strengthening of secﬁrity and promo-
ting cooperation in Turope will no doubt be an imporfant compo-—
nent of the action of bloc-free and sone cther, mostly smaller,
countries at the Belgrade meeting. The reasons to insist on

this dynamic component of the Follow-up to the CECE are manifold.
First of all, if the Final Act adopted in Helsinki recognizes

the anference as a nultilateral ail-European process or as

a continuing effort, then it necessarily presupposes a perma-

nent advancement of the action, i.e. the taking of new measures.
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In'somevway this was stated in the Final Act. Further, the
Helsinki docunent is undoubtedly an important but only the
first step made so far, which means that many issues are still
pending. Finally, not only that the Final ket was unable of
solving everything adequately and efficiently, but the time
factor should also be taken into accounty if there were no
continous and progressive development of the Final Act, it

' wéuld shortly bécqme obsolete - not so much in terms of general

considerations but in terms of practical-operative issues.

Efforts along the line of adopting new measures
could be realized in three‘!ays,-that is three types of
decisions: (1) declarations of intent to adopt new measures
and guidelines for their elaboration; (2) procedural decisions
, fb this end (the setting up of working groups or groups of
experts, convening of diplomatic conferences and S0 fofth);
and (3) new measures.

‘ The character and the contents of these three kinds
of potential decisions of the Belgrade meetiné are clearly
denoted in the above headlines: the declarations of intent
would in fact express the orientation for futureraction re-
garding a measure and,coﬁmitment (explicit or tacit) to
conside? or eventually adopt this measure at the next meeting;
the decisions on procedural issues should include not only
those iﬁvolving the setting up of working bodies but also its

nandates; the decision on concrete measures would contain more

or less elaborated elements of these measures, in a similar

way as it was done in the Final Act.




-9 -

I. Confidence-bullding measures

1. Notification of major military movements -

goncreterelaboration-of “thé_systemJt
2. Notification of major military manceuvres and
exchange of observers - the removal of defi-
ciencies (including the elaboration of™a coded
Lof “conductTgoverning _exchangerof~observersy.

II. Measures designed to restrain~military-activitiesf
that may cause misunderstanding or tension {(major
military manoeuvres or movements in.Ehe~viciBity.s

pof= rontiers, movements of fleet {Close=to=alieny
jterritorial watérs} Glectromic jamming of radiod
ﬂgﬁmmunicafiﬁns!and the like, as it was presented
in the original Yugoslav proposal submitted at
the second stage of the CSCE) - concrete determi-
nation of both the contents of the measures and
their obligatory nature.

III. Force reductions (General considerations)- the
commitment contained in the Final Act regarding
(the—ifnformation, about_the.negotiations™if~Vierina _J
: A P .
CtoRbeYprovided tOnother;syates;-shoulg_be*made-j;
CEoT specifict
o A ————

This is only a list of potentially feasible, and in the
opinion of a number of states, desirable measures that might
be considered at the Belgrade meeting. True, they are not
enti}ei& new, because they are already embodied in the Final
Act (in a certain way and to some degree); one should rather
say that the above proposals are aimed at making these ideas
more operational and better elab’oratedo They, however, do not

include the improvement of parameters for notification of
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major military manceuvres Q§I297:terfif6ﬁy), as such an attempt

does not seem very likely to succeed at the present moment,
but one might try to achieve some progress in-this respect too
by means ofﬁfé@ggggggiag further steps to be carried out on

a voluntary basis, as a sign of good‘will.

Each of thé'above measurcs would be useful while some .
of them, such as notificatibn of major military movenents and
measures intended to restrain military activities which might
cause misunderstandings or tension, seem especially important
at the moment. It would be of major importance also,‘consider-
ing the limited possibilities of the Belgrade meeting, to setb
up a group of expertﬁ to- deal with military questions.. The
setting up of such a group would be of great not even practical
but also political significance.

However, we should not cherish illusions that the
afqreumentioned measures could be easily realized. The resi-
stance on the part of military élliances; especially great
powers, has already been manifested, suggesting that it is too
egarly even to discuss new‘measures, to say nothing about in-
troducing'them;'any new effort to this end would, accbrding to
these views, allegedly imply the revision of the Helsinki
document. It is obvious that these arguments are untenable,
because as regards certain of these measures, not only that
it is-not too eérly for them to be realized now but it was
élready time in Heisinki to do so; secondly, there can be no
revision of something which was adopted as a general and

programmne platform for a long term action if the innovétions to
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be made are in accordance with the basic principles and if
- they are in the interest of the action and its successful

materialization..

In conclusioﬁ, I WOuld like to'underline only two
things. Firstly, the Belgrade meeting would obviously have .
a manifoid function as regards the. initiation and promotion
of the process of military detente. Especially in the field :l//f
of new measures, it is not supposed to aim merely at their
immédiate sdoption, but for some of them‘éﬁiﬁggiéjjg§ti53553
EﬁE:Iﬁ%E%igi:gggﬁgggﬁ§f§:§5;£:and take appro?riate steps for

their future realization.

Secondly, the issues of the military aspects of
Buropean security will also figure as one among the prioritiés
of neﬁtral and non-aligned countries in the field pf-European
security. This crops from the significance which the military
conponent plays in the detente process as well as from the
concept of interrelation between political and military aspects
of security, which was explicitly built into the Helsinki
document owing to the insistence of bloc—freé countries.
This practically means that these countries, with some support-
on the part of some othér small states, will wholéheartedly
endeavour to give this issue a ﬁrominent place at the Belgrade |
meeting and fo accomplish an adequate result in this particular

fieid.
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The present paper conitanins a2 hrief review of what seem to
e representative publiec and goveramental perceptiop; of recent
Eest - West releations. Thiz ig necessarily an asymmetricai 2Xer-
cige, since Zastern nond Westeorn perceptions cannot be identified
with equal preeision and reliasbility. The survey includes develodp-
menis until the end of 1976 »at does nok diceuss the implications

cvnew injtiatives of the, - . .
of they’ arier Adwministration and the latest inconclusive eichanges

between VWashington and ioscow, The purpose of the pnrer is to

-

arrive at some tentative conciusion® as to the requirnﬂé@té for sus-
taining - the continuity of d4tente policiesg, which by 1he end of
last year sppeared to be jeonrardized.

The.main Teatures of détente policies Lave bgen o combtivation of
mutual restraint, some measure of cooperation as wél] as. continuad
‘conflict and competition. between Wast znd Weot tempered hy the over-
riding concern to avoid oven ronfrontations, Despite =11 the contro-

versy about the benefirts of détente policies, it is penerally

recognized that they have produced important»éﬁﬁfgﬁemgpyg in the }

\realm of _crisis—management_and a concomitant ‘limitation.of_the]

frisk of "confrontations that*could~lead”to7a " militdtry ~conflagration:




st

. were achleved as a result of the apreements of the 1970’5,

Whl]e these resulis were attmined thrdugh postures tbat iﬁﬁosed.diﬁ-‘
nnct restraints on Western efforts to affecﬁ 1nlern91 changes in
the_ﬁoviet Union_and Kastern Wurope, they were neither devoiarofr
 mo*'1 values nor ineffective with regard to '“he humsn dimehSidn”

of ﬁast—West‘relations. In view of the staken invélveﬁ‘the rre-

cservation of a peaceful relaitionship tetween “ast and est must in

fact be regarded as the supreme. moral talue, constantly to te taken

~into account by decisionmakers and their constituencies. Nor should

the tangible improvements in human conditions be underrated that

ticulaxly in the lheart of Burone: .In rlln and the two GerMHﬁ
sfhtes; These facts vbtwithsﬁanding there can hardly-be anyidoubt
that by the end of 1976 détenbe policies were in the doldrums.

| As for the Last, the reactions ¢¥ governing elites'to the'neﬁ
erphasis on human rights and attendant perturhations suggésted

[a*ﬂ@ﬁlane in fHeir pr prev1ous confldenoelthat the unde iréd conse-

quences of reduced. tension and wider contact w1th the West oot

_be contained. Since gffie coviet leadership=iy ™unable” to alleviate thp

9T

_economlcﬁd&fllcultle of itz _tast Buropean nlliEE and ceems to re-

cbgnize'the need to appease ithe increas singly self-confident workers,

rpartlcularlj in Polend, it hnss scquiesced in the relentless efforts

of Jasﬁ Turopean government% to expann trade and econonic coopera*lnn

‘with the West ns a means to ensure technologicel innovation, a high




&

fate of-investments, and better productivity."In‘fact these same
inceutives continue to sustain the main‘direétion‘of llospow’s own
pqliey tbw&rds-the West. ﬁut particularly in view if ﬁge Euro- -
communist challenge‘recenf:dévelopments in Eas£erﬁ Eﬁrope-tend to

LangﬁfyyMoscow’s fear ofan—eroGionfof its position in the presentls
T —— S

. most sensitive and explosive part of that regiont@EolhﬁH! such

apprehensions in turn are lisble to enhance the perceived impor-

tance of Soviet military presence in Tastern iurope and hence to

inhibit Bastern negotiadting positions in Vieurs that mipht presage an
early and substantial reduction of that presence.

The faert that dissentérs and huran rights groups in Tantern

”Europerhave invoked the Iinal Act of the C3CH to support their

claims has génerally sensitized the attitudes of the authorities

with regard to the issues involwed. Their statements suggest the per—

géption of a groWing threat to‘%he system" and may well reflect the

‘ faltering confidence of pdlicy?makers in the viability of the

- fundamental assumnption on which recent policies toward the Vest

have been based: that détente implies a balance.of benefits.

In the Wéét, long before the Carter Administration came to
power, the Late pf such :enowned personalities aslAlexander HSol-
zhenitsyn and Andrei Sakharov héd contributed " to a mﬁre critical

public assessment of the premises underlying détente policies. In

~the United States in particular, the plight of Soviet and East

Buropean dissidents and the repressive cultural climate in many



. Warsaw Pact countries produced among liberals a growing disenchant-

ment Withrofficial policies that were felt to be insufficiehtly‘res;
pbnsivehto public pressure fbr.a‘more adamant Aﬁerican»positioﬁ on
humanitarian iséﬁes. Condurfently, the conservatiﬁéfwing of con-
éTESﬂional and publie opinior beecame inereasingly alarmed by the
évidence suggesting an accelerated Soviet apnc. build—ﬁp, both nucleaf-_ 
“and eonventional; and criticirzed the executive brgnch of the goverﬁment
fdf its‘failure talreciprocate in kind. The determined Soviet efforf
to expand military forces worried Amevica’s Enropean allies as well.
The concern about Soviet intentions inherent in theée peTCEpﬂions
“ﬁas further heightened hy Noseow’s invplvement in Angola, widely‘inQ.
'terﬁfetgd as a breach of the rules of mutual resﬁraint underlying the
 détenté:relatiQn$hip. The eunsuing confliet behweég the 1egimlative'
and ezegutivé branches of the Americah g0vernmént cbﬁcerning what
should bé the appropriate response created the impression that a lin-
gering impasse nad been reached in Vashington, and tended to undernine
‘Western self-confidence and resqlve. Concerﬁ was also expressed in

the public debate and by governmental spokesmen in Western Turope

about the discrepancy between £h£$QIiES_Qﬁ:@éEEEEEMQQQ;QBNeIbﬁmggza

ra

§n mrms acquisition and deployment underscored by the lack o pro-
M .

‘gress in the FALT and MFR nagotiations. The interest of the busineszs
community in cooperative ventures with Dastern partner:s was
‘dempened as a result of growing frustration with the!leéfﬁE?Ey
-,-f’;?_—;d————d——_—'_-—.—‘—-ﬁq_—-————‘—ﬂ ) . P 2
[gég_yggggueratic constrgints that inhibit effective economic
— T —— : ‘

éooperétion with the Soviet Union - —




X
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and its allies. MNoreover, not‘only in the United States but also
in Vest ﬁermany, publiec opinion seemed increasingly less inelined to
,' : sustain a policy of 1ong-térn cooperation with governments in the

Last that claniped dovnm on thelr dissidents and whose implemeniation’
of the CSGC'Final Act disappointed many -exaggerated - Vesitern ex-
pectations, particularly with regard to the "Third Basket". Finally,
‘the more rigid and uneoopersative attitudes of the authorities in the
GDR towards movements across the inter-German border together with
Eastern efforts to tamper with the status of Berlin raised sone doubts

; ey g e R My, e - . -
about hhe'v13b11£jy of the basic Fast-West apreements_on_Berlin and

inter—Cerman relations, by mony regarded_as,_thc_touchstone of GELente=

; tin “Burope. ]
"This skeichy review of Yastern and ¥estern perceptioans iz ne-
cessarily fragnentary and over-simplified, 'The essentiel arsgument

it is meant to convey is the following: In the course of 1974 the

deterioration of the gemeral climate in Vast-West relations reached

a point, where the continuity of détente policies was seriously ime-
periléd. A reversal of this trend seems to require (1) the creation
of{a:ﬂéw*f6f§i§§fpdliéx:g6nséﬁﬁﬁﬁ:é@:fﬁé‘ﬁ§i¥zﬁ's?E?Eg adapted to

the requirements of a long-tern relationship with the Last merked by
2 combination of conflict and cooperation; (2)_the continued{eff%?ﬁ

{tive orchgstration™of=lestern~policies towards™ the™East] (3) the re-

establishment between policy-makers in Bast and Vest of {He qegyee oly

S

trust) that existed bvefore but now seens to have wavereé as a result

of recent developments; and (4) -{ile_concluding=of=concrete~Eoot=ilesty
Cagrgements! both between the superpowers .and nt the European: level,

designed to reconfirm on both sides the conviction that a rough

balance of benefits accrues from the détente relatibnship.

L e b w a— R BLTS 1 g ey e, e o o H e mapTen w el Al o f e e et ot L,
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1. INTRODUETION

[

" The present paper purports to examine the system of confidence -
‘byilding measures (CBM's) which was initiated by the CSCE.
"weipropose to consider some basic objectiués to be served

-by-CBM's, the problem of establishing relevant criteria, the

implications of €CBM's for ather policy areas, and their:
falations to other aspects of arms control. Against such a
background we shall dalinaate the record of compliahce, the
stréngths and weaknesses of the sstablished provisions,

and the problems associated with voluntary aad differentiated

compliance. Finally, we intend to discuss some possible

~options with respect to amplification, modification and Bx=-

tension of the current provisions in connection with the

. Belgrade meeting. Before we smbark upon our sxamipation of

CBM's, however, it sdems desirable to delineate some of the

key considerations involved in the construction of arms

' control arrangements for the sedurity order in Eurcpe. We

do not propose to examine the various detailed propdsals

which have been advanced with the avowed aim of enhancing =~

a shared perception eof increased security in turope. Our

~aim is the more modast one of providing an initial Framawork,

~or a check-list, for such evaluations.
" 2. THE FUNCTIONS OF ARMS CONTROL IN EUROPE

" The basic goals of arms control include:

1) Reduce the probability of war ,
2) Reduve the damage and suffering if war should occur

3) Reduce the obstacles to a rapid and equitable war termina-

tion in the svent of war

4) Reduce the costs and burdens of the arms competition

5) Reduce the role of military force in international
relations.

The fifth goal is to a considerable extent derivative of the

- first four. Howsver, for analytical reasons we have chosen

to list it as a separate goal.




Such goals can never be attained absolutely. They will.ih part
pose conflicting pblicy requirements. The policy praoblem

is that of achiaving_optimized outcomes rather than simple

- maximization of single goals.

Particular objectivaes of arms control in any specific area
have to be assessed in their concrete gatting and contextw

- beseawse European arms conirof???ﬁgét be considered as poli-
'ticaily_neutral technical érrangemants designed for purposes
of enhancinglsiability. They constitute instrumentalities
for the construction and managemeht‘of the evolving security

order in Europe. (TAEy SMOUIG bu assesssd i a political -

. contéxt.] Arms control proposals have besn advanced for pur-

poses of constraining undesirable political change from a

- particular interest perspective. They have been deploysd
also as a means of exploiting favourable asymmetries, blask-
" ing undesirable departures, and promoting political advanta-
"ges. The ostensible commitment not to strive for unilateral
'advantage, can neither eliminate political competition nor
incéntivas and‘opportunities for exploiting ambiguities and
spin-off effects. However, the whole concept of arms control
‘is based on the notion of [certain shared interests trans-

cending the competition of the moment . Internationai.politics

-is not a zero-sum. gaEe. Thé’shared-problem of nuclear holo-
caust has forced the states to look upon security as a shared
..value to a significant degrée. Thaf idea is derived from
"notions of community and a regqulated system of power balance
' based on interdependence and reciprocal restraint. Subhl
notions are not equally strongly founded in ths political
- traditions and outlooks of all the states in Europe. We find
there also'competing tradiﬁions, emphasizing hegemonic émbi-
tions and 2 commitment to struggle. ' '

"When we turn to an asséssment of the goals of arms control we
“move inevitably into the realm of normative politics. How-
ever, the normative prescriptions should be bassd on an ana-
 1ytical'evaluati0n of the nature of the security problems

in Europe. For purposes of the present amalysis we shall not




consider the five basic goals of arms control, but concen-
trate rather on concrete objectives derived from the basic
goals of arms control and aiming at confidence building

under present conditions in Europe. Thus, we shall postu-
late that {the elimination or-amglioration_of_preemptive ¥

..' Iinstabilitiesjconstitutmsa legitimate objective on the

) ] e —— T - 1, &=
arms control agenda. Measures intended {0 enhggce crisis{

o [stability{need be based on a detailed analysis of given

force dispositions and the particular characteristics of
the weapon systems involved. The urgency of ths problem of
preemptive instabilities is to a considerable extent (&7

Cf:;, |ﬁunchEn'oFftéfhnolggical develnFmaﬁfgﬂ,their introduction

into the force structures, and the impact of the latter on
political relationships in the areas of immediate confronta-
tion.

2

Furthermore, we consider another ob jective of arms control,

T e ——

Again we have to deal -with the incentives inherent in certain
weapon characteristics, troop dispositions, and deployments.

It is important that arms control efforis keep pace with

- the evolving patugre-of.the security problem in Europe.

Arms control négotiations tend to be rather prolonged. The

nature of the problem at hand may be transformed much more

' rapidly than diplomatists. are able to construct agreements

on the basis of initially discrepant proposals. The emerging

problem of security in Europe is closely connected with

- options for zero- or rapid reinforcement attacks across the

East - West division. The manpower approach at the MBFR-

“talks is not ideal from the point of view of this problem.

Similarly, we have witnessed how technological developments
have bust open some of the categories and distinetions upon
which SALT has been predicated till now.




Inm the European contextlmea5ures‘oF‘arms"dbntrol“shodld‘_1

{provide~reassurance with respect to military activities_and__{
fdispositions'. This perspective reflects a recognition of

the interdependent nature of the security of states in
Europe. The problem is structural.and intrinsic to the
nature of international society. Measures of reassurance
can be unilateral, bilateral or multilateral; reflecting

explicit agreements or tacit coordination.

Basically speaking, an implicit ob jective of arms control in

Europe is to reduce-the~impact=of=the-military factor dn

.

the process of Eurcopean politics. Such an objective in-

volves fcurtailing_the_shaddus]rather than the substance ~f
military power; reducing the political convertibility of
the military currency and imposing constraints on the appli-
cation of military force. Those who possess military power
but in small quantities are likely to become ardent champi-
ons of such approaches. The states that are militarily
powerful tend to be rather reluctant to concede their
comparative advantages, verbal declarations to the contrary
" notwithstanding. However, from the point of view of the

European political process, [curtailing the“rdle of"military

{force=is=-more=~important™than reducing~the”levelTof=military~y

festablishments per _se. | Reduced levels may or may not

result in a reduced rbdle for military force, depending on
the details of reduction. Hence, the so-called associated
measures that are under consideration in Vienna are as
important, if not more important, than the aggregate
ceilings proposed. [Ihe-associatajmeaSGfes‘discussed'in""
tthe'MBFREEElEE‘are-Functionally-relateﬂ‘fﬁ"ﬁﬁg:CBM'E“of‘?

———
e
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Arms control measures could also provide engines or catalysts
for political detente and cocoperation in Europe beyond the
sphere of military security. They are important for pur-

poses of maintaining momentum. A détente which did not

extend to the military confrontation in Europe would, as we
see it, inevitably grind to a halt.




3. THE PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF CBM'S

|
i
|
|

\§' Confidence building with respect to the military'situation

4 in Europe involves the communication of credible evidence ' ]

- w-—-'__f - i

@fiﬁzﬁg’ of the absence of feared threats. Modern technological means .
LT ——

of surveillance have 1long since penetrated the hard protective
Q%i . shells of secrecy traditionally surrounding the military

preparations of the nation state. CBM's can be but a minor

supplement tec the variows means of intelligence collection. v

" They are of political and psychological importance because
they can only'be implemented on the express initiatives and
- wishes of the states whose military activity is notified N

or observed.

Hence, a major objective of CBM's is to provide reaésqrance '!
. to the rest of the states in furope. They should provide '
~reassurance by reducing uncértainties and by constraining )

opportunities for exerting pressure through military activity.

CBM's would ideally shorten the shadows of military force. 'f

Confidence would be enhanced to the extent that the aptiocn

of surprise military action recede into the background. | |
Ideally, confidence building measures with respect Lo the

pattern and practice of military activities {Shoold™ seruéﬁﬁ7 f

£0 raise the threshold™ agalnst*mllltary Lransgressxdﬁﬁfﬁfiﬂﬁij .
L I S - R :

[?ﬁlesgwlth respect to interstate behaulour, such rules as
are promulcated in the decalogue of the Final Act from CSCE.
They should provide a basis for continued growth through.
‘practice. The -system of CBM's for Europe need not be en-
.shrined in formal agreements, but could evolve through state

practice over time, reflecting the will for continued de-

| l tente. The incentives for CBM expansion will reflect;nat_'.

| only the experience gained and examples observed with resgect
to CBM implementation, they will reflect and influence as

{well the general atmosphere and broad scale substance of !

" East - West detente. - '




In attempting to move from general principles to concrete
measures of a confidence building potential, it is necessary

to establish reasoﬁable criteria for assessment of the relevant

parameters. What should be The numﬁ£;§§}:§bgggﬁgjaj%pr prior
notification of manoeuvres? First of all it is necessary

to find a reasonable unit of account since fermations differ
in size and nomenclature. The number of men seems the most
simple and obvious solution. How large a number? Here uwe
have to make assessments with respect to the expected fre-
quency of notification and the volume capable of constituting
a threat. The answers may differ in the various regions of
Europe. But from the .point of view of overall equity fit.is}
(important~to~establish~Uniform_rulesht There is little

doubt that the current thresholds are somewhat high compared

to the scale of feared threats in many regions of Euraope.

- ——— P LR P v e

i Then we have the question OFInotifiﬁégiﬁn.xime._'Claarly,there

ought to be some relationship between the time actually spent
in preparing a manoeuvre and the required leadtime for noti-
fication. Otherwise observed preparations which are not

notified could generate fears of actual preparations'For

"attack. Political crises may erupt suddenly. Hence, it is

- important that military manosuvres be announced wsell ahead of

time in order to allay fears that they are staged for purposes

of influencing a domestic crisis situation.

-Most Western states jpfact preannounce their military exercises much

: longer'in advance than the 21 days stipulated in the Final Act.

That practice has deua;opad because of the need to inform the

local communities which will be affected by the manosuvres,

;_the press, and the outside world. It will be detrimental to

the status of the CSCE provisions if Western notifications

"through diplomatic channels appear as an anti-climatic
- afterthought. Hence, we should probably envisage [a long_e:r_,--j

{Period_than 21_ggysﬂfor the prior announcement of major

military manoeuvres.




‘We also have to confront a prior question:
How can we guard against states using official notification:

of manoeuvres to exert pressure on a given state or situation?

g Notification can be done very quickly, while it takes consider-

able time to stage manoeuvres. Could it be that notification
according to CSCE rules in soms circumstances could serve to
amplify signals of threat and warning and thus facilitate a

more rapid exertion of pressure than in the absence of the

, CSCE system of prior notification? No final answer can ba
"~ given, except to note that the proof of the pudding lies in the

gating. ) Should the perception spread that ths CBMAsystem

- were being exploited for purposss inimibal to the spirit of the
Final Act, the whole system would very scon collapss.

The possibility of misusing CBM!s for purﬁnses of exerting

. military pressure had to be assessed also in relation to~houf

o —— = -

notification was to be given and who was to receive it. §
L —— R R i o B e

Should notification be confined to those most immediately

concerned because of geographical proximity, or should it include all of

the states in Eurem? In order to reduce the danger of focussed

pressure, it was from the point of view of the smaller states

LLLLL

~in Europs,Timggiﬁﬁﬂ%fﬁﬁiinéist ofi universality. Attempts at

—

‘subregionalizing the security order in Furope to the advantage

of the dominant military power have been resisted by a majority.

‘It is in consideration of such déngersthat the Western states

have invited observers not only from the most immediate
neighbours to attend manoceuvres. A representative sample of
observers which can sustain the notion of an all-European

security order among formally equal states, has been chosen by

-those states which for practical reasons,of capacity have had

‘to refrain from inviting everybody. The Eastern practice has
been somewhat differsnt.




How _much™information~should_be.communicated’in notifying

manosuvres, and{how_much should~invited_ observers. be allowed J
T ) = - T
itobpbserue.? Clearly, the information should be sufficient for

outside powers to make a proper assessment of the nature of the

exercise., Observers who feel unduly constrained in their
ability to obtain a clear picture of the exercise in guestion,
may come to suspect that they are kept in the dark, that some
~lmportant information is being hidden deliberately.

On the other hand, access should not be so extensive as to
stimulate illicit intelligence activities.The observers should
‘be treated with confidence and not sub jected to security harass-

ments, bugging, covert surveillancs, etc. It would clearly

be desirable to develop a cods of conduct with respect to the
treatment of observers. This should be in everybody's interest.
Too little information canoften be more destructive oF
confidence than ng information at® aIl» The long term gosal
should be the emergence of practices which are consistent with the
.iﬁaafEF'a more transparent and open world in the military as wsll as
civilian spheres of human activity. We should recognize that

- the barriers to such a stateof affairs are more pronounced in

some countries than in others. But they do exist everywherse.

(How"much~should=be~formulated”as”obligations™of"states] ~and _{
thow_much‘shnula‘bé'left to~voluntary-practice™?
Again we have to adept an evolutionary perspective.

It should be possible for states by coordinated practice and
proper publicity to exert pressure on those that are the least
inclined to move beyond the minimum provisions. Hencs,

{a-fairly~broad~scope-for-voluntary~implementatidn_above and

beyond the minimum requirements constitute an important

precondition for organic growth.

- ——
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Finally, we have the problem of defining. the phenomena

to be observed or notified. How-do~we define the_ |

Ehﬁﬁﬁﬂéfias_gi_gygiUen_manueuurg if it be chained to a conti-

nous series of exercises? What  counting=tiles{should then

apply with respect to the obligation to provide prior
notification? We face, futhermore, such problems as the
one of defining a military manoceuvre in a manner which
distingquishes it frem a military movement. If such
dist&nctions are difficult to make 1in the abstract, they
may be even more perplexing to the states whose confidence
depends on being able to know about major military acti-
vities in their immediate enuironment. It would seem '
logical to conclude that both major military manoeuvres
and movements be included under the umbrella of CSCE-

- obligations,

There isga~8alient aromaly=in-the~fact-that-current=CBM' s=do™
¢(not=extend-to~naval~forces, as the latter have traditionally

been the forces which.have lent themselves most easily to
the exertion of political pressure (gunboat diplomacy)

upon states.

CBM's with respect to military manoeuvres do not legitimate
any such manceuvre, they take cognizance only of the fact
that such activities take place and that they affect the

perceived security of several states in Europe. CBM!s_ }

nesd not-be-confined=to~the~phenomenom™af military mans i

, {oeuuers. They should be“Focussadon the partlcular asgecbs}

Yof mllltary act1u1ty whlch tend t 0" produce‘?ears-and*“""’

CUncertalqyy“? 7Thus 1t would sean reasonable to focus
future attention on the possibility og arriving at certain

codes of conduct with respect to the naturs and
pattern of military activities in national border areas.
Sﬁacial' constraints may be imposed, futbthermore, on
activities of a particularly offensive potensigl, provided
we can avoid the intermimable definitional problems whiéh.
plagued the negotiations about qualitagive diéarmament

in between-the-war years. Finally, another area of uncer-

tainty, replete with intentives for sxpanced competition,

™
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is tHat of mffifgigjsagaggél There is at present a great
asymmetry in the availability of information about how
much the various states are actually spending on defence,
how they spend it, why they spend it the way they do,:and
how they envisage the long-term budgets, particularly
with respect to procurement Here{?ﬁ:accgpted Formula?
'For pr0u1d;ng verlflable 1nformatlon to some European /
agency thch would publish all budgets in the agreed
detail, could presumably slow duwn one of the ma jor
engines of the arms competition: lackrof knowledge about

the programmes and ambitions of the 5¢tential adversary.

It has been observed that all the CSCE baskets are of
equal significance and value, There is an obvious |
feedback relationship between the actual implementation
. in the various baskets, However, the speed of implemen-
tation may not be coﬁplately synchronized over the short run.
We cannot expect equally paced linear progress. further-
"mare, every basket has the potential of contributing
- momentun® to the several processes gf detente. Detenté is
not confined, of course, to the CSCE prpcess.' Hence,
progress in any of the CSCE baskets will depend on the
general climate and direction of East-West relations also
}outside Europe. We neead not postulate any formal linkage
between ELuropean problems and those involving the major |
powers of Fast and West outside furope. But there is an
- unavoidable political linkage across issue areas and
"regions. Hence, progress at SALT and in the MBFR-talks
will improve the general climate of confidence, and, by
implication, probably increase incentives to expand-the
conFidenée building process at the CSCE-level. Ne explicit LHMagaf
needs to be established betuween the various levels of negotla-
tion 1nuolu1ng different constellations of actors. '
| There is, however, an atmospheric linkage in the genéral
" process of East-West detente, as well as a more specific
‘connectlon between CBM's and the measures of VErlFlcatan
stablllzatlon, and non-circumvention which may be asso-
‘clated with a reduction agreement from the MBFR-talks.
‘Some of those measures may be‘diractlyrelated to a parti-
‘cular reduction agreement, others may provide a basis for sub-

seqﬁent adoption at the éll-European level and thereby symbolize
and reinforce the notion of an indivisible peace in Eurcpe.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF CBM's SINCE HELSINKI

"Having outlined some of the purposes and characteristics of

CBM's we turn next to a brief examination of the record eo Fer;'

We recognize, of course, that such an analysis can be nothing
more than an interim report in view of the short tims that -
has elapsed since Helsinki, Also we should racognize that. -

shortcomings with respect to compliance and implementation

-'may not reflect intrinsic weaknesses in the provisions

" of the Final Act only. They may have been caused by

institutional inertia as well as by a lack of political will.
CBM's have but a limited potential for inﬁlueocing-the

political atmosphere in Europe. CBM practice 1s, homeuer,
likely to reflect in part the actual state of Last-West: |

relations in Europe and beyond. The relationships are complax

and very hard to unravel.

The Final Act is actually but an ouverture, suggesting themes
to be developed in a new concert of Europe. The orchestration
will be determined by state practice, also in the field of

CBM's. The record of compliance with the provisions of the

© Final Act is in Faot somewhat dissimilar for the leferent

states in Europe. The WBstern states and the neutral . states
have tended to go beyond 4be minimum provisioNs in order to
generate confiderce momentum. The Eastern 'states have stayed

closer to a minimum impismantation. It took longer for the

Eastern states to notify menoeuures (see Table 1) than the

Western states. The institutional obstacles may have been

more prooounoedljf:biased against increased openness in the

fast. However, the initial five month oeriod of silence

‘with respect to Eastern notifications did not constitute a

. failure to adhere ta CSCE provisions, but rather an apperent

erhnwillingnees to notify manoeuvres below the 25 000 man

" . threshold.

‘Aocordlng to our calculations altogether 25 manoeuures haue

"tlll now been oreammmcedln aocordanoe wlth the provisions

in the Final Acf 'ia of mhloh were WEstern manoeuuree, six

- were Lastern and five were conducted by neutral countries

- (Table I).
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Half of the Western manoeuvres were below the threshold of

25 000 men as were four of the manoceuvres by neutral countries.
Huﬁgary did in April and October of 1976 notify manoceuvres
below the 25 000 man threshold. However, notification was
given only one day;ahead of the initiation of the manoeuvrs

in' the first instanceg and on the same day in the secand.

i 15

Thus we-note that thexEastern=states

[han‘hUtiFi§HZf§ﬁer’manoeuures;than'the‘Westy That fact is

not attributable to a larger number of Western manoeuvres, but
rather toEg:gréﬁtéf‘éiéhgnsi%y_pn_theﬁpért'of-the—weéternv
E:states-tOrnotify:ﬂ?nﬁéhures'beiow'the'threshold'oF'ZS'DUQFmenﬁ

In the Final Act the states recognize"that they can contribute

- further to strengthening coenfidence and increasing secur_.ty and

stability, and to this end mey aleo notify smeller-scale
manoeuvres te other participating states, with special regard

for these near the area.of such manceuvres",

The Final Act also contains & paragraph wherein the states
recognize "that they maf notify other manoeuvres conducted by
them". However, to the extent that this observation was in-
tended to refer to independent{air or_naval_exercises;, no~
[stEEE'ﬁEUE‘ﬁfééﬁﬁﬁﬁhcEazahY_such_manoequreé_acccrding*to_thé

| (CSCE_procedures)

The Eastern states have adhered to the practice of inviting
observers only from neighbouring countries. This is not in
contravention of the Final Act where it is explicitely stated
that it is up to the inviting state to"determine in each case
the number of observers as well as the procedurss and conditions
of their participation". The Western states along with the
neutrals ~ have invited observers from a broader spectrum of

CSCE participating states.

The Eastern States haué-gbf:fffiuﬁom-acEéﬁEéd'ﬁhyziﬁﬁgtatigﬁjfﬁ‘v

'f§bservé‘ﬁééféiﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁéuvréST] The reasons for not accepting the

Western invitations are not known as they have not been ex-
plained, . It should be observed in this connection
that thes exchange of observers according to the Fiha;'Act is

to take place "in a spirit of reciprocity™. With the excebtion

of Rumania, the Eastern states declined to send observers to a
manoeuvre in Switzerland in 1975, Observers from the Eastern
states participated in a manoceuvre in Yugoslavia in 1976 and
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the USSR, Poland and DDR sent observers to a Swedish manoesuvre AN

in March of 1977. N

)

The procedurses and conditions which have determined the partici-
pation of observers during manoeuvres have also varied consi-
derably, The Western and neutral states, generally speaking,
have granted the obssrvers greater opportunities for direct
observation and contact with host nation participating

personell than have the Eastern states. Participating
states have differed ~ ~ with respect to the
number of observers invited, whether or not they 1ncluded

experts from the capitals in addition to the accredited military

attachB8s, the rank of the observers nominated to represent
their countriesﬂduring manoeuvres, etc, They have followed
different practices also with respect to the equipment which
observers were allowed to bring with them, most notably
photographic equipment. Furthermore, states have adhafed to
different patterns” in connecticon with the infarmation
prouidsd about the manceuvres in gquestion. )

We have noted above that the purpose of exchange of observers

is not to gather intelligence information, but ratherfto as—

‘cartaln the_true.nature of "the™military" act1V1tles'undar;

(observation=and-to-pave~the-way-for-enhanced”confidence” throughzy

(dreater’openness’and _transparency. )
nness Tansparency.

The Final Act states that the participating states recognize
that they may at their own discr#ﬁnn'anq with a view to
contvibuting to confidence building, notify their major mili

tary movements. No state, ' however, has provided such notifi

cation since Helsinki.

e rt e i

.2+ THE SCOPE FOR- AMPLIFICAIION,RE;NFURCE’ME&’T AND EXPANSION OF
EBM'S: o e

Hav1ng r9u1emed briefly the pattern of implementation, we nou i
"turn to a discussion of possible ampllflcatlon and strengthenirg -
of the provisions in the Final Act with respect to CBM's.

We shall explain briefly also certain possible options for
additional provisions as part of a continuous process of con-
fidence construction in Europe. . !

We note that ﬁhe participating stateq-seem to havse adhéred to l
. the~formal rEquirewsnts containad in the Final Act. - : !
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However, {When—it~“comes to_discretionary_practice_a

E{;ﬁﬁefaﬁtfﬁﬁga_patterd-;mé}ges.-' This is particularly
true with rsepect to.notification

of major military manoeuvres below the 25 000 man threshold.

It would seem desirable for purposes of ensuring a more uniform

practice {EREt_the threshold be_louered to_e_g_10_000 man._J
The frequency of such manoeuvres is not so high that the modi-
fication would produce practical problems, Continuvation of a
differentiated pattern of implementation could give rise to
the view that those states which exhibit reluctance to pre-
announce below the threshold of 25 000 men are less interested
than those who do in expanding confidence and mutual security,
Tensions could: indeed arise from an irregular pattern of
actual implementation, particularly in view of the emphasis on
reciprocity in the Final Act. Many of the smaller states in
Europe never stage manceuvres of a size which approach the
current threshold., From the peint of view of universality, it
is important to ensuré -the participation and include the
concerns of all the participating states,

Hence, we . conclude that it is important to strengthen
the commitment to preannounce manoeuvres below the current
threshold of 25 000 men. In the absence of a decision to
lower the threshold to 10 000 men we believe that the modal
verb "may" in the paragraph on small scale manoeuvres should
be replaced by "will". If the fixed threshold be lowered to
e g 10 000 men, it would seem desiraeble to focus more specifi-
cally on below-threshold notification of military manoeuvres
in the immediate vicinity of national border areas in order
to strengthen mutual confidence in the areas where the

potential for fear and misjudgment is particularly salient.

We have noted that states have differed also in their propen-
~sity to invite observers, in the selection of countries from

which observers have been invited, and in ‘their treatment of

observers. Hence, consideration should be given to the

possibility oflampliiyigg_?nd'stréngthening'tha'provisions*"

e e e | —TTPN————
fconcerning observers_so as to produce a more equal and con-

sistent pattern of implementation. We deem it important to
preserve the basic principle that observers be invited at the
discretion of the host country. They should not constitutes

" externally imposed agents of control, They are observers at
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the disposal, so to speak, of the host country, desirous of

demonstrating the absence of aggressive designs. 1t is possible

to envisage also (the_eventualT growth*of “theTobserver_insti="f

¢tution~toinclide_special_surveillance.tsams_which could be

on call whenever a state in a crises situation wanted teo bs
* able to provide convincing demonstration of the absence of

aggressive preparations.

The Final Act already states that participating states "will"
invite other states to send observers. This should be done
"voluntarily and on a bilateral basi&s, in a spirit of reciprocity

and goodwill”. The obligation is general and not tied tomajor
military manoeuvres only.Western and neutral states have “nvited

observers to manoeuvres of a smaller scals than 25 000 men.
Hence, the general obligation is clear enough. 1In order to

avoid a practicse leading to a subregionalized implementation

through selective invitation of observers from neighbouring an

d

small states only, it would seem useFul[to-incIUae_a_proviéion‘
fstipulating=that-observers~will”be invited fTom a'representa-“ﬁj

-cz}yg_group“bf'EEftiEiEEﬁiﬁE:gfgtédq It is desirable, further
more, to consider the formelation of common critsria for the
treatment of observers. [E:Eggf-of—treatmggfacould include pro
visions, for example, designed to ensure the ability of obser-
vers to observe adequatsly by guaranteeing them a reasonable

freedom of movement in the manoeuvre area under escort. They
should be given adequate briefings on the scenario, Fofces,
objectives and terrain of the manosuvre. The ebservers should
have the right to use binoculars and cameras, with exceptions
made, perhaps, for particularly sensitive areas. Such a code
would be designed to produce a gfeater uniformity of practice
and to enable the observers to fulfill their confidence build-
ing functions., We want to reemphasize in thié connection that
the exchange of observers is primarily an instrument affecting
perceptions of the political climate. It is of rather limited
military utility, However, out of the observer practice in
the CBM context could grow more ambitious schemes for mutual
observation and control in connection with agreements on arms
control and disarmament, 8 g as a result of the Vienna talks

on mutual and balanced force reductions in Central Europe.
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We have observed above that the 21 days minimum time for
notification of major military manoeuvres should be éﬁtended
to coincide more realistically with various preparations
associated with majﬁr military manoeuvres. [E:E§flﬁﬁfﬁﬂ:§g:§§ﬁ

c?ould'seem reasonable;] It would previde increased insurance

against the interpretation that a given manceuvre be organized

for purposes of exercising pressure in a political crises.

Consideration may be given alse to the possibility of broaden-

ing the content of notification to includeigorewiﬁ?ormatiﬁh??
(ebout~the participating units)fparticularly their use of heavy

equipment such as tanks, armoured combat vehicles, etc, the

naval and air components in combined manosuvres, and the
possible links between the manoeuvre in question and other

previous or subsequent manoeuvres,

{No_states-have~till now chosen_to notify~military movements:f
We have observed that such activity may in fact be hard to

'distinguish from a manoeuvre., All manoeuvres imply movement of
‘forces. However, all movements do not involve a structured
phase of two-sided activities which characterizes a.military.
manosuvre, The ambiguities involved, and the fact that man-

oeuvres are almost invariably.-precgded by movements and build-

i

up of forces point in the direction of rewriting the provision

on military movements so as EB'EEEé'fﬁEﬁ‘analogous‘to;of‘indaad}
e et oo o e e it o.

fcongruent=with, those™that~™ apply to_major_military"” manoeuureg}
-—‘_—-—-——__.—_‘-___--I‘“——-l-_.__
with respect to the obligation-.and threshold of notlflcatlon.

As military movements do not.require the same preparations ‘as
-—*—'-.-q— . - e W W—

military manceuvres the.lead"time=for-netification” should 1

[probably-be—shortar, e~g 15'q§x§§~S§me states are dependent

on the rapid transfer of assisting forces in an emergency in

order to deter or repel aggression. Hence, there ahould be an

LBscape.clause.covering. the_case when- extraordinary” euents ,

threaten_to_ Jaopardlze the supreme=-interests-of-a=« part1c1pat1ng

s

' .iStatB?

Such suggestions as we have made in this section are in con-

" sonance with the text of the Final Act in which the participat-

ing states recognize that the experience gained by the imple-

mentation of the provisions therein together with further
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efforts, "could lead to developing and enlarging measures
aimed at strengthening confidence".

in vrder tu suséain-thne process of aetente 1t appears
desirable to initiate consideration of"éhhf;}nH;luggﬁ'ﬁ— }
for subsequent incorporation into the text., In this connection
several states have drawn attention to the fact that they

consider {iaval~and air_exercisss particidlarly” worrisomeT —f
Hance,Eft-would"be-QEEEEL:EE:;?UQ?:EEEEiBIE_FEFEﬁéters'ﬁith"j
rrespect,to-the'definitéon'of‘tﬁfﬁ%ﬁﬁ{hE:ﬁﬁ?'thé:ﬁatificatggi:j

cgtfézggimanneuures'EE'ﬁEIf} Obviously a straight manpower

criterion will not be very applicable. Ffurthermore, several
states have expressed the view that particular constraints
should be considered in relation to military.actiuity in

immediate national border areas, e g within 25 km of such bord-

ers. The possibility of [estatlishingZceilings_on_the-forces™ )

(mehoedvering witHif_immediate~border "areasfmay be considered.

It is conceivable elso that it would prove possible to identify
certain military activities which would be considered as
particularly offensive in such areas and which could be "subjec:

ted to prohibition,

CBM-type arrangements associated with agreements on mutual

force reductions in Central Europe could include, for instance)

iprior'notiFiEﬁtion"nf“mouements‘into‘the'éraé-bf'EéﬁﬁEtions;‘7

(29reed-rules with"respect~to~the rotation=of-stationed-troopsj

. PP ; [ G e
{prior-notification_of_major_exercisgs in the™area _of _reduc-
n_of_ma 3

(tions ) ¢limitations_on_the size,.number_ and duration-of-~-exer-

¢cisesrin=the~area”of "reductions] exchange of "observers,duringy
caiercféasﬂ They could include, furthermore, Constraints™with_

‘respectfto'mbvamentEZand_dispositions_iﬁ:ﬁﬁajimmédiﬁté'vicinity—17

e e, |

.

‘Pﬂ_tha.HSM£tionﬁﬂé§!anqLEEtabliéhmant'oF‘Fixsd‘obseruation'posts"]'

at-major'communication'node§3 CSCE arrangements could provide

a general framework for the integration of such particular
constraints inte a broader context. Hence, a certain overlap
between CSCE and MBFR CBM arrangements could serve ths function

of preserving the coherence and cohesion of the security ordeg
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Finally, it seems to us that a commitment on behalf of the
participating states {to publiSh~data_about.military_expendi= y

tformaté\mould contribute substantially to reducing the un-
certainty and competition which is generated by inadequats

information.

We have attempted to suggest various ways in which the pro-
visions of the Final Act with respect to CBM's could be
amplified, strengthened and expanded. In our view CBM's should
serve the aim of shortening the shadows of uncertainty and

fear which are all too often associated with military activity
on "the other side of the hill",

The suggestions are illustrative of an approach rather than
exhaustive of the available options. QOur aim has besen to
provide a basis for further consideration and dialogue. Wse
believe that discussion and analysis of issues such as we have
addressed above could in and of itself contribute to

]

security in Europe.

\ -
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Notification ofmanceuvres and invitation of observers

PO~GDR

S b

Table lc
N since H9151nk1
Sponserihg ‘Name of Size of Obsegrvers Countries No of
countiry- fanoeuvre manoeuvrg - invived— | iavited to observ-
A I . S : send obser- lers in-
: vers : +vi_ted
rom each
country
1975 NATO=-coun=
tries - ‘
sep | FRG | Grosse Roch- p68 060G " No
A ade .
oct JUSA Certain Trek |57 000 Yes All csce(l) |. 2
oct/J USA Reforger 75 |53 00O No '
nov .
sep | Turkey = Deep Express |18 000 No
“oct fNorway Batten Bolt 8 000 No
oct/] Netherlands | Pantsemsprong |10 000 No
nov -
WP countries
None"
Neutral and
non=- aligned
oct | Yogoslavia - 18 000 No
nov fSwitzerland - 40 0600 No
1976} NA TD=coun t=
, ries T _
sepw'Fﬁm'_ Grmsser Baer [50 00O Yes "All CSCE 2
" JUSA - Gordian. Shi=|30 000 - No
| eld _ ,
"-FUSA Lares Team 44 000 Yes - " - 2
feb/] 1 7 |
mar NQrway JAtlas Express{17- 000 No
.sep " Team Work 13 5006 Yas CA=DE~FRG . 2
' NE=UK~AUS '
FIN®SWE-POL
L , . USSR-USA
oct |Denmark/FRE |Bonded :Item {11 000 . No
nov,;ka“ " ]Spearpoint 18 00O Yes USSRfEZ—GDﬁa
: ) RO=-YU~SWE=-SUT4 1
FI=IR=AUS=P0=
L NE-CA.
'_9;cbuntrieé
jan/l -
feb USSR Caucasus 25 000 Yes BU=GR=RO~ 3
I ‘ TU=3JUG
Jun. USSR | sever - 25 000 Yes NO.SWE~FIN=

2-3




apr
oct

‘sep .

- oct

- nov

1977

1977
" May

" Mar

Mar .

Table 1 continued:
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Hungary 2)
Hungary 3)
Poland

Neutral &
Non-aligned
countries

“Yugaslavi@
"Swaden

NATO~count=

Ties

us

WP-cauntriek

Tarcza 76

Golilja

Poseidon:

Certaln Flght
er

Soviet

Neutral and

-non~aligned

Sweden.

10
15
35

24

12

24

25

10

006
0po
000

poo

0co

Qoo

0oo

goo |

Yes

Yes
No

No

No

Yes

DE~AUS=FIN=
SWE

22 C5CE-parti
cipants

AUS-5UT=US=ND=
FRG=YUG=UK=DE~
USSR-GDR~PO-
FIN

1) This implies that in general all CSCE countries were in-
It could not be ascertained however,whether

the invitees included countries with no military Porcnq of their
own, such as San Marlna

u1ted.

Monaco

Iceland, ete,

"2) Notlfled one day in advarice of the manoeuvre

3),-

- the same day as the initiation of the manoeuvre
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CERTAIN ASPZCTS OF WHE MITITARY SITUATION IN SUROPE AND
HOW THEY AFFRCT THi SECURITY OF THI EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

'Despite the oﬁerall process of deténte that has been
initiated in Europe and a reduced likelihood of an aﬁmed confliqt
breaking out on European soil, there is still cause for concern
in view of the fact that peace on the #uropean- continent is based
on én extremely high level of military effectives and on the
Streﬁgthening of military power which is agsuming broader and
broader proportions. In other words, the political easing of
tensions is not accompanied by a corresponding detente in the

military sphere.

Survey of the Military Situation in Furope

s e ——— e

lEuQOPe'is the region with the greaﬁest concentration of
armed forces. There are some 7.4 million soldiers in the peace
establishments alone to which another 1.3 million people should
be added who belong to ﬁarious semi-military formations that
have bii? ﬁit up for different purposes‘as well as over 15 milljion
traiﬁga\%%%érve wiffeews. This tremendous military power is in

posséssion of the most up-to-date arms so far built and produced

which include, inter alia, 10.500 nuclear warheads, some 38.500

tanks and 10.100 fighter aircrafts, large reserves of stockpiled
armaments androther lethal equipment etc. Approximately 3.000
warships are constantly sailing the doastal seas and oceans
surrounding the ZSuropean continent. If we wefe to add to this

figure the forces designated for action on the furopean battle-

" + Dstimates made on the basis of data from The Military Balance
1976-1977, p.80




Fu

field, we will obtain a figure amounting to almost half of the
total world military effectives; this number being ntill larger
if we consider the quality, i.e. the kinds ana types of different
weapons as well as their total fighting capacity. Of equal
significance is the presence of exceptionally strong foreign
military contingents and the existence of numerous military bases
on the territory of Furope. It is, for instance, a well-known
fact that about one million forelgn soldiers are stationed in

the European countries.

- The greatest concentration of manpower and armé is to
be found in the region of Central Furope. Although theSe forces
are primarily used asg a basic indicator of the‘NATOQWarsaw Pact
balance in Europe, their magnitude and power have lnng since be-
come a cause for connern for the majority of Eufopeans° It 1is
excessive, both from a purely military point of view and from
the point of view of maintaining the balance of power between

the two military blocs, since its importance is only comparative.

‘It is highly improbable, in other words, that either side would,

in the existing constellation of military power in Burope, dare
také the risk of starting broasder war operations, or rather to
resort to military force in settling disputes. If this were to
be done, there would inevitably be a rapid escalation of war

into a generalized world conflict with disastrous conséquences

for the whole of mankind.

It is likely that the military alliances came to realize
this which gave rise to the Vienna talks on the reduction of

armed forces and armasments in Central Burope (MFR). This move is,
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doubtless, very encouraging, as it was one of the first indica-
tions of the beginning of the process of military détente,
thcugh little has been achieved in view of its implementation.
On the contrary, statements in favour of strengthening military
potential in certain regions of Europe are becoming increasingly
frequent and refer particularly to the North Buropean and South
European wings which have supposedly become weaker in the past
few years. This would not only not make for the normalization
and positive stabilization of the situation but it wou;d be
rendered more unstable still, especially in the region of the
Mediterranean and the Near East. In any évent, the figures rela-
ting to the total number of military effectives in the Mediter-
ranean region, which - barring the Black Sea and the foreign
troops ~ amount to over 2.5 million soldiers in land power alone,
are clearly indicative of this. The two military blocs have no
less than 120 land—forée divisions turned towardg the South

Huropean battlefield. If, on the other hand, we bear in mind the

fact that eleven of the Huropean countries are {lMediterranean
States and that three non-Mediterranean powers are present via
their fleets in the Mediterranean iea, it may easily be concluded

that it_would~be both _illogical and unnaﬁural'tb‘divofce‘the"—“7

B e A —— g e, N e — . - —— . ) -
.situation _in"this region_from the sztuatlggﬂgnd_ggggziﬁy in——p

oy ——— '
{Europe.as a whole.

If we should add to all this the continuous develop-
ment of strategic missiles and nuclear weapons by the big powers,
the total capacity of which has increased seven-fold in the past
EiggTyears, then the following question rightly arises: Are these

practices and tendencies not in contradiction with the policy
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of detente and do they not,expresslfhe concept of the inevitabili-
ty of a thi:d WOrld‘war, of the perpetuity of the division of
Europe and of the world into military and poiitical tlocs and

of a'peace based on the balance of power and terror? Some; how—
ever, hold the view that the strength of a ¢ountry‘s politics

are in direct correlation with the military power backing these
politics. One tends to overlook or néglect the fact_fhat con-
centrated military power, because it does not wish to be neglect-
ed, is exerting a constant pressure, thereby rendering politics

still more agressive.

The balance that has been established between the NaTO

-and Warsaw Pact countries in murope is, however, not a guarantee

for the security of the countries that do not belong to these
alliances. Aware of this, these countries are compeiled to set
aside considerable material and other resources from their
national income for defense purposes and to.devéte much atténtion
to the strengthening of their territorial defense which is a |

markedly defensive component.

.While, on the one hand, advocating the policy of
détente, the members of the military blocs are, on the other, in-
creasing each year, their produétibn of arms and modernizing
their armed forces at an ever greater speed. This trend is parti-
cplarlj evident-in the case of the super powers who are, thanks
tc their economic and technological potential, the greatest
producérs énd exporters of all kinds of modern weapons and‘the
maingtays of the continued arms race. According to the data ob-

tained from the International Institute for Btrategic Studies in
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London, the total nominal military expenditure of the Luropean
bountries, the USA and Canada.for 1976 amounted to 306 billion
dollars which represents a 6 per cent increase as compafed'to the
previous yearul> Tn 1975, the NATO countries accounted for

44..8 per cent of the totai military‘expenditure in the world,

the Warsaw Pact countries for 3%3%.3 per cent, the countries of

T

Furope that do not belong to the blocs participated with 1.8

per cent, whereas all the other countries in the world accounted

for 20.1 per cent,2)

In modernizing the armed forces of the NATO and Warsaw
Pacts; gpecial emphésis is laid on strengthening forces and means
aimed at offensive action. New combat equipment of a considerably
higher quality is being introduced or being built for this purpose,
such as: new types of tanks, armoured transporters, the newest
generation'of precision gﬁided missiles, warheads with space-
effgct explosives, new types of armed helicopters and fighter-
bombers and airborne units of an accrued capacity. The convention-:
al component of the armed forceg of these countries is, hencé;
gaining'new qualities in that their manoeuvring and firing capaci-
ty 1s enhanced. by several times. It is within this context that'.
one should view the frequent statements concerning the allegedly
major contributions being made toward military détente and which,
in fact, consist in a reduction of'ﬁilitary sefvice by a month or
so, or in a symbolic cut in manpower in some ser&ices or opera-

tional groups in the armed forces. Mention is rarely made o©of the

1) The Military Balance 1976-1977, p. 78

2) SIPRI,Yearbook 1976, p. 128
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fact that the power of arms does not merely reside in its numeric-
al value and that the genuine capacity of certain services and
branches of arms may be greater even with a smaller number of

people.

It is, for instance, a matter of common knowledge that
1976 marked the end of one five—jear plan concerning the further
modernization of the NATO Pact armed forces and the beginning of
a new five—year blan, According fo incomplete data published,
the members of this military alliance will produce, in the above
period, 9.200 fighter planes, approximately 3.500 highly modern
tanks of only one type as well as several tens of thousands of
different kinds of weapons of the most up-to-date type. As
regards the armed forces of the Warsaw Pact couﬁtries, the 1975~
1980 five-year plan for their mo@erniéation is now being applied.
According to incomplete information published in the literature
of the WeéternAEuropean countries, the members of that military
alliance have acquired, in the course of the past t&mtyearsg-some
5.000 tanks, approximately ten thousand armodrgd transperters
and self-propelling artillsry piedes, new typeé of helicopters
and fighter aircraft with a larger radius and 1oad—carrying

capacity etc.

These are only some of the manifestations of the afms
race. 1f we consider the constant research for the building and
production of new and more modern kinds and types of arms, rang-
ing from missiles to thermonuclear and other combat weapons
aimed at mass destruction, then the arms race becomes all the
more apparent. The purpose of the arms race is not, howeﬁer, to

maintain the existing balance but rather to gain a vital one-
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sided preponderance and thereby swing the balance in one s Tavour.
This is why this competition is so dangerous because it may lead
to a strategic destabilization which would have unforseeable

congsequences on peace and security in the world and in Europe also.

It is evident that the téchniques and technology of
warfare have developed to é considerable extent. The military and
political alliances and blocs are in possession of such vast
‘quantitieSfof warfanateéhniques aﬁd have such extensive possibili-
ties of further parallelly developing these teéhhiques and techno=
logy that aﬁy prospect'of acquiring an essential'advantage one
over the other as regards power would seem quite unrealistic., The
only realistic alternative for the European countries is, there-
fore, the process of detente, the reduction of armed forces and

armaments and the prombtion of mutual confidence.

Nuclear Weapons Iimitation, the Reduction of Military Effectives

and the Halting of the Arms Race - the Greatest Contribution to

the Process of Military Detente and Security

It is obvious that the policy of the easing of tensions

-constitutes, within the framework of international relations, a

tendency aimed at preventing the settlement of social contradic-
t;ons occurring in the contemporary world by the use of weapons.
Eventhough this policy constitutes, under present day conditions,
thernly alternative to a world—séale nuclear war, it is nonethe-
less fraught with serious contradictions. As it mainly relies on
a precarious general military balance between the two super powers

based, primarily, on missile-nuclear armaments, it is not a limit-

ing factor in the continuance of the arms race and in raising the
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balance to a higher strategic level, although the reverse process

was expected in the Helsinki spirit.

The beginning of negotiations betweenlthe USA and the
USSR regarding the limitation of strategic nuclear weaponsr(SALT)
as well as the inifiatioﬁ of subsequent negotiations in Vienna
between a group of-NATO Pact and Warsaw_Pact members concerning
" the reduction of armed forces and armaments in Central Eufope
(MFR) gave‘rise to a certain optimism as to the materialization

of such a possibility.

The stateménts made by official representatives of the
Soviet Union and the United States after the recent talké in
Moscow give the impression that there is a still greater diver-
gence in the approach to the problems at stake and that the
achievement of the SALT agreement i€ still more wuncertain than it
had been prior to the talks. It would seem that some of the above
© effects are already being felt in the Vi@ﬁna talks. The views of

both sides taking part in these negotiations differ so widely

- that the genuine prospects of reaching an agreement between them

in the near future are unlikely, eventhough the reductions under

discussion are limited in significance and in scope.

Werére‘aware of the fact that the Vienna talks represent,
in view of the chéractér, complexity and delicate nature of the
guestions ihvolved, a unique event within the system of regulat-
ing relations vetween two military and political alliances in
Europe, and that they reflect the positive view taken by both
sides that the relaxation of political tensions and the easing

of conflicts between the blocs cannot be achieved without the




-9 -

adoption of corresponding measures in the field of milipary
relations. For the time being, the talks only relate to the
initial phase in reducing military effectives and arms in the
region of Central Europe. Assuming that the present talks are
successfully concluded, scope would be provided for continuing
talks concerning the further reduction of arms and armed forces
in other regions of Europe. The halting of any further increase
in military effectives, offensive ﬁeaponé and of mass destruction
means.would in itself be an encouraging achievement for the

Furopean nations.

Virtually all the talks that have so far been conducted
iﬁ connection with the halting of the arms race and the reduction
of military effectives have élearly assumedtg‘blﬁE'EEEEEEEE? and
have taken place within the framework of negotiations between
the two alliances, under the decisive influence of the two big
powers. If, however, the Vienna talks are regarded as one of the
vital élements which ought to lead to reducing military tensions
in Europe - then all the European countries have an interest in
the proceedings and results of these negotiations. The Helsinkil
Conference has, in fact, adopted the view that particiﬁants in

negotiating fora, which means also the Vienna talks, should'eel

(to_it_that.information-about_releévant_developments,_progress_and}

(fesults—isTprovided”on an_appropriate basis to_other States partizJ

Eipating~ia~the=CSCE"=88 well as the view that it is "the justified

interest of any of those States in having their views considered", .
which binds those taking part in the Vienna talks to inform the
other European countries about the proceedings of the negotiations,

a commitment which they have so far failed to meet.
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It is our belief that no one labours under the delusion
that genulne security can be bgilt on. a continous arms race in
order to maintain the balance of.power or on mutual promisés of
nonnaggression; As concerns Europe, much more substantiél guaran-—
tees are essential to the people that belong or that do no belong
to the two military and political alliances. These guarantees in-
clude, of éourse, a certain balance of power but not a balance
that implies and encourages an increasingly dangerous arms race
but rather one that will gradually lead to total disarmament and

to the beginning of a genuine process of military detente.

Security, however, will not follow this line of de-

velopment of its own éccqrd, This will, above all, depend on the
readiness and choice of all the Furopean nations and states to
gear their activity toward the development of a system of
guarantees apt to ensure the congistent implementation of the
Helsinki Conference provisions and they are, as we know, based

on the achievement of a gradual redﬁction of arms and armed
forces, on the enlisting of new'effdrts in favour of the achieve-
ment of general and complete disarmament, the development of
mutual confidence among the Eﬁropean countries and the strengthen-

ing of their independence and peaceful cooperation.

The Wnference on Security and Cooperation in Eurgpe.and

the Process of Military Detente

Realistically recdgnizing that political goals cannot
be, under contemporary international conditions, achieved by
means of aggression, .the participating States in the Conferendq

on Security and Cooperation in Europe have agreed to: "refrain
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in their mutual relations, as well as in their international

f_forcelagainst the

relations in general, fromgtheTthreat.or-use_ o
territorial integrity or political independence of any State,
or in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United

Nations and with the Declaration adopted.”

It is of a particular importance that the CSCE placed

that it indicated that a parallel and continued political and
miiitary detente was essential since it was only under that
condition that a'contributiop could be made to peace and security.
In order to initiate this process, the Conference adopted the
document on "Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects
of Security and Disarmament. " Eventhough these measures are, in
essence, vefy mbdest, symbolic and not comprising even the most
essential:aspects, they afe, nevertheless important in that theyl
'point.to the initiation of the process of ﬁilitary detente in
Europe. |

The period from the Helsinki Conference to the present
daj bears all the marks of an initial prdcess which has yielded
rather substantive and encouraging results but has also shown |
certain waverings and even considerable deviations from the
spirit and purposé of the Final Act of tﬁe Conference. According
to data we have at our disposal, the most significant contribu-
tion has been made in regard to the implementation of certain

confidence~building measures.

As concerns cooperation in the military sphere, it is
worthwhile stressing that the majority of manoceuvres held on the

territory of Europe from the holding of the Conference to the
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present day have been notified,With reference to the Final’Act
of the Conference, the Yugbslav government has been notified of
26 manoeuvres by 32 Participating States. Several countries have
simultaneously given notification of several multi-national
manoeuvres, Notification has also been given of manoeuvres of a
considerably smaller-scale than the one provided for in the

Final Act: 19 manoeuvres comprising less than 25.000 people have

heen notified.

It is difficult to. determine the exact number of notifi-

cations on a European scale, since‘most of wthem.-have_been_given

{on_a.regional™or~a=bilateral’ basis.YAccording to incomplete data,

in 1976 108 major military exercises and manoeuvres have taken
place in EhroPe as compared to a total of 76 performed in the
previous year, 1975. This indicates that there has been no cut in
military-manceuvre activities in Europe after the Conference,
neither in terms of the total number of exercises and manoeuvres
held, nor as regards the total number of troops engaged and the

size of the manoeuvring area.

Certain tendencies have enmerged with respect to military-
exercise activity which are contrary to the letter and purpose

of the notification provisions. For example:

- NoZnotitfication—hds been-given of manoeuvres._constitut=

P

but having a general aim, a'single operational concept, time-
frame .and area of conduct, and which are constitutive parts
(elements) of larger manoeuvres, bearing all possible adverse
implications for security and confidence among the States although,

as such, should be notified.
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I Sy g —————— . o e - ca, =
-~ Notification has.now included-manoeuvres~of “amphibious §

or-agirborne_units; although such manoeuvres were held, and the

Document'adopted provides for such a notification.

. n e e P— .
- lNo_notification-has-been-given-regarding-manoeuvres.in

coastal=areds and_in_the_airspace® The notification of such ma-

noguvres is not, it is true, compulsory according to the Final

Act (... "if applicable"). These manceuvres have, however, acquired
the features of the permanent activity of large-scale fleet forma-
tions, particularly in the Mediterranean. Due to the conditions of
crisis in this area, manoeuvres of the naval forces always constitu-

te a potential threat and have, in fact, had an adverse effect on

general security and confidence among the States.fWhen _such_largelf

(fleets_or_partszof-suchTfleets_enter inté narrow seas,_such_as_the’

¢Adriaticy or when™they “approdch=some_countTy_witHout_prior_ announ=—¢

céfent. or_conduct manceuvresin~its vicinity,(&specidlly-if=it=ig—y

@& non.elignéd”country)y then this can be said to be contrary to
the wish for promoting confidence and establishing better relations

among peoples and States.

It is certain that the strengthening of confidence amorg
the States would be further enhanced by a more cbnsistent notifica-
tion of all manoeuvres, in accordance with the parameters that have
been set forth in the Helsinki Final Act. This means that all
Participating countries in the Helsinki Conference should give
notification of all manoeuvres comprised within the framework of
?hese paramet?rs, then of all ménoeuvres for which the Final Act
has not set spécific parameters but suggests that they should be

.
notified as well as of somewhat smsller-scale manoeuvres which

are conducted for a longer period of time, for which more
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information than that which is required by the relevant provisio

of the Final Act should be given. This implies the notification
of smaller-scale manoeuvres of airborne and amphibious troops,

fand€specially of military-activities.which.are_carried out—in__J

lfhé‘ﬁroxiﬁify'of'tﬁé:;gnd_orhgea frontiers~of~other-countriesy
e e ey Ap————— e -

even 1f they are conducted on a smaller scale,

According to the available data, there has been after
Helsinki, no notification of larger-scale military movements. It
is a well-known fact, however, that several movements of military
forces have taken place outside the framework of manoeuvres.
Although the Helsinki Final fict does not give a final definition
of this measure but rather that it would be further discussed in
the fdllow—up to the Conference, it is nonetheless suggested to
the Participeting-States that they may: ... "at their own discre-

tion ... notify their major military movements". PriorxnctifiCa=—J

(fion of major-military_movements] would, doubtless, contribute to

confidence ~- building and would be in the Helsinki spirit.

Inviting observers to attend the manoeuvres proved to be
one of the most important measures in favour of strengthening
confidence. Although this measure has been, to-date, restricted
. u,ﬂ?\\3§ regards its application, it has nevertheless largely contribut-
E& to a better mutual understanding and to precluding possible
suspicions, misunderstanding and miscalculations of the military
activities of other countries.We feel that the contribution of
this measure would be even more substantial if it were more

frequently applied and if each notification of a major military

manoeuvre were accompanied by an invitation of observers.
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We consider that it is equally useful that the Final
Act of the Helsinki Conference encourages, within the framework
of the other con%iéencefbuilding measures, the Participating
States to: "with due regard to reciprdcity and with a view to
better mutual understanding, promote exchanges by invifation

among their military personnel, including visits by military

delegations. "Experience has confirmed thgtlﬁaiagdlyrvlslts of
military personalities, groups,'representétives of schools,
institutes and institutions are a useful contribution towards

a better mutual sequaintance, understanding and confidence.

The Final Act adopted at the Helsinki Conference con-
tains, by and laige,~sufficient ﬁeasures aimed at strengthening
confidence émong the countries that have subcribed their signa-
tures; The contribution of these measures wlll, however, only be
a genﬁine one if it gives rise to concrete dhanges in the situa-
tion and attitude of the military factor. In this context, it

would be of a particular importance if the Participating States

themselves(raf?ﬁined#fpom‘milita:y;acfiv1fies apt_to.cause.

e, — - 3 s . o i S
(anxiety _and tension, especIaiiyainwareas«ggg:gy_tlmeshgf_prls;s@é
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THE BELGRADE MEETING WITHIN THE FOLLOW-UP
OF THE CSCE - ITS ROLE AND PROSPECTS

by Djura Nindid

I. The notion of a follow-up to the CSCE stemmed, it
will be recalled, from an aWareness — which, incidentally, was
somewhat slow in coming —~ of the fact that the Conference
neither marked the beginning nor should, of course, be expect-
ed to constitute the end of the process habitually described
as the détente. The C3CE was, as pointed out in the Final Act,

an lmportant part of the process, which thereby acquired a

"new dimension and was to become "increasingly viable and

universal in scope' and thus grow into a broad multilateral
effort to "improve security and develop co-operation in
Europe", The purpose of the Belgrade meeting, which is an
essential element in the follow-up is, accordingly, to ensure

the continuation and expansion ¢f the process by giving

further effect to the results of the Conference,

IT. Viewed in the light of this general purpose, the
more specific assignment of the Belgrade meeting stands out

in clearer outline, This assignment will consist[inHas§§§SiH§Q

8N TUrtheTing “the-implementation of the Final Act and of
m ——

M sz T e e T T e e i

[;he tasks 58t by the Conference"}We have, of course, used the

e

singular advisedly in referring to the aSSIgnment of the

Belgrade meeting, since it is, in fact, a single assignment,




falling into two closely related and interdependent parts, the

first of which should, moreover, be primarily construed in

function of the second. ‘Any attempt_to_split_thége two_facets_?

of~th€ assignment,_wouldy=needless~to~say; run foul"of the g

@ﬁﬁire_conqept]of the follow-up as defined in the Final Act.

ITI. From these-general observations, there flow two
further considerations, which it i1s essential to bear in mind
both in the effort to assess the progress achieved so far and
in the endeavour to extend the scope and accelerate the pace
of the progress. The first.of these considerations — which,
no matter how obvious, ten@s sometimes to be overlooked - is
that the Final Act is a comprehensive document, consisting of
Several pafts and a multitude of provisions, which are inter-
-related and of equal importance (although not necessarily
identical in nature and wording), and should, accrodingly be
construed and applied in its entirety - and within the context
0f the effect to be given to the results of the Conference as
a whole.(ggy'tendencj}- and it is hardly a secret that such

tendencies are, in fact, apparent - fo_single out-any-one="7F

parteor-provision~of~the Final=Act for-exclusive-application_f

(or nonzapplicationy~ag”the case. may be), would-be~grosslyfat]

(Varighce~with”the_letter and spirit 6f the Helsifiki~docamenty

and destructive of the ends it is designed to serve., The docu-
ment, as now seems to be generally admitted, possesses the
unigque merit of constituting both a delicately balanced compro-
mise between the different - and often divergent - attitudes
and interests involved and a consistent approach to the many
aspects of the over-all problem of security and co-operation

in Europe. To try to undo this compromise and disrupt the

comprehensiveness of the approach, is tantamount to moving



backwards rather than forwards -~ it would mean reverting 1o
pre-Helsinki rather than advancing towards post-Belgrade modes
of thinking and patterns of behaviour,

The second consideration relates to the general
nature of the process, of which mention has already been made
here and of which both the Helsinki Conference and the Belgrade
meeting are a part., The recognition of the evident fact that
‘the Belgrade meeting is part of a process has a threefold
implication. On the one hand, it leads to [B™¥&Cognition.oif

ﬁhg_;mpossiﬁiii%y'of'achieving‘everythiﬁg*éﬁ‘éﬁﬁéyand.that

progress — whether before or after Belgrade - necessarily has

to be gradual, On the other hand, the long term and continuing

nature of the process involved, gpens—broag-prspects_ofdfurthery
@dvance towards more genuine security and expanding co-Opera-
tion. Finally, since the "iamplementation of the Final Act and

of the tasks set by the Conference" is part of a process, it

has to be viewed within the context of the latter fand-assesed~

(in=terms~of-the~impadt  produced thereory I+ should, by the

same token, be approached in a dynamic and forward looking
spirit, .

It is, probably, in a failure t0 take due account of
thegse over-riding sonsiderations that the selective and

restrictive attitudes - and they frequently tend to converge -

to the problem of implementation originate and reflect some
of the difficulties to which the problem seems to have been

giving rise,

III. Such,.then, would appear t0 be the general con-
ceptual setting within which the Belgrade meeting should be



expected to setabout the more practicél task of surveying the

ground covered since Helsinki and of wapping the further
course of the "multilateral effort" initiated by the CSCE,
That this should be done in a practical and constructive
spirit, seems to be the prevailing view — at least in so far
as 1t is expressed, That this should be done with an eye to
the future, to further and fuller progress after - and as
result of - Belgrade, also seems t0 be a ma jor premise upon
which the success of the coming gathering in our capital
primarily depends., A few words might, accordingly, be said
with regard to the "development of the détente in the future"
- as the Final Act puts it, ‘

The further implementation of the Final Act will,

needless to say,[Egim-fGT‘a'ﬁﬁre‘effective‘effort‘%o“ﬁut"iﬁﬁﬁ‘j

Kﬁ;agfige_thgﬁgjizgyiiiqnﬁ.gf:iﬁéiH§I§iﬁﬁi‘ﬁbﬁﬁﬁéﬁtiﬁhiﬁﬁ‘ﬁ3V€fT

{no%fﬁﬁZigr_been‘adeQuatEiX;EPPli§§:]This will, at the same

time, Tequire_further measures, #bo th dT'E'SuﬁstantIVE'aﬁdfog

\_a.procedural nature, wherever such further steps are explic-—
itly envisaged or impiied in the Final Act, Such measures
would, obviously, mean neither a revision of, nor an addition
to, the Final Act, but rather an essential part of its more
effective implementation. Some of these measures readily come
to mind, especially in the area we shall presently be dealing
with — that of the military aspects of European security. But
the same applies to the other "baskets" ag well,fiﬁéluﬁingrj

[;nwparticular;-the*fdarfﬁ'ﬁaské@}or what might be described

as the "continuation of the follow-up",
That the follow-up, if it is to have any real meaning,

should continue after Belgrade, is no longer, it is to be hop-



ed, a matter of dispute. What the Belgrade meeting will have ‘
to decide, and this will be an extremely weighty decision,

will concern the form (or fHe_"modalities")~the~follow=up will

[éﬁEﬁEe subsequent to that gathering. The activities that have
been taking place in view of the meeting, the vast signifi-
cance the latter is clearly acquiring and the stimilating
effect it is already having, provides ample evidence, if any
were needed, of the vital importance of such meetings as an
essential element of the follow-up and the general process of

which it is a part. [FITtheT¥ meetings¥should, therefore, be

provided for, preferably{gn'a‘periEﬁiEélfﬁaéiﬁfgnd, possibly,
(Of_a_somewhat~highér_ level W because it is of the first impor-
tance that the follow-up should be divested of the elements

of uncertainty which now becloud it and which are hound to
react adversely on the détente as a whole, It is equally impor-

tant that, in the meanwhile, Ghexgroups-of=expertsy] envisaged

in the Final Act, including the activities of the international
organizations referred to in the relevant section of the docu-—

ment, tshould.also_continue~apace, }

J___*‘___-—_.__
IV, The task that will face the representatives of
the ministers of foreign affairs as they assemble in Belgrade

later this year, will be a complex one and the setting within

which they wiil have to tackle it will be far from simple.
Their success in performing it will depend, to a very large

degree, upon the extent to which the meeting proceeds along

e e e o

genuinely democratic lines, along the lines that were gradu-
ally evolved by the Conferencé itself. Upon which, in other

words, rule no, 1 of the Procedure adoPted at the Conference

T T T



is observed and “all States partlclpatlng at the Conference
(i.e. ‘nmeeting) shall do S0 as soverelgn and 1ndependent States
and 1n condltlons of full equallty" and that the’ meetlng genu—

1nely takes place "outside mllltary alllances"

D
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The Belgrad Meeting within the Follow-up of the CSCE

- 10 Theses

1. Two years after Helsinki one may state that quite a few

v concrete improvements have been introduced into Buropean
peolitics, Among them the most impoxrtant seems to be the
re-appearance of the traditional notion of Europe which
had been missing for some thirty years as a consequence
of the fundamental political cleavage after World War iI.
While the fundamental political and ideclogical contra-
dictions remained unsettled and proved unsurmountable, .
public opinion all over Europe became aware that beside
well-known state interests there are interests of the
people themselves which should much more be taken infto

consideration by Ruropean politicians. Thus tHeé re-uni- 3

G}cation"of‘families}pade headway on a larger scale.

2, It is vorthwhile mentioning that economic cooperation
between the different parts of Europe has not only sur-
vived the global economic crisis but in some countries

evenfincreased its~share-in-overall foreign~trade. Some

of the special agreements of Helsinki have more or less
. _been practised, e.g. prior motification oﬁ,and ertchange
of observers toimilitary manoeuvres. .
3. In Belgrade the representatives of the European states
are going to discuss the positive and negative results
of Helsinki., This may become a useful exercise if the

participating governments f€§i3t“the'temptationhto—pro—"“z

g duce _mere_propaganda’or-behave~like=35"prosecltors;
¢ aa _ )

Whether Belgrade will really become successful depends

first of all on the ability of the diplomats to detect

areas of common interest whereigﬂditippal_pﬁrts of the

Telegrammadresse: Exterpolitik




5.

6.

Final Act of Helsinki can be realized and cooperation

enhanced. For all practical purposes &conomic.and_tech<!

fnical™c¢cooperation sﬁsﬁld'be‘tackled-by—exis?i&g:ggénbieg

such as ECE to guarantee maximum efficiency at minimum
cost, Duplécating existing organizations will deter public

opinion from cooperation rather than encourage to.

It might be useful to analyse in more detail the impact
of the £ﬁnal &ct on the political situation in Europe.
thile the general tendency, which emerged in East-Vest-
relations at the beginning of the seventies, did not
change, intensified communications between the different
political and social systems did not always result in
détente in the sense of political relaxation. If détente
means to learn living together in spite of existing
differences, the interpretation of the ?ﬁnal Act by
government officials and mass-media eometimes led to
strains rather than to relaxation, Domestic difficulties
or overdrawn expectations made dogmatics and eceptics
again resort to polemics wvhich were well-known from the

/

Cold War, or to inactivity.

Since the text of the Final Act is very comprehensive
and detailed it would not make sense to negotiate new

agreements in Belgrade. . ¥hat™has~been“reached~in"Hel=7

rsinki"is'pTobabl?‘tB‘be"consihergd—the_maximum"gf what

can be done at the present stage.

The positive effects of the Final Act of Helsinki have

become visiblezmostZof all_in_the._field_of humanitarians
il mLrorrens
roblems. \There are reports from many European countries

L

which introduced new regulations enhancing communications
bet een the people across national frontiers and taking
the personal interests of their citizen much more into
consideration than in former times., Since it is the pur-
posé of states and governments to serve the interests of
the people,attention should be devoted to expanding these

activities,
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7. ¥hile much is left to improve East-Vest-relations in

Europe this complex is becoming overshadowed more and

more by worldwide difficulties. The global economic system
appealrs not to be sufficient any more (which is relevant
to CMEA-countries likewise). New methods of cooperation,
concertation, control and guidance will become inevitable,
The problems of energy and commodities, of the internation-
al division of labour, of the protection of environment,
of(ﬁ&g}preventiﬁ&]mﬁ abuse of nuclear plants and of the

protection of civil nuclear industries have to be

thoroughly discussed., This is a challenge to cooperation

of all countries (including_the_socialist_countriles in

Europe and the states of the Third World. EXEludihg:::y

rtheﬁselves—from‘this”EOdﬁé?Etidn‘will‘not'sévg_tﬁgmsa:7

tcialist'countries"from‘béing'affédtgd‘by"tﬁE”deffcfencfeaL
While ideological slogans may have met with applaust from
developping countries for some time, the states of Africa,
Asia and Latin-America will in the future identify their
friends according to their actions rather than to their

wording.

In the field of international security it has become

F‘M— - - . B Ll o Ly
obvious that détente_cannot"be~limitedTto Eurdpe’ The

process of détente will develop worldwide, or collaps.
People have become sensitive against industrialized

states delivering weapons and armements to developping
sountries in excess of their defensive needs and thereby
introducing a new form of colonialism for reasons of
strategic interests or financial profits. By the way,

some industrialized countries have experienced the un-
willingness of developping countries to be used as proxies

in conflicts between East and West.

Vhile arms control negotiations did not result in sub-
stantial progress in the past, pressures from less
powerful states towards real achievements will grow,.

In addition, the necessity b develop new energy resources
will lead more and ﬁore countries to the "threshold"
which eventually might jeopardize any endeavours to

prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The more
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so if the super-powers will not come to an agreement
. to substantially reduce their strategic armements. The
Vienna talks, however, are unlikely to produce meaniné-
ful results in a foreseeable future. Economic pressures
to reduce the burden of armements will not become strong
enough to force governments into international agree-
ments on arms control as long as threat perceptions are
permanatly being fed by a strong military build-up on
one side and by a militant propaganda, fhe more so since
, the technicalities of arms and forces reductions are
- highly complicated, and the European balance of forces
is inseparab#iy intertwined with the strategic relation-

ship between the United States and the Soviet Union.

lo. One &gﬁ;;er might be analysed in more detail by the govern-
ments in Belgrade,in so far as it might have politically
destabilising effects. What I have in mind is fthe_activity-~

[Qf;radio stations_broadcasting_in_foreign_languages.f The

very fact that these broadcasts meet with interest in the
bwend popul ace is evidence that people do not really
trust their national radio stations; The best remedy
would be therefore to improve the national news programs and
to encourage independent commentaries. But this appears
difficult and is precluded in certain countries by ideolo-
gical pecuﬂarities. In view of the different political

’ systems it seems not to be promising to strive for common
V' and binding guidelines which would guarantee "positive"
‘ qualities of those broadcasts. The only way to avoid ne-~

gative implications on East-West-relations might be [fod

[apply_the_same_restrictions™to_ foreign broadcasts-which~the™)
o ST . s e ————

e T R e e e Vg A TP Pl e T e v
{radio_stations have to_ observe_in_their_domestic_activities?

If the stations for instance want to criticize a foreign
government they should not exceed the limits they have to
wvatch when criticizing politicians within their own coun-
tries. Whether it is advisable to institutionalize some

sort of ihternational (but non-governmental) control over

these broadcasts may be open to discussion,




IERCIEIKTIRN BEATPAICKON BCTPEWY B CBRETE OILITA
MPETROPEHAA B XKSHE SAKIOWITEMBHOTO AKTA COBHELAHVSA
[I0 BE3OMACHOCTH U COTPYIHMYLCTBY B EBPOILE.

I. lexgyHaponHad HelCTBHTENBRHOCTD HAUKX IHEW XapaKTepr3yercH
IDIHAMHBMOM ¥ MHOI'OIRAHOBC THI0, BHOHommquEme TPYNHOCTE ¥ BHYTDUIONL—
THYECKAT 00PBOA BO MHOIMX RalUTAMICTIYECKHX TOCyIapCTBaX; HEYDEry- -
JIIPOBHEHHOCTE KOHQAMKTOB B TeX.WJM NHHX pailoHaX 3eMHOI'0 wapa; 0060-
crpenne mpoCleM, CBA3AHHHX C 3afaueil TepecTpoiky MeXIYHADOIHHX 5KO-
HOMKYECKHX OTHOUeHH# ~ BCE BTO HE TOABKO YCAOKHAET KapTuHy, HO H0—
DOR 3acJIOHAET MACLITACH K 3HAYEHLE cﬁBMDOB B MEXTOCYIAPCTBEHHHX OT-
. HOWEHMAX NBYX CUCTEM, OXBATHBAEGMHX [IOHATHEM DaspAnky. Mewmy rewm,

BHE KOHTEKCTa DA3PAUKHA HE MOI'YT CHTL NpaBUAbHC HOHATH, ¥, TeM CoJee
pelleHH mmorme‘cnogHﬂe HpOﬁﬂeMgaﬁﬁOﬁaﬂbHOfQ, TaK ¥ DPETMOHAJBHOIO |
¥apariepa, C KOTODHMMA YEJIOBEUYECTRO CTANRUBAETCA HA HODOTEe MOCHAel— :
reit gerseprr XX Bexa,

<. L aprycra 1975 roma, KOrIa BHCINME DYKOBOIUTEMN TDPWILATH TDEX
eBponeiicknx- cTpad, a Taxxe CHA 1 Kamarm, nommwcanu B XesbCHHKE 3a-
KoUK Te pHnil akT CoBenarnsa HQAOGBOHaCHOCTM ¥ COTPYIHUYECTBY B EBpo-
e, HavaJcs HOBHIL BTAN DPABDAIKK. B MOBECTKY IHS BCTANO [PETBOPEHME
B ¥M3HE CODVIACOBAHHHX HAE Cbﬁemaﬂmﬁ DOJIOHEHNH ¥ IOTOBOPEHHOCTEH,
"MaTeDpHazalHg paspAIKK" B Dal/muHHX 00JacTax. C TOI'0 JHH IIDOULIO
ToyTH IRz rojna. JocTaToyer Jii Taxoll CPoX IJS OUEeHKY BOBIeHCTBHA
3TOI'0 HOKYMEHTE HO MEKIYHADOLHHE OTHOMEHHA, IJA HONBEIEHHS KHTOroBT

Bonpoc 3TOT OCOOeHHO yMeCTeH B CBABKM C [OpelcTosuell BeTpeueld B
Bearpame. BpAm Jv MOXHO HA HEro OTBETHTE ONHO3HAHWNO, C O;HOI CcTOpO-
HH, SAKMCUUTENBHEEE KT ~ 9TO IOATOBPEMEHHAA [IporpaMMa, pacCuuTalHag

Ha DORH ¥ HecATHIeTHS., HO C Npyroil CTOPOHW, HA IYTH IMPETBOPEHMI

B HIZHL 3aiJOUHTEJHOTO AKTA y#%e CLeJAHH HepBHe marH,

QUESTA PUBBLICAZIONE £ DI PROPRIETA
DELLISTITUTO AFFARE mﬂ{RNAzm)NAu




2.
DOCTUTHYTH IIpaKTHYECKNEC pe3yabTalH, BHABWINCE OIPEIEJCHHHEC -

nopo#i Hpo&MBopequme ~ TeHIEHUWN ¥ [TOBULME, aHaJK3 KOTODHX MMEeT
CYLECTBEHHOE SHAUEHME IV MOHHMAHNA XOJa W IepCIeKTHB npouecca
DaspANKY B IIEJIOM.

3. Ilpy OIEHKE COBPEeMelIHOr'0 3Talla PA3PANKY CYHeCTBEHHOe 3HLYEHLE
ylMeeT BHOOD KpuTepusa, Eci CPaBRUDATH HHHENHee NOJOXeHAe ¢ alcTpar-
THHMM I CYOBEKTHBHHNY ODPECTSBACHUAMYA M mueajaMi, TO, KOHEUHO, He-
TPYIOHO HaWTH TOBON IJid KDPUTHKNM ¥ HeynoBIerTBopeHHocT#. Ho ecam ocTa~
BATHCH Ha II0YBE NEeHCTBATEJRHOCTH -~ N0 caMoil cpoell npmpone CHlOXHOH,
IVHaMHYHOE W MPOTHBOPEYNBO# — €CJ¥ CDABHUBATE €0 C KOHKDETHHM I
He CTOMb YX TANeK!M HEDPUOIOM "YoJonnoi BOMHH", TO HENBR3d HEe NPUITH
K BHBOLY O CECCIODHO IO3WTUBHOM XaparTepe HPONOJRAnIMXCA CIBUIOB HA
wemﬂyﬂapOEPom apeHe.,

paBra, 0O CDABHEHHK C TPeNLECTBYOIMM IEDPHONOM, KOTL2. DeYh LA
B NepByK O4YEpelnd 00 YCTPAHEHUH TeX HacJoeHnit "XOMONHOA BOUHE", KOTO-
pHe SBEO OGHADYRWIZ CBOK HECOCTOATENLHOCTEL Ui HPWIIM B TDPOTUBODEUe
C MHTepeceMy He TOJBKO IPOIPEeCCHBHMX OCLECTBEHHHX CWJI, HO MMEaBAUEX
Kpyros Bamaza, i KOIma IDOLEeCcC Daszpsikl HPOTeKA] CDABHETEABHO GHCTPO,
HHHElHAC CEBEI'M B MERPOCYIADPCTBEHHHX OTHOMEHUWAX IBYX CHCTEM BHIVIAIAT
meHee "s@dekTERHHMM™, PaloTa N0 npeTBODPeHUI B KUBHL JOI'OBODEHHOCTEH,
IOCTHTHYTHX B XeIbCWHKK, CKJISNHBACTCA Y3 MHOTUX NpaKTWIECKUX nen,
He BCerZa 3aMETHHX, HO TeéM He MeHee BaxHHX.

B COBETCROM Cownse npugaeTcA GONBLOE SHAUSHIE APETBOPEHMD ggﬁsﬂb
Bdex IOJIOXEHNH Baﬂﬂmqﬁwenbﬁorb aKTa. §§Ty paloTy BOBJAECYEHH MHOTKE
MEHECTEDPCTRA ¥ BEUOMCT@a  LCTEeCTBEHHO, YTO 110 OIHEM HATPABISHUAM |

cleJaro Gonblle, NO:-IDYIMM — HeOOXOIVNMHE MEDH NDHHEMAITCS ITOCTEIeHHO

WJ TOJABKO elle paspadaTHBapTCH. ﬁyﬂoroe 3HECh 3aBUCHT OT OOLEIo

COCTOAHNA ﬂonMTMqCCHMX OTHOUEHNHE MEXILY IocylapcTBami, OT "ypoBHA"
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PABDANKY .
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[ronoTeopHKE ﬁOCﬂEHCTEMH PaspANKH, HEeOCXOIHMMOCTE €€ INDONOJECHUEA 1
yrﬂydﬂeHMH OUYEBHJIHH. 9TOr0 He MofyT KI'HODEDOBATE M OTBETCTBEHHHE
rocyﬂépCTBeHHme Iedrens 3alaya, KOTODHE Y¥e 110cje XeNbCHHRY Heon-
HOKDATHO BasfBIAAL O TOM, YTO HOJNMTHKR Das3DIiKi He HMeeT pasyMHOl

AIbTEPHATHABE, M HOATBEDHIAIN KYDC HA OCJIAGNEHHE MEeXIYHADONHOH Ha—

IIDSIMCHHOCTH, 888%%0131}]3&?1 20 DeaNbHOCTAME MUPOBOHR CHTyallunil, XHU3HeH-

HHMM JHTepecaMMYETpaH,

4. XoTA paspEUKA COXDPAaHHET CBOE 3Haﬁeﬂﬁe BeIyuell TeHIeHIuA
MERIYHAPOIHON XWBHU, COBPEMEHHH{ 5Tal  MupOBOH HOMNTHEM XapaKxTe prsy~
efoﬂ TPOABJCHNEM M IDYTEX, HEDEIKO IPOTMBOHOJIOXMHY TeHTEHIH: IIpo-
TOJHASTCS I'OHKA Boppymeﬂmﬁ, CyWecTByeT DAN 0YareB HalDAXeHHOCTH,
TaeT celsl SHATE AKTHBMBAIWA IPOTUBHUKOB MIDHOIO COCYUeCTECBAHNA
FOCYJIAPCTB IBYX cmcfem.

Karmanns HpOTMB‘baBPHHHH BEeUeTCA HO MHOI'EM HalpabJeHHsM. 9TO
¥ paccyxIeHns o "OechyonHocTH" Daspaixy K O ee GroCH OXHOCTOPOH~
Heit BHPOﬂHOCTM'gﬂH CoBeTCKOIo Cowza, 5T0 ¥ EeoGOCHOBHHHEE OGBMHe~
HEA COUMaNINCTHYECKAX CTPaH B "HEeBHIOJIHEHNN" IDHHATHX B XeJIbCHEKN
00A3ATENECTE, 5T0 U LyMHHE Ramnaﬂmﬁ BOKDYT "3andTu IIpaB dYeroBexra
B COLMAINCTHUECKEX CTDAHAX,CONPOBOXIAIOUMECH TOMNTRAMIE BMEWLHBATHCA,
BOIIDEKN NYXy U CYyKBe SaKOYUTENBHOTO aKTa, B KX BHYTDEHHME IeJa,
3TO ¥ Oe3IoKa3aTe bHHE yTBepKﬂeHMH?pOCT& "coBeTckO#l yrposu".

Bece 9TO He oCTaeTcA Oe3 WIMAHUA HA OQWIHAJILHHE BHEWHEIOINTHYeC—
Kuft xypc, Bampynﬁﬁﬂ peann3aiyn yxe ﬂOCTHTHyTHX JDOTOBOPEHHOCTEH, B
YACTHOCTH B OGJACTY OIPEHHYEHNA BOODPYAEHMI, ¥ NpEUATCTBYS DasUTHI
B3aNMOBHI'OIIHOI'O DABHOIPABHOTO COTPYIHNYECTBA.

O. llymaeTcs, 4TO IPOUCKN BPATOB MMDA HE B COCTOSHIY Ie DEYC DKHY TE

JOCTUREHUH DaspAnKy, ONVDAONKXCH HA [IPOUHYP OCBEKTHUBHYW OCHOBY.
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4.

Ten He MeHee WX LefiTeNBHOCTD TanT B ce0e CEepPBEe3HYN OlIaCHOCTE.
Jalepxxa B IOCTYNATEJNRHOM PA3SBUTHN Pa3pAIEM, %/Eem Golige LOMATHOE
IBYXEeHle, BO3BpaAT K "XOJ0LHOH BOWHe" MOIyT odepHyTLCﬂ He TOJBKO
GeclenbHol pacTpaTol MaTepuansbHHX DEecYDPCOB B I'OHKE BOODPYHEHHI, HO
¥ ONAacHHME OCOCTPEeHHAMH MeXIVHADOIHON 00CTAHOBKE. Bce 3TO HaJaraer
0CO0yH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH HA UDPSBUTENALCTBA BCEX oTpaH — OOJIBUIAY H Ma-
JHY, Tpedyer  BHCOKOH dﬂMTeﬂLHOCTM M HapacTawlell arkTEBHOCTA UHPOKIX
OCWEeCTREHHNX KPYI'0B, BCeY MADOMWOUBHX CIJ. _

{lepBOCTEREHHOR 3HAUEHNE HMEDT npolaert 00y 3IaHys TOHKH BOOPY-—
KeHni, #00 B HalM THN ee NDOTOJBKEHNE 3aKimuaeT B celfe Ccephe3Hyn

C
YIPO3y BCEOCHIEMY MUDY. 4 MONeT cBEl'E Ha BeT NOCTHREMHS TOJUTHIECKOMN

DABDANKY .

m HeoOXoIHMH TeDUIEeJHBHE IIOMCKM BCe HOBHX IYTell If KOHKDeTHHX

hop pa3BMTgH MIIPHOT'O B32NMOBHTOTHOI'O COprﬂ%%%%%%%%ﬁggﬁgl rocynap-
CTBaMH C PAsJINYHHM OOUECTBEHHHM Ci#poeM. B ﬂéﬁgrpgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁgéﬁmym
DOJB Ho~npemﬂémy NPUSBEHO. CHIpaTh OCHOBANHOE Ha HPUHIANE MuDHOI'O
cocymeoTBgaHHﬁ IBYCTODOHBEE CQprﬂHquCTBO, BO3MOKHOCTU KOTODOIO,
KaK NOKABHWRAET lipaKTUKa, IAJEeKO He lcYepraii. BuecTe ¢ TeM IOJORI-

TEJHPHOE 3HaYEHNEe EMEeJO OH DpasBHTHE MHOI'CCTOPOHHEIO COprEHquCTBa‘

TOCYIAPCTB, 00pa3ypuero Xaxk CH CBABYUYD MaTEepHaAsHYD TKAHB HPOYHOIC

MDD . Ha »7T0 HEIIDABJIEHH K3BECTHHE COBETCKHS NPeNJIOKEHHS O IIpOBEeNEHIE

~ O0LeeBPOIEHCKAY KOEI'DECCOB KJM MECRIOCYIaPCTBEHHHX COBEUgHKH MO IIpo-

OnevaM TpPaHCIODPTA, 9HEPreTHKU, 3aLMTH OKpyXawieH cpend.

Ipercrosauas B 1977 r. BCctpeda npencraBuTesefl IOCYIAPCTB-yIAC THRL
KOB olueeBponefickoro cosemanus B Bearpame, AaeT BO3MOKHOCTL OOMEHIT-
Cf MHEHMAMY O TOJOXHTENBHOM ONHTE COTDPYIHMYECTBA TOCYIAPCTB B pelle-
HOW 3a5ia4, ONPELeseHHHX B 3aKM0unTesBHOM aKTe, ¥ NPOLoEATH HA

MHOT'OCTOPOHHEHR OCHOBE OGMEH MHEHUAMY O IasibHeiumx YCHIMAX B Lesax
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_ . . 5.
YIDOYEHUS Ce30NAaCHOCTY 1 PAsBUTHS COTPYIHNYECTBA B Epporne,

PasBHTHA npolecca paspaunxy B Symymem,

6. Uro xacaerca CoBETCKOTO Cowza, To nocaenmoBaTeN LHOCTE ero

Kypca Ha paspﬂnﬁy, €I'0 PemMMOCTE BMECTE CO BCemym MVDOJEOCYBEMY CHJIA~

M1 TOOUMBATLCH prOq@HMH GBBOHaCHOCTH B Epporie u Bo BCem wmupe, pacum-
PEnNs DaBHONDABHOI'O M B3aMMOBHIOIHOI'O MemﬂyHaponHoro COTPYIRMYECTBA
B DPA3MAYHHX OGﬂaCTHX OONYyYiyM [TONTBEPKIEHNE B pemenugx XXV chesna
ITICC, ‘B IOKywmeHT8X BeDniHCKON KoH(epeHImy KOMMYyHICTHYECKAX ¥ paldo-
X HapThM Eppons { wmows I976 1.), B MATE pHasax OxTGPBECKOTG HIeHYMa
LK KICC, B urorax cosemanus HomnTnyeckoro xoHCYABTATHBHOIO KOMUTETE
TOCYIapCTB-y4ac THEKOB BapuaBCKOro AOTeBopa B HOAGOpe I976 r, B Byxa-
pecte, B BHCTVHHEHHHX J./.Boexuera.,

Comercxuit Coms # Ipyrre CTPaHH COLANMCTHYIECKOTO CONPY#ECCTRA.

NoOVBanTCH ﬂaﬁLHemmero PasSBATIA OMATONDUATHHX JUIA MEpa M CONHAILHODO

Iporpecca Iepeied B Mémnyﬂaponﬂoﬁ OOCTAHOBKE, NDEBpaleHNd paspanen

B HEIDepHBHHE, Bce GoJsee AUISHECIHOCOCHE!Y, yHEBeDCAJIBHUE I HE0ODATUMEHI,
OXBaTHBRIONEH BCE KOHTHHEHTH npouecc; nepexona x YCTOﬁQMBOMy nﬂbHOTBoL
HOMY MEDHOMY COTPYLHKIECTBY MemIy POCJH&DCTB&PJ, BOCTUREHNA MDaKTUYeC

KHX yCcIexoB B pasopy}l CHUMI ~ B IepBYL CHEDEIE SLEpHOM,

npogeccop H. TOMANEBCH

VHCTUTYT MupoBOf OKOHOMEKK K
MemnyHaponHmX OTHOWeNuE . AH CCCP




